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INTRODUCTION

Hume opens Book III of the Treatise,1 the volume in
| which he first presents his morallphilosophy as a whole, by
presenting and a;guing for what we would now call a theory
of moral judgments. After the opening two sections he pro-
ceeds to other tasks, but throughout the book he reverts to
this theory from time to time in order.to elaborate and
offer further érguments for it.
| Exactly what does this theory which he is presenting
and arguing for in Book III affirm or deny about moral judg-
ments? There has never been & consensus among - students and
expositors of Hume who have tried to say exactly what it |
affirms or denies. Their discussions have not in the main
been complex, but Hume's pronouncements and argumenté for
his theory, apparently 80 forceful, have, nevertheless,
proved elusive, The aim of the present work is to look again
'at these pronouncements and arguments, some of which are very
well known, and (1) interpret them in the 1light of those-
papts of nis theory of knowledge and theory of the passions

contained in the first two books of the Ireatise on which he

1David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, ed.
L. A. Selby-Bigge (London: Oxforad University Press, 1888),

Books I and II were first published in 1739 and Book IIT
in 1740,
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indicates these pronouncements and arguments of his theory
~of moral Judgments depend, énd (2) take all of these pro-
nouncements. and argumenés into account to determine the A
theory (or theories) which in the greatest-probability Hume
intends to be presenting, if not af all points explicitly,
then at least by implication. To anticipate the- results

of this study:. I will try to show that Hume is presenting
a single, coherent view about moral Judgments, and that he
does not contradict himself in presenting and arguing for
-it, as has sometimes been suggested;2 and I shall alsoc try
to show that this view or theory cannot in strict accuracy
be classified under any of the current labels for describing
and ciassifying theories of moral Judgments.

By the term 'moral judgments' in the present work
we shall wish to refer to Jjudgments appraising the moral
value of character traits and conduct, but not to Jjudgments
. of ‘moral obligations. For Hume holds that judgments of moral
obligation are not logilecally fundamental; he allows that they
may occasionally be of practical importance, but he thinks
they afe always derivative from Judgments of moral wvalue,
That is, on his view, judgments of what I ought to do are
derivative from judgments of what sort of action or char-

acter trait it would be morally good for me to perform or

to possess,

2Henry D. Alken, Hume's Moral and Political
Philosoggx (New York: Hafner Publishing Co., 1948). Brand
Blanshard, Reason and Goodness (London: George Allen and
Unwin, Ltd., 1961). Arthur N. Prior, Logic and the Basis of-
Ethics (London: Oxford University Press, 1949),
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But tho' on some occasions, a person may perform an

action merely out of regard to its moral obligation,

yet still this supposes in human nature some distinct

principles, which are capable of producing the action,3

and whose moral beauty renders the action meritorious.

Without citing the arguments on which previous
expositors of Hume's theory have relied for their interpre-
tations, a brief summary of the more notable of these inter-
pretations will indicate the range of théirvdisaéreement.
AThey fall into two main groups: On the one hand, some ex-
positors have ascribed to Hume forms of what are now called
ethical'naturalism, that 1s, theories according to which
the predlcate terms for expressing moral Jjudgments are de-
finable wholly in terms of non-moral predicate expressions,
and hence moral judgments themselves»are wholly analyzable
into non-moral ones. On the other hand, some expositors
_ have ascribed to Hume forms of what are now called emotivism,
accofding to which the predicate terms for expressing moral
Jjudgments do not as such have a descriptive meaning at all,
deflnable or indefinable, but rather have only expressivé
or emotive meaning, as possessed, for example, by 'Hu:rayl'
and 'Bool'.*
'The expositors who take Hume to fe propbsing a form

of ethical naturalism do not agree as to Just what form this
is; that 1s,_they do not agree as to just what kind of def-

inition or analysis he 1s proposing. 1In an editor's

introduction to the Treatise, T. H. Green interprets him as

>David Hume, op. cit., p. 479.

4éee beiow, pp. 108-113.
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holding Jauntily that "a man's vice 1s someone elses dis-
pleasure."® This might be called a form of observer-reaction
theory, for on such a theory moral Judgments would be wholly
analyzable into judgments of the pleasure or displeasure of
sdme observer.
Sidgwick interprets Hume in much the same way

(unless, as is not clear, he means to suggest that Hume is
an emotivist); but he mitigates the paradox on which Green
capitalizes,_by emphasizing that Hume does not suppose moral
Judgments refer to jJust any pleasures or displeasures of any
- observer whatever, but to the feelings of esteem or appro-
bation and disapprobation of a mature and qualified observer.

«..What happens is that from the contemplation of

the circumstances and relations already known, the

mind feels a sentiment of esteem or contempt, appro--—

bation or blame; Jjust as natural beauty, though it

depends on proportion, relation, and position of

parts, 'is not in any of the parts or members' of

the beautiful object, but ‘results from the whole'

when presented to an intelligent m%nd; gifted with

the requisite refined sensibility. )

More .recently, in discussing a crucial passage 1in

the Treatise,7 Rachal Kydd offers a similar'interpretation,
streésiﬁg, however, that according to Hume the observer must

be an-actual observer, and that his feelings must be actual

feelings.

5Dav1d Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, and
lalogues Concerning Natural Religion, ed. T. H. Green
London: Longmans, Green and Co., 1874), p. 70.
 CHenry stdgwick, Outlines of ihe History of Ethics,
6th ed.; (London: MacMillan and Company, 1931), p. 207.

" pavia Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, ed.

L. ﬁégselby-Bigge (London: Oxford University Press, 1888),
Do . , . : ,



Hume 1s here concerned to show that when we speak of
acts as morally right or wrong, virtuous or vicious,
we attribute to them a characteristic which they
pPossess only in rglation to the attitude or feelings
of an observer...

An 1mpoftént version of observer-reaction thebry

results when the observer 1s identified with the person
- Judging. This might be called the ego-reaction theory. 1In
a very recent book, Blanshard ascribes this theory to Hume,
adding parenthetically that he thinks Hume contradicts him-
self and sometimes also holds to a very different view.

If Hume 1s correct, when I Judge 'that act is right',

I am not reporting a character of the act, but a

feeling of my own. (He also held that I am reporting

the feeling which prevails in my soclety, shifting

from the one view to the other as suited his argument9

without seeing, apparently, how different they were.)
The second sub-type of theory, the one which Blanshard's'
parenthésis attributes to Hume, might be called the statisti-
cal or group-reaction theory. The group which Blanshard
thinks Hume has in mind is the majority of the Society of
the persoﬁ Judging. |
_ For a clearly emotivist interpretation, one may
turn to MacNabb in a 1951 book, David Hume:

Hume does not say that 'the action x is virtuous'

means 'the action X causes pleasure by thethought

of 1t to all or most men'. He says that 'the

action x is virtuous' simply expresses the sentiment

of approval which the speiger feels when he thinks
of X in a certain manner.

8Rachal M. Kydd, Reason and Conduct in Hume's
Ireatise (London: Oxford University Press, 19 » P. 49=50.

9Blanshard, op. cit., p. 92-93, o

lOD. G. C. MacNabb, David Hume, His Theory of
Knowledge and Morality (London: Hutchinson's University
LiErary, I§515, D. I72._: A -
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“A. N. Pfior,ll

too, attributes an eiotivist theory
to Hume, but on the basis of a different sentence from the
one MacNabb cites.l2 And in considering the sentence to
'Which MacNabb reiers,kPrior holds that Hume, inccnsistently,
states a form of the ego-reaction theory. _

At least two interpreters, D. D. Raphael13 and,
.more recently, Bernard Mayo‘l4 are of interest for'suggesting
more coﬁpleX'interpretations combining some of the parts of
different interpretations already mentioned.. Raﬁﬁaél thinks
that accdrding to Hume moral sentences are equivocal and
sometimes express emotions (as on pure e@otivism) but some-
timesnfefer to those which are or would be felt by members
of some groﬁp (aé'on a pure form of the group-reaction ’
theory). Mayo emphasizes the analogy'which holds between
moral’judgments and Judgments of physical objects, and the
importance Hume deduces for fixing on general points of

view“15 in making both, 6

11Prior, op. cit.

12 MacNabb's begins "We do not infer..."; Prior's
begins "To have the sense..." [David Hume, A Treatise of
Human Nature, ed. L. A. Selby-Bigge (London: Oxford
University Press, 1888}, p. 471. _

13D. D. Raphael, The Moral Sense (London: Oxford
University Press, 1947), p. 76, S0-B1.

14Bernard Mayo, Ethics and the Moral Life (London:
MacMillan and Co., Ltd., 1958), p, 83-89,

’ 15Dav1d Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, ed.
L. Aé Sglby-Bigge (London' Oxford University Press, 1888),
p. 501- A

16Aiken (oD cit., D xxxii-xixiii) holds that Hume
literally states _both the ego-reaction and emotivist theories
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With so much diversity in the interpretations of
Hume how can we best begin our search for what he really had
in mind? It will be best, I beliéve, to start by examiﬁing
.ﬁhe quegtion which he raises at the very beginning of
Section I. Hume develops his whole theory as an answer to!
this question, but he does not make as clear as we could
wish exactly what it amounts to. Nbr have those who have
previouSly interpreted Hume devotegd much attention to clafi-
fying his statehents of 1t. And once we have treated this
fundamental question, invChapter I, we must then also
examine, in Chapter II, the arguments he ﬁses.to establish
his answer to it. The risk of becoming tedious on these
preliminaries is, I believg, outwelghed by the risk of
begging questions if such preliminaries are dispatched too
quickly.

in their simplest and crudest forms, but unlike Prior, he
thinks Hume has fallen into stating the first as well as
the second inadvertantly and that his more conslidered
opinion is probably reflected insteag in the stress on
"'general points of view, " :



CHAPTER I
THE FUNDAMENTAL QUESTION

Introduction to the Question

In introducing his question, Hume indicates that
he has been led to it by the central propositions of his
philosophy of mind, which he elaborated early in Book I.

It has been observ'd, that nothing is ever

present to the mind but its perceptions; and that
2ll the actions of seelng, hearing, Judging, loving,
hating, and thinking, fall under this denomination.,
The mind can never exert itself in any action, which
We may not comprehend under the term of perception;
and consequently that term is no less applicable to
those judgments by which we distinguish moral good and
evlil, than to every other operation of the mind.

_ Now as perceptions resolve themselves into kinds,
viz. lmpressions ang ideas, this distinction gilves
rise to a question concerning morals,....

Let us call the view Hume is explicitly summarizing here his
theory of impressibns and ldeas., And before we turn’to the
quesfion itself, let us review in brief what this theory
comes to,

As he notes in the introductory passage above, this

‘theory affirms to begin with that ali the contents of

lDavid Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, ed.
L. A. Selby-Bigge (London: Oxford University Press, 1888),
P. 456, References henceforth to this work will be abbrevi-
ated, using the letter "T" followed by the page number.

-8 -
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consclousness or the mind and also all acts of the mind2
are simply so many "perCeptions";3 and "perceptions" in
turn are all'eitheri"impressionéﬁ or "iéeas".4 Impfessions,
we must recall from ﬁook I, are dsensétions; passions and
emotions as they make their firsé appearance in the soul."5
And ideas are "the faint images of these in thinking and
reasoning; éucg as, for instance, are all the perceptions
excited by the present discourse."® Strictly speaking, all -
perceptions are particular occurrénces, but it is usually
convenlient and permissible to use'impression' to mean an
exact but repeatable kind of impression, and 'idea' to mean.
an exact but repeatable kind of idea (at least Hume regularly
does extend the terms in this way). A further key fact
‘about.iﬁpressions and ideas is that some are unanalyzable,
_that is "simﬁle" (the taste of salt would presumablj be
simple),'while éhe rest are analyzable or "complex" (the
image of a r#bbit'or fhe sound of a tune wéuld preéumably
be complex).7 |

The céuse of most impressions is unknown.Bl Simple

impressions themselves, however, can be seen to cause "either

mediately or immediately“9 virtually all simple ideas (the

2Hume does not allow that menfal acts differ.
fundamentally from mental contents. : :

.3T 1. According to his theory of personal identity,
-the mind itself is "...nothing but a bundle or collection of
different perceptions..."# [#T 2527]; but whether or not he
holds to this extreme view in the present context, will not
affect the outcome of the present discussion.

4T 1. 5p 1. "Soul" here means the same ag "mind".

Sr1. Toa, 8pq) 84, 99 ..
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taste of salt causes our idea of the taste of salt); and
these ideas are always fainter coples or images‘ofvthe
impressions which cause them. Complex impressions cause
many but not all of our cbmplex ldeas; thus, to use Hume's
example, we have no complex impression corresponding to our
complex ldea of New Jerusalem.lo

Our ideas of pleasufes and pains (as well aé-our
impressions of them) are able, in conjunction with vérious
other ideas, to cause a few simple impressions, némely the
"impressions of reflexion," which is to say, "the passions,
éésires, and emotions."t! '

This Will'perﬁaps suffice to recall without attempt
at clarification or criticism the main features of Hume's
fheory of impressions énd ldeas., But we can hérdly keep in
mind its full significance for Hume unless we recall at
least three other theories which are intimately connected
with it, and which he also states early in Book I.

The first of these;is his own theor& of the associ-
ation of ideas. .Ideas, he holds, tend ﬁo evoke other ideas
with which they are then often effectively united to form ’
more complex ideas (doubtless along with ideas of the
relations between them). This uniéing or assoclating of
ldeas in the mind is not always or entirely haphazard. In
" all men, one idea tends to call up'or evoke another when
the two ldeas are sufficiehtly simllar, or are images of

objects (impressions) experienced as close or contiguous

in space or time, or as causally connected. Thus we commonly

0p 3, 4 g,
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form many of fhe same or similar complex ideas, even when we
have had no corresponding complex impreS’sions.12

The second intimately connected theory is the
_ndminalist hypothesis which Hume borrows from Berkeley: So-
called general or abstract ideas (the idea of horse in
general) are always‘really particular ideas (the idea of
Dobbin), but they are used in a general way. They are
"annexed to a certain term, which gives them a more extensiﬁe
éignification, and makes them recall upon occasion other
individuals which are similar to them.“13 These "other
individuals" need to be similar to the orivlnal one only in
certain respects.'14

Finally, thé third theory we must recall is Hume's
unique view of the naﬁure of belief: An idea constitutes a
belief if it is sufficiently “1ively," intense, or "vivig,"
approaching in strength the férce'of én impression.'15 _

In additipn to recalling these theories from Book I,
let us finally tfy to recall how, broadly speaking, Hume has
employed them in Books I and II and to note what this would
lead us to exnect concerning hls plans for them in Book IIT.

Hume's main concern in Book I is, of course, to

offer an account "Of the Understanding. n16 His four theories

Just mentioned (along with his related views about memory

2800k T, Part I, Sec. IV. Hume also allows that
if two ideas are associated an imprassion similar to one
will evoke the other.

14

L3p 17, T 20. 157 9. 167 9,
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and the imagination) form a major part of this account, but
we can'fairly say, I believe, that ahother ma jor part of it
consists of explications of the fundamental, general concepts
we inevitably use to try to understand the world and get
about in it. Hume sééks to explicate our abstract concepts
or space and time, probability, distinct and continued
existence (independent of the mind), and personal identity,
to name the most cruciél. Hé asks, for examvle,

s+s.Wnat is our idea of necéssitzl when we say that
two objects are necessarily connected together.-!

And for the explications he ﬁrovides to answer such questions
and to form the rest of his account of the understanding,
Hume's four theories Just mentioned jointly provide him

with his main method of procedure. In every explication he
treéts general concepts as ideas in his sense, and hence not
»feally general eicept in the way they are used, and he traces
their origin back to the‘main sorts of particular beliefs .
and impressions which he thinks must uitimately (“mediately

or immediately"lS)

caﬁse them. 1In the case of coﬁplex ideas,
he attempts to.cite the silmpler ones out of which they have
been formed by associatidn and also the manner of this
association.

In Book II Hume goes on to offer his account "Of
the Passions,“19 searching into their causes and'effecfs.‘
But in doing fhis he is largely once agalin explicating what

he considers widely-shared, general concepts; thils time it

1s our general concepts of pride, humility, love, hatred,

Wy 155, Bp g, 19 570
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and the will. And again his method of explication remains
that of tracing ldeas back to their orlgin in particular
1mpressions, simple or complex, in the manner suggested
Jointly by his four theories. —

If, as far as it goes, this correctly summarizes
much of what Hume is doing throughout Books I and II, what
are we to expect of him when he begins Book III, his dis-
cussion "Of Morals,"20 and especially when he begins it by
referring to his theory of impressions and ldeas? We will
naturally, I think, expect him in part to be setting about
to try to explicate whatever in particular he regards as
our fundamental concepts "Of Morals." And we will expect
him to prepare to do this-in the same way_he_tried to
explicate the fundamental concepts of the understanding in
Book I and the concepts of the passions in Book II. That
1s, We will expect him to treat our moral concepts as ideas,
and plan to trace their origin back to the ideas or
impresslons from which he thinks they are derived. We will
expect him eventually to reveal whether they are themselves
simple or complex, and if simple, to discover the simple
impressions from which they arise, while if complex, to
reveal the simpler ideas from. which they are formed by
assoclation. And that this kind of explication of our
fundamental concepts of morals is Just what he does in a
large part intend to offer is,'I bellieve, confirmed, though

it 1s by no means conclusively proved, by the descriptive

207 455,
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titles he assigns to the parts and sections of Book TII.

He entities Part I "Of virtue and vice in general, "

Part 11, "Oof justicé and injustice," and Part III,V”Of the
other virtues and vices, "2t Barly éections of Parts IT and
IIT de=al with "the origiﬁ of jﬁétice;.." and "the origin of
the natural viftues and vices."2? Hume;s two.sections
composing;Part I, "Of virtue aﬁd vice in general," are to
show that "Moral distinctions [are] not deriv'dlffom reason"
(section 1) and that "Moral distinctions [are] deriv'd

from a moral sense" (section II).23

The Question and Its Intervretations

Let us now go oh to look at Hume's question. He
poées it in two different ways, the firég in words immediately
following (and continuous with) the passage referring to his
theory of impressions and ideas which was quoted above. Let
us begin by consideringvonly his firét way of posing his
guestions. | |

Whether 'tis by means of our igeas or impressions

we distinguish betwixt vice and virtue. and pronounce
an action blameable or vraise-worthy?2&

If one came upon ﬁhis vpassage without the perspecfive

'in which his aims ang methods in Books I and II, and his

titles to the various parts and sections of Book III place
if, one wouldgﬁaturally interpret it, I believe, as asking
directly about judgments of moral virtue and vice as such,

and presumably about all of these.

2y xvi. 221 xys, 23p 4y, 24 456,
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Since such judgments of moral virtue and vice
include perceptions of subjects, which is to say perceptions
of agents, actions, and traits of character, one would not
go so far as to presume that he is asking whether'theée
Judgments in their entirety are ideas or 1mﬁressions. The
Interpretation one would naturally take is simply that his
questlion is instead roughly this: Do our perceptions of
virtue and vice, when we make moral Judgments, consist of
ldeas or do they consist of impressions? The main reason
one would interpret his question as direﬁtly concerned with
what we do whenever we make moral Judgments is that his
phrase in hls introductory remarks "to approve of one charac-
ter, té condemn another..."25 certainly means to make moral
Judgments (of characters),‘and "td pronounce an action
blameabie or praise-gorthy"gG cértainly means to express a
moral Judgment, ' '

But when ome views this passage in the light of
the aims, methods, and descriptive titles cited above, one
could just as naturally, I believe, construe it as asking not
directly about all our perceptions of moral virtuousness
and viclousness in moral Judgments, but rather about those
pérceptions (which may or may not occur in moral judgments)
which are of the kind by which we form our ideas of moral
vice and virtuerin,the first place, or, as Hume says, "dis-
tingulish betwixt vice and virtue."27 On this second line
of interpfetation; his question ié more nearly this: Are

these sorts of perceptions ldeas, or are they impressions?

25p 456, 267 456, 2Tp s,
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On either of these two lines of interpretation Hume
1s allowing that there are two possible answers to his
question. AndAweimay3presume that he takes these possi-
bilitiesbto“bé exhausti#e (one alternative must be true)
and exclusive (the other must be false). Let us now con-
sider Hume's néxt remarks, in which he>goes on explicitly to
ldentify one of the alternative answers as a proposition to
which he thinks any rationalist moral philosopher is neces-
sarily committed.

Those who affirm that virtue is nothing but a

. conformity to reason, and that there are eternal fit-
nesses and unfitnesses of things, which are the same
to every rational being that comsiders them; that the
lmmutable measures of rights and wrong impose an
obligation, not only on human creatures, but also on
the Deity himself: All these systems concur in the
opinlon, that morality, like truth, is discern'a
merely by 1d§as, and by their juxta-position and
comparison.2
What is of interest here is not slmply that Hume i1dentifies
the ideas alternative posed by his question as the one to
which he thinks rationalists are committed. More important
at this point is just that he shows us that the alternatives
are not, in brief, between 'ideas' on the one hand and
'1mpressions' on the other. The alternatives are rather
whether our perceptions are merely ideas on the one hand,
or whether we have either instead or in additlion an
lmpression or impressions.

If we pursue the first interpretation, then, we

will want to say that Hume 1s asking: Do our perceptions

of goodness or evil when we make moral judgments consist

merely of ideas, or do they coﬁsist at least partly of

28

T 456-T.
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impressions? Siﬁilarly, if we pursue the second line of
interprgtation we will want to say he is asking: Do the
‘perceptions by which we form our ideas of (“distinguish“)29
morai gédd and-evil, virtue and vice in general consist'
merely of ideés, or do perceptions of this kind consist ét'
least partly of impressions?

An important point’on which Luﬁe is.not explicit
is as to whether or not the two exclusive and exhaustive
answers which he allows are possible are both universal in
scope, and 1f they are not, vhich-one is to be regarded as
limited in scope. If he is presuming that both. are universal,
then on the first line of interpretation his question becomes
more spgcifically: Do our perceptions of moral good and evil,
virtue ahd vice, whén we Judge actlons and charaéters virtu-
ous and vicious, morally good and evil always consist
merely of ideas, or do they always consist at least partly
of impressions? But if, as is quite likely, he is not pre-
suming this, tﬂen, we should consider as two further possi-
bilities that he may be asking whether these perceptions
sometimes consist merely of ideas, or, what is surely a
separate questioﬁ, Whether they sometimes consist partly of
impressions. 4And similar possibilities must be considered
with respect %o the second line of inte?pretation, so that
in effect we must consider_not—Simply‘two but six different

guestions as possible candidates for identifying what Hume

has in mind in posing his question.

29q usg.
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For convenience, let us list as follows five differ-~
ent expressions which will suffice, when we pair them off
correctly, to state all these six different questions:

J. Do our perceptions of moral F. Do 6ur perceptions

virtue and vice (moral good of the kind by which

and evil) when we judge we form our ideas of

actions and characters moral virtue and vice

virtuous or vielous (good (moral good .and evil)

or evil) consist in the first place
consist

a-a, always merely of ideas, or
always at least partly of impressions?

S-a. sometimes merely of ideas, or
- always at least rartly of impressions?

a-s,. alwavg merely of ideas, or )
sometimes at least partly of impressions?

When we wish to refer to one of the six questions, we Ean
now refer to it by one of the appropriate sets of letters;
for example,.J. a-a, J. s-a, J. a-s, F. a-a, P. s-a, F. a-s.
These questions, I belleve, afford the only possi=-
bilities for interpreting Hume's question (at least on the
ideas - .impressions version of 1t) which we need to take
seriously. We can, therefore, turn our attention next to_

trying to determine which of them, if any, is to be preferred.

The Preferred Interpretations of the Question

- 0f all the six possible interpretations of Hume's
question représented above, treéting it as equivalent to
guestion J. a-a has the hedviest 1iabiiities; and is the
least to be preferred. Hume's views plainly allow that we

do in fact ascribe most if not all non-moral characteristics
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sometimes on the basis of impressions and sometimes on the
basis solely of !deas. Sometimes I ascribe weight to an
object by hefting it, sometimes I do so by noting its
appearanbe to sight and inferring 1ts welght. 1In both cases,
on ﬁume's view, I have a perception of its welght, but in
 the case of hefting, thils perception (of welght, resistance,
or whatever) is an lmpression, whereas in the case of
inferring its weight from its appearance to sight, my per-
ception is only an idea, albeit a lively one. TFor inferring
a characteristic, property, or object can never give us an
impression of it, but only an idea.

A CAUSE is an object precedent and conticuous to
another, and so united with 1t, that the idea of

the one determines the mind to- form the idea of

the other, and the impression of_the one to form

a more lively idea of the other.

This idea of Rome I place in a certain situation

.on the idea of an object, which I call the globe.

I Join to it the conception of a particular govern=~
‘ment, and religion, and manners. I look backward

and consider its first foundation; its several
revolutions, successes, and misfortunes. All this,

and every thing else, which I believe, are nothing

but ideas; tho' by their force and settled order,
arising from custom and the relation of cause and
effect, they distinguish themselves from other

ideas, which_are merely the offspring of the
imagination.

Thus, contrary to what would be presumed in’asking
questidn J. a=-a, Hume's views plainly‘allow that we do in
fact ascribe mbét non-moral characteristics sometimes on
the basis of impressions and sometimes on the basis solely

of ideas, and it is therefore highly doubtful that he would

1

30p 170,  Ilp 108.



be presuming that this 1s impossible in the case of moral
characterlstics. It is even more doubtful that he would be
presuming this at the vefy outset of his inquliry into morals
without-making any attempt to Justify doing so, and when he
does not yet claim to have shown that the perceptions he is
asking about are eilther impressions or ideas.

| Treating Humé's question as equivalent to J. s-a
rather fﬁan J. a-a has thé advantage that the alternatives
posed in J. s-a are genuine contradictories iather than
contraries. There could be no reason for presuming at the
start that either of the altefnatives,allowed by J. a-a are
true. But we must surely admit, if we have followed Hume
only this far, that our’ferceptions of moral good and evil
when we Judge actions and characters, are sometimes merely ’
| ldeas or they are always at ieast rartly impressions.

There 1s, however, a heavy objection of another sort
againét treating Hume's question as eqﬁivalent to J. s=-a.
‘When we read further we find that Hume identifies the
 rationalist altefnativegas universal in scope. For in his
second formulation of the question Hume asks "whether it be
posslble, from reason alone, to distinguish bétwixt moral
. good énd evil, or whether there must concur some other
principles to enable us to make that distinetion." 2 This
ldentifies explicitly the 'ideas' alternative as équivalent

to an alternative about reéson, and when Hume prepares to

32p ys57.
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feject this alternative, he remarks "if thought and under-
standing were alone capable of fixiné the boﬁndaries of

- right and wrong, the character of virtuous and vicious must
iie in some relation of objects, or must be a matter of
fact, which is discovered by our reaéoning."33

Hﬁme states that the rationalist alternative is that "thought
and understanding {is]...alone capable of fixing the bounda-
ries of right and wrong."34 This 1s to say that the
rationalist altérnative,.according to Hume, affirms that

our perceptioﬁs of moral godd and evil are always merely by
ldeas. In gquestion J. s-a the 'ideas' alternative is not
universal, so we can eliminate J, s-a as a guestion egquiva-
lent to Hume's question.

None of the objections I have been posing against
the first two interpretations hold against treating J. a-s
as equivalent to Hume's question. And any further objections
against treating J. a-s as equivalent to his question ére
likely to hold equally against treating it as equivalent to
J. a-a and J. s-a, So we must conclude that J; a-s affords
the interpretation most to ‘be preferred among the first
group. “

Turning to the second group of questions, it must
be confessed that F. s—é and F. a-s are of little interést;
the kind of objection raiséd against identifying Hume's
question with that expressed by J. a-a2 have little or no

force against identifying it with that expressed by F. a-a,.

30 4%, g 453,
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- This is surely because of the specific subject matter with
which Hume is here concerned. (Had he been concerned with
perceptions of tables, chairs, or snowstorms then the

" differences of the kind which obtain between F. a-a and

F. s-a and F. a-s would have been significant. Hume would
have to say that 1ifelong residents of the Sahara form their
‘ideas of snowstorms by combining simpler ideas in the
imagination, while Eskiﬁos form theirs from complex
impressions.) With respect. to such concepts aé moral good
and evil it would seem falr to presume that they are all
formed initially in all minds as a result merely of ideas or
that they are all formed initially in all minds as a result
merely of impressions, That is, it would be implausible to
suppose that we form them now one way and now another.

The maiﬁmoﬁjégéion égainst treating F. a-a as
equivalent to Hume's question is that if does not square
with the main reasons cited at the beginning of the pre-
ceding section for treating the'quéstion as.about the
perceptions of moral good and evil in moral judgments of
actions and characters. "To approve of one character, to
condemn another'" 2 is to make moral judgments, whereas "to
pronounce an action blameable or pra1se—worthy"’6 is to
express one. | |

But it may be.replied~against this objectiqn that
what follows from it is‘only that Hume is presuming parf of

his own theory. For on his view those perceptions.of moral

35p 456,  Pp 454,
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good and evil which we make when we make certéin kinds of
moral judgments, those I shall be describing in Chapter III,
as "non-rational moral Judgments, ' are in fact the per-
cep{ions by which we form our idéés of moral good and evil
in the first place.

It 1s quite likely that Hume 1ls presuming this..
For one thing, it fits very well with two views he has
advanced in Book I; his nominalism, which I ‘mentioned
earlier, the view that general ideas are alil narticular
ones "annexed to a certazin term,"37 and his view that judg-
ment is a species of conception.38 Indeed, it can, I think
be shown to follpw from these taken with only one added
View, namely the view that.moral concepts or ldeas are
simple rather than complex. Granting these three views,
our idea of moral virtue in general must, it would seeﬁ, be
the idea of some particular man or acﬁion "annexed to a
.certain term,"39 and our act of 1“ormfmg or arriving at this
ldea must be one with a Judgment or awareness of his (or
its) moral virtuousness.

The rationalist would never,'of.course, subscribé
to Hume's nominaiiSm, and would be reluctant to agree that
Judgment is a species(of conception. But Hume has argued
these issues previously and has a right to be presuming
them‘in Book IIf. Further, a rationalist might well agree

that moral ideas are fundamentally unanalyzable and simple,

.38
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and even that acts of the sort by which we come to apprehend
them in the first piace aré always Judgments of actions or |
characters. ~

This is doubfless insufficlent to counter the main
objection~ggainst treating Hume's question as equivalent to
F. a-a, But we must now consider some -objections weighing
against treating his question as equivalent to any of the
J. forms and in favor of ldentifying it with F. a-a. These
conslderations are difficult to state briefly and difficult
to assess at this point, but they must, I believe, be -
accordéd some welight. | 4

"To approve of one character, to condemn another" n40
clearly enough as noted, refers to moral Judgments of .
characters. And pronounce an action blameable or praise-

worthy"41

clearly refers to the expression of a moral Judg--
- ment of an actlon. They are appropriate for this, I belleve,
simply bédause (now, as in the 18th century), the verbs
"approve," "condemn," and "bronounce"42 are as characteristic
as any in English forz expressinv moral Judgments. (In the
18th century in particular, Shaftesbury, Hutcheson, Smith,
and Reid, all of whom use 'approve,' and Butler who also )
uses 'condemn' use these words only to refef to acts of moral
* Judging.)

‘But'most of Hume's phrases for what he is asking

about in the passage under examination are very abstract,

one might say phiiosophical, and no one uses them or parts

“Op us6.  *poase. 42217 from 1 456.
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from them, to express moral judgments of‘actions and. charac-
ters as such. This is true whéthér one considers Jjudgments
of individual or types of actions and characters. Chief

among these are his phrases with the words "distinguish" or
w, 43

nltd

“distlnctlor "Judgments by which we distinguish moral

good and evil, "distinguish betwixt vice and virtue,"45
"to distinguish betwixt moral good and evil,"46 and "that
distinetion."*7 Ang to these may, of course, be added the

phrases "Moral Distinctions“48 in his titles to Sections I

(now under examination) and II: '"Moral Distinctions not
n49

deriv'd from reason
HSO

and "Moral Distinctions deriv'd from

a _moral sense. (The phrase 'discern morality’ is also

present, by 1mp1icat10n at least; but the problems it
presents are so similar to those presented by.the phrases
with 'distinguish' or 'distinction,' that I shall not have
fo allude to it in what follows;)

It must be admitted that according to Johnsondt
one sense of 'distinguish' is "To discern critically, to
judée"' one sense of 'distinction' is "the act of discerning
one as preferable to the other." uevertheless, while other
philosophers (including Hume's contemporaries) use Hume's

words 'approve,' 'condemn' and ' judgment,' and many others

“p u56.  *Hrouse. 457 usg.  46q agr.  4Tg 457,
“8p 455, %91 455, Op 4o7q.
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besides to refer to moral Judgments of actions and characters,
they do not refer>to them by phrases like these abstract
ones Hume uses here with 'distinguish' and 'distinction.'
Those other philosophers who do use similar sorts of phrases
are in fact Hume's philosophical antagonists, and these

| antagonists mean by the phrases not a class of judgments
but an abstract difference, or the constituting of such a
difference. Samuel Clarke; for example, writes of "“the
eternal distinction of Right and‘Wrong”52 as though.it were
one and the same thing as the “natural‘difference betweep
good and evil.”53 Angd Wollastbn opens a work, doubtless
familiar %o Hume, declaring:

The foundation of religion lies in that difference

between the acts of @enzgghich_diitinguishes them

into good, evil and indifferent,”
Nor is this usage péculiar to philosopheré. Boswell reports
to'Johnéoh that "an impudent fellowmfrdm Scotland tnot Hume ]
maintainedhthat fhere is no distinction between virtue and

n55

vice, promptiﬁg the great lexicographer to comment:

But if he does really think that there is no distinction
between viriue and vice, why, Sir, when he leaves our
houses, let us count our spoons. 5

92Dpiscourse on Natural Religion, reprinted in
L. A. Selby-Bigge, British Moralists (London: Oxford
University Press, 1897), II, p. 21.

531114,

>*§illiam Wollaston, The Religion of Nabure
Delineated, reprinted in L. A. Selby-Bigge, British Moralists
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1897), Sec. I, v. 361.

55James Boswell, The Life of Samuel Johnson L.L.D.
(¥ew York: The Modern Library), follows Malone's bth ed.,

,
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Certainly neither Boswell nor Johnson supposed "this
impudent fellow">! to hayc held there to be mno ﬁoral Judg-
ments of virtue'and Vice; they supposed him rather to have
held there to be no real difference between the general
nature of virtue and vice. _

Hume, of course, is asking about mental acts cr_
'perceptions.f But the foregoing would suggest, I believe,
that he 1s asking not about perceptions of instances of
moral virtuousness or Viciousness, as such, but about those
of the sort by which we form or arrive at our concepts of
moral virtue and vice iua general in the first place, as on
F. a-a,

Additional features of Hume's phrases with
'distinguish' and 'distinetion' lend iﬁcreased weight to
this interprefation.

| First, these words conspicuously refer to judgments
in such a way as to allow that they (the Judgments) may be
doubtful or contrary to each other. 'Distinguish' functions
like 'see' and 'hear'; 1if a person really does "distinguish
moral good"58 at all, he cannot for all the difficulties
involved, be in error; or at any rate, another person cannot
'distinguish moral evil' in a contrary way. On the face of
it, this is quite unlike what obtains with moral judgments
of character and conduct, or the rules for using approve,

'condemn, 'pronounce, ' and 'judge.’

ST1via. 587 456,
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'Distinguish' used with 'between' or 'petwixt' (as
in "distinguish betwixt moral good and evil")59 is regularly
classed as intransitive [QED], which means, I believe, that
according to lexicographers and grammarians what gets
distinguished in these cases is at.most thought or concepts,
not the objects of thought or conéepté.' This naturally
énough fits with the way that Hume completes his phrasns
beginning with "distinguish"6o and "distlngulsh betwixt”ol
Wwith the abstract nouns virtue, v1ce, "moral good,"

and "evil.”°2

Had he Wished to inaicate.that he was aéking
as sﬁch siﬁply about Judgments ascribing moral characteristics,
he could have done so unequivocaliy by completing his
phrases with 'the virtuousness and viciousness of actions
and characters,'
Hume's phrases beginning wifh 'distinguish' would
-in-any case seldom be appropriate to refer to Judgments of
any one trait of character or any one instance of'conduct,
if these were taken separately as such. In pronouncing
'Jones is vicious,' for example, would a‘person be claiming
to disﬁinguish Jones' vice from the virtue he is alleging
Jones does not have? He might 1f he conceived of vice as
simply the absernce o¥ virtue. ’uberwisy, it would seem a
cumbrous and fQulty way of stating what he had in mind.
If 'distinguish' in Hume's phrases were taken as a
transitive verb, presumably it would have to be in oane of

three relevant seases [0ED]: To classify; to confer a mark

Pnouss.  On ugs,  Olp usg. 62494 o 455,
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of distinction or differentiation; to make out, descry, or
discern ("one as preferable to the other" {Johnson]).
Elther of‘the firsf two senses might be éhown apprdﬁriate
for referring to moral Jjudgments as such, given certain
special theofies of moral judgment, but they can hardly be
taken as appropriaté as they stand, at the beginning of an
inquiry into morals. On the other hand, the word 'distinguish’
used in the sense of 'make out,' 'detect,' or 'discern'
tends to suggest a judgment made with sdme effort requiring
insight, penetrating to something new or difficult to grasp.
One does not, for example, 'distinguish' the shore from
only a mile at sea on a clear day. Wﬁile on this account
‘the word is appropriate'in this third sense for our acts of
arrivingvatAmo:al concepts, 1t surely is not so for many
typlcal cases 1n which we use these concepts. It does not
require insight or effort to .judge as vicious actions
obviousiy performed only to inflict pain.

Finally, in Book Ii Hume has‘referred in thé
singular to "the distinctlon betwixt vice and virtue,"63
which éurely.cannot in any direct way mean moral judgﬁents
as such. |

The most probable hypothesis, which has been advanc'd‘
to explain the distinction betwixt vice and virtue,
and the origin of moral rights and obligations, is,
that from a primary constitution of nature certain
characters and passions, by the very view and contem-

platlion, produce a Eain, and others in a like manner
excite a pleasure.6 .
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ind he will, to anticipate, use the definite, singular form
again later in posing his ansﬁer in Book III:

The distinction of moral good and evil is founded

on the pleasure or pain, which results from the

view of any sentiment or character,...OJ
There is little reason to suvpvose, therefore, that his

phrase "that distinction"®®

in the passage under discussion
from the Iirst section in Book III, means that mind of
distinction, which it would have to mean to signify moral
Judgments as such,

it might-be argued.that by such Dhraées as "the
distinction betwixt vice and v1rtue”67 and "Moral ‘

n68

Distinct*ons Hume does not mean our concepts of moral

good and ev1l but means just what Clarke and Wollaston
.mean, the actual difference between moral good and evil.
And further, 1t might be argued that he is presuming a
theory according to which these differences are constituted
(or conferred on characters and actions) by all our moral

Jjudgments, from.the totality of which judgments they are

hence "deriv'd?69

If this were so,.then in asking about
the origin of “Horal Distinctions,”7o which 'distinctions'
are admittedly.not themselves judgﬁents, Hume is expecting
his readers to know that he is asking about the origin or
causes of moral judgments.

But this would seem to be expecting a good deal,

Also, he would be presuming at the outset the truth of a

550 sus. . 06q 456, 67 455, . 687 455,
91 455,  TOp 455,
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theory which on his own account is contrary tb rationalistic
theories. Rationalistic theories do not allow that our moral
Judgments produce moral differences; they rather, as he says,
"affirm that...there are eternal fitnesses and unfitnesses
of things."71

Aé a result of the entire discussion so far we may
conclude tentatively that question F. a-a probably comes
the closest of any of the six posslibllities to expressing
unambigously the central meaning of Hume's fundamental
. question. The possibility of treatinngume's question as
equivalent to J. a-s,_however, is also plausible. Nor can
I claim at this point tc have conclusively disposed of the
possibilities that his question is équlva;ent to elther

Jo S=-a or Jo a-a-.

The Formulation in Terms of 'Reason’
and 'Other Principles'

Hume's second formulation of his question is:

Whether it be possible, from reason alone, to
dlstinguish betwixt moral good and evil, or whether
there must concur some other Brinciples to enable
us to make that distinction.'

Hume makes quite clear that by 'reason' in fhe pfesent

context he means the faculty of both "demonstrable"73

nT4

and "probable reasoning, that is, the faculty of noting

the relations betweén ideas (as in logic and mathematics),

and also the faculty of inferring causes and effects.75 .

Tr use.  "2p ug7, 37 ses. T4y 103.
5p 458, '
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Does this formulation, then, really pose precisely the same

éuestion as the formulation in terms of ideas and impressions?
I think it is cléar that 1t does not. This is not '

because causal inference typically proceeds from "a present

n76 and requires past experiences of cénstantly

impression,
conjoined 1ﬁpressions.77 For probable reason does not it-
self furnish these impreésions or any others plausibly .
identifiablé with perceptions of "moral good and evil."78
The ground for sayiﬂg Hume's two formulations are not |
strictly equivalent is that complex ideas are surely
"compounded and evoked regularlj by "the 1magination,"79
as well as by reason. | - .

But Hume's afguments to settlé his question will,
I belleve, be unaffected by this truth, éince, as Wwe shall

see, he will try to draw his conclusion against rationalisnm

mainly on the basis of what reaéon cannot but impressions

" alone can do.

Let us then add to our catalog of questions, which
we may wlsh to treat as equivalent to what Hume intends to
be asking, the following, whidh corréspond for all hls pur-

poses to J.‘a-a énd P, a=-a:

J. a=s': Is it possible that our perceptions of
moral good and evil in our judgments of
actions and characters should always be
perceptions of reason alone, or must they
sometimes be in part perceptions of some
other faculty?

"0p 98.  TTBook I, Part TII. (7 456.
91 225, ' o
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*

F. a-a't Is it possible that our perceptions of
the kind by which we form our ideas of
moral good and evil in the first place
should always be perceptions of reason
.alone, or must they always be in part
verceptions of some other faculty?



" CHAPTER II

REJECTION OF THE RATIONALIST ANSWER

The Three Arguments

Hume proqeeds at once t0 answer his oﬁn-question
by rejecting the rationalist answer to it. He does so on
the basls of three noted arguments which we can iabel and
refer to as (i) the argument from practical influence,

(2) the epistemological argument, and (3) the argument from
the inconceivability of deriving an 'ought' from an 'is.'
These arguments will now He discussed with a view to trying
to decide what Hume ié trying to prove by thém. " The aim
will be to see if he is rejecting the rationalist alterna-
tive to questions J. a-s and J. a-s' or to F. a-a or F, a-a'

or to both these pairs of questions.

Ihe Argument from Practical Influence

The argument from practical influence is the first
argument which Hume states and is'the one upon which he
places the greatest reliance., He states it briefly, and
I believe elliptically, six different times in Section I.
Preferriﬁg no speclial order of steps, he places_what appears.
to be his minor (or.subject term) premise first in the first

two versions that follow:

- 34 -
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1. Morals...have an influence on the actions and
affections...reason alone...can never have any

- such influence...morals,..cannot be deriv'a
from reason.

2. Morals excite passions, and produce or prevent
actions. Reason of itself is utterly impotent
in this particular. The rules of morality, .
therefore, are not conclusions of our reason.

3. Reason can never immediately prevent or produce
any action by contradicting or approving it...
moral good and evil...are found to have that
influence...reason.,,cannot be the source of
moral good and evil.-

4., The merit and demerit of actions frequently
contradict, and sometimes controul our natural
propensities. But reason has no such influence.
Moral distinctionz, therefore, are not the off-
spring of reason,

5. Reason is wholly lnactive...conscience, or a
sense of morals [is] so active a principle.
Reason...can never be the source of...
conscience or a sense of morals.

6. 'Tis impossible, that the distinction between
moral good and evil, can be made by reason;
since that distinction has an influence upon 6
~our actions, of which reason alone is incapable.
Looking at the argument as a whole, in each of these
different forms, it may seem at first clear that Hume intends
to be presenting only a single syllogism. But for reasons
which will be indicated in the discussion to follow and
throughout the discussion of the argument as a whole, I
believe he is not presenting simply a single syllogism. His
argument is, I believe, instead an enthymeme with an unstated
intermediate conclusion and an unstated third premise. That

is, the premise which Hume states in each of the above

Yrouas7. 2pousy. Opoass., o ouss,
51 458,  Cp ugp.
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versions of his argument (except perhaps in the sixth) do
not, on the interpretation I will be offering entall the
conclusion he states, but rather a proposition which, when
taken with anothér do entail this conclusion.
The Terms of the Argument and
Hume's Conclusion

Let us begin by trying to get clear on the terms
Hume is employing in this argument. %When Hume says that
"Morals...have an influence on the actions and affections,"7

8 at the very least (following the

he must mean by "morals,"
suggestion made in Chapfér i), our verceptions of hmoral
goodnesé and evil when we Judge act;ons aggﬁcharacters
morally good aﬁd evil.9 And this must also be the meadning
of "the ﬁerit and demerit of actions"© and "conscienge,

or a sense. of morals, "

By "reason"2 in turn Hume must
mean our percepitions 6f_reasoﬁ. As é third term in hié
argumeﬁt he is, then, presumably intending to refer to
perceptions which can inflﬁence actions (or conduct) and
affections.

If the argument were a single syllogism; Hume would

be left with these three terms and no more. However, we can

see that so far as his wording goes, he consistently‘departs

8

Tp ue7. P 45T,

9Again, he might have iu mind moral judgments in
their entirety, but we are sare in taking the minimal
interpretation.
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from indicating that he is limiting himself to three terms.
. With the exception bf his sixth statement, which does not
so clearly ﬁontain a reference to perceptions of virtue
and vice in judgments -of actions and characters, he intro-
duces into each of his statements of his argument phrases
for what is ostensibly a fourth term. And he always intro-
duces these phrases for a fourth term as phrases for the
subjJect of his conclusion. In his first statement of his
argument he introduces the words "deriv's from,-"l3 in the
second the words "conclusions of,"** in both the third and
fifth the words "éource df,“lB éné in the fourth the words
"offspring or, "6 '
| What I.am suggesting, of course, is that the subject
of Hume's final and stated conclusion in this argument is
those of our perceptions ofimoral good and evil of the type
by which we form our ideas of moral good and evil in the
first place. That is, the alternative which he is explicitly
rejecting in this argument from practioai‘influence is an
élternative posed only if his gquestion is construed as
equivalent to the questions I referred to'in Chapter I as
questions F. a-a and F. a-a'.

But leaving this suggestion aside for the moment,
1f the terms of Hume's étated premises are the three I
indicated, then what immediately foliows from them is either

that some or that all of our perceptions of moral good and

14
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evil when we judge actions and characfers morally good and
evil are quite other than perceptiop; of our reason. That
is, Hume's stated premises immediately entail an answer
either to the guestions J.va—s and J. a-s', or possibly to
. the questions.J. a‘ta and J. a‘a' or J. s-a and J. s-a'.
What I would like to do first, therefore, is to confirm our
results of Chapter I by showing that he is not attempting
to prove an answer to J. a-a2 and J. a-a' or to J.‘s-a and
J. s-a', but rather to J. a-s and J; a-s', To show this
would be to show that the conclusion of this argument

from practical influence 1s not the universal denial that
our perceptions of moral good and evil when we make moral
Judgments are ever perceptions of our reason, but is rather
only the denial that some of these moral verceptions are
peréeptions of our reason.

It will suffice to show this if it can be shown
that Hume's minor (or subject term) vremise is not intended
to affirm.that all, but only that some, of our pérceptions
of moral zood and evil when we make moral judgments ars
perceptions which influence actions aﬁd affections. But
before even furning to this premise, it will be desirable
to consider Hume's major (or predicate term) premise. This

is his premise which denies that our perceptions of reason

[

are perceptions which influence actions angd affections, or

at any rate, denies that they are the kind which do so

17 . .
"alone, "7 For if we can get clear on the exact mode of
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influence over actions and affections which Hume 1s denying
ié possessed by-perceptions of reason, we will thereby be
clear on the mode of influence he is ascribing to our per-
ceptions of moral good 'and e&il. Getting clear on this will
take a prodigious amoﬁnt of inquiry aad examination, which

will, however, I believe, repay our efforts.

The Denial That Perceptions of Reason
Can Influence Actions and Affections -

Let us requote Hume's words for his ma jor premise

in his first two statements of his argument:

Reason alone . . . can never have gny such influence -
++.0n the actions and affections.t

Reason of itself is utterly impotent in this particu-
lar [to]i .exclte the passions and produce or prevent
actions, 9 '

There is little doubt that he intends this denial to be

universal in scope. The words "never"2O n21

and "utterly
make this plain, Furthermore, ﬁis argument ffom pracﬁical
influence as a whole could prove nothing if this'premise

were not universal; it would be an‘instance of the fallacy

of illieit process of the major term.22

By sy,

19T 457. ©Note that the order of the clauses has
been inverted.

20p 457, 2lp 4e7,

22The conclusion must be negative, and hence the
predicate term, perceptions of reason, must be distributed
in the conclusion; but it would be undistributed in the
ma jor premise if this premise were particular.
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But what does Hume mean to be denying universally

[}
when he denies that our perceptions of reason, or in short

n23 or "of itself"e? ever influences the

reason "alone
actiqns‘or affectioné? In othér passages Hume seems pre-
pared to go so far as fo deny that reason has any influence
on the passions or conduct at all: ”reason is perfectly
inert, and can never either prevent dr produce any action

or affection."22 ”Reasoﬁ is wholly inactive,”26 as he says
in his fiftn étateﬁent of the argument. Thesé extreme state-
ments are not to be dismissed out of hang. There must be
some sense in which Hume really means what he says here.

The voint t5 start with, however, is the Nalone ! and "of

f1128 (

itsel in the versions of the premise reguoted above);

for thére is a sense, too, and s quite straightforward one,
in which hume is willing to allow that perceptions of reason
can influence,

It 1s worth noting that Hume éommits himself, as
I have:indicated before, to using "reason"2 here very
broadly, perhaps even more broadly.sometiﬁes than even he
realizes. He thinks of it basically as two-fold: —

The understanding exerts itself after two different 30
ways, as it judges from demonstration or probability.

The operations of human undérstanding divide them-
selves into two kinds, the compar%?g of ideas, and
the inferring of matters of fact.

250 457, 2% a7, 25n0p 7 asg. 267 4sg,

2Ty 457, 28

3y ue3.

T 457. P oasg. O s,
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Now I think it is evident that Hume is intending to include
here undér Judgments of'“nrobébility"32 and ”inferring
matters of fact" - more than vhat would ordlnarilj be called
~causal ié-erences. He would doubtless wish to include
memory judgments and judgments of_distinct and continued
existence in this category, though he himself has denied
that the latter are in the striciest sense causal judgments.
This seems a legitimate extension and fits with his broad
definition of reason as "the discovery of truth of false-
hood.”34 Certainly he céuld even claim that in a broader
sense.these are causal judgments. |

Hume's first specific claim about the influence of
reason vwhich he advances first in Book IT, is that a
"demonstrative"35 judgment infliuences only to the extent
tnat it dlrects our judgment concerning causes and effects.”36
And in the example he gives %o try to nersuade his readers '
or thm truth of this claim, the famous example of the
merchant and his debt, 37 seems to take his own dictum
more narrowly than he needs to do. The merchant's arith-
metical'judgment (demonstrative) directs his Judgment of
vhat single sum will settle his several debis. Hume there-
fore feels bound to treat the merchant's judsment that a

certain sum will settle his debts as a causal judgment in

the strict sense that it is actually a judgment zbout what

e wms. 3Bpoags, Fhpousg. B ougs,

300 a1y, g ps,
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different causes will produce a given effect. Given his
broad use of “"reason">° and "the understanding,"39 however,
‘there is no.réason why he neéd hold himself to this. He
need not insist, for example, that the jﬁdgment that one has
a legal debt of a sum of money is essentially a judgment of
the effecf which would be produced by paying it, or éven by
not paying it. #hat he probably wishes to insist on is that
demonstrative judgments influence conduct only so far as
they 'direct' factual judgments of some sort, not that
these factual judgments must be causal judgments in the
strictest sense, In any case, it 1s what he holds cbncerning
the influence of factual reason in general that must in the
final analysis tell us what is really at the core of his
denial that reason can influence 151 one 0 or "of-itself."*t
B But Hume does not say inAa few‘words éxactly what
he means by holding that factual reason alone cannot
influence. Ve ére reduced to drawing this out of the various
accounts he gives of the various ways he thinks factual
reason can influence. This should warn us that Hume may not
"have been entirely clear as to what his ma jor vremise really
amounts to. Being left to our own devices, we may (and I
think will) detect different meanings. What we should look
for in particular is the view which we can have the best |

grounds for saying Hﬁme would ultimately wish to defend.42

By ouss,  Fpoarz,  H0p o4gr, 4l 457,
421f‘there are other views to be found, these may

be borne in mind as alternatives, but should be of less
interest in interpreting other parts of Hume's theory.
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The passages one naturally looks to first are those
in which Hume catalogues abstractly all the ways in which he
thinks factual reason can influence. In fact, I think
these passages are misleading as to the scope and force of
his denial, but as 1t will be desirable to give evidence of
this, I shall start with them anyway. There are two such
passages. In Book III he claims that reason can influence
only in two ways:

Elther when it excites a passion by informing us of

the existence of something which is =2 proper objlect of

1t [the passion]; or when it discovers the connexion

of causes and effects so,as to afford us the means

of exerting any passion.4
But in Book II he has already allowed by implication that
it can operate in the opvosite ways, by correcting false
beliefs which occur.

" First, When a passion, such as hope or fear, grief

or joy, dispair or security, is founded on the '

supposition of the exlistence of objects which really

do not exist. Secondly, When in exerting any passion

in action we chuse means insufficient for the design'd

end, and decZive ourselves in our judgments of causes

and effects. 4
Hume does not seem to think of these as different ways of
influencing, and perhéps fundamentally they are not; but it
does seem necessary to keep both rassages in mind as comple-
menting each other, if one is going to have a complete
inventory of ways of influencing.

In insisting that these are the only ways factual

reason can influence, Hume would seem to be making at least

three distinguishable claims: First that for a judgment of

431 usg. M u1s.
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factual (or probable) reason to influence, i1t must act upon
.an independently ‘existing disposition to feel a "passion."45
This would seem to be the significance of thé phfase “proﬁer
object of 1t”46 (of a passion, that is) in the passagé quoted '
first. If sémething is not already "proper object”47 of a
passion, reason is powerless to inflﬁenceAconduct.. Second,
and more specifically, Hume is claiming that for a judgment
of factual reason,to influence it must act on fhe disposition
"in such a way as to excite an actﬁal, felt passion, or to
.calm an actual passion, or to 'direct' an actual passion.
Third, he is claiming that only certain specific types of
factual Judgments can excite passions, only certain others
calm them, and only certain otheps direct them.
Now we have to ask whether any of these claims

reveal essentially what he means by denying that reason

or 1tsers"?d or "élone"49 can influence?

‘ As emphaficall& as he expresses'his third, highly
-specific claim about the types of factual Judgments which

he thinks are the iny types which can éxcite, calm or

direct passions; there is no reason +to suppose that this
claim is an essential part of what he means by denying that
reason can influence alone. Hume would probably allow that
one could counsistently accept this claim while rejecting his
ma jor premise, or reject this claim while accepting his

ma jor premise, This claim, taken with his others, tells us

“Spoasg.  Mp asg, 4T usg. 48y 4o
49n 457,



- 45 -

vwhat sorts of judgments he thinks can influence, but not,
after all, how they Influence, whether alone or with some-
thing else. |

It 1s not easy to see whether or not the secoﬁd
claim contributes anything essential to Hume's thesis.
Sﬁppose one affirmed that Judgments of reason can act on
dispositions to feel pass;ons in other ways than by exclting,
calming or directing felt passlons, and ecan influence every
time 1t so acts. Would this amount to affirming that reason
alone, 1n Hume's sense, can 1nfluence? I suspect that this
depends on what the action turned out to be; so long as 1t
dia not amount to altering or removing the disposition
itself, 1t would probably not contradict Hume's claim, but
if either of these things were involved, it would. If a
Judgment that’tobacco smoke 1s carcinogenic caused one not
only to cease buying tobacco, but to cease desiring it (or
even to cease desiring 1t as much as one had before), péf-
hapsvHume would allow that reason alone had after ail an
inrluenée. " Doubt on this polnt arises chiefly because
those who reéd Hume sympathetically and feel that he has
enunciated the truth.on these subjects are quick to claim
that cases of this kind, so far as they exist; are always
cases of exciting an addifional and incompatible passion,
and that it is then this additional passion, not reason

alone, which alters or removes the original one.
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But then, if any of Hume's three claims reveal an
essential part of what he meahs by his promise denying that
reason alone can influence, it is surelj the first one, that
for a judgﬁent of factual reason to influence, it must act
on at least one independently exlsting disposition to feel
a paSsion. This 1s to say that for reason to influence,
there must be at least one independently existing disposition'
to feel a passion on which it acts.

If this is what Hume's view amounts to, then we
méy anticipate that the difference betwéen all judgments
(or -perceptions) of reason and at least some perceptions of
moral good and évil_in moral judgments on his view will be
that the latter are able to execite passions‘towardvthings,
which passlions, or changes in them, can then influence
conduct even when there is no-dispoéition to feel such
passions toward these things to start with.

Hume would, I think, be in a stronger position, if
his first claim, as'I have been referring té it, were all
that he wished to defend or introducetinto his denial that
reason alone can influence. For in fact, his more specific
claims, especially those which I ha#e called his third claims,
are mostly very doubtful, as I shall indicate later. 3But
how could he prove his denial even in this comparatively
lean form deri#ing Just from his first claim? How does one
‘gq about determining that there reallyvis (le$ alone must be)

an independent disposition to feel a passion for every
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Judgnment of‘reason that influences? How does one show that
there need not be such a dispositioﬁ in the case of influ-
ential moral judgments§ Is external, independeﬁt evidence
of such dispositions reéuired? This would seem easy to
acquire iﬁ~some cases, but virfually impossible in others.
Hume proposes as a corollary of his view, that if
Wwe are not disposed to be influeﬁced by either of two objééts
in thémselves, then the judgment of reason that they are
causally connected ndt only does not but cannot influence
us or arouse any péssion.
Where the objects themselves do not affect us, their
connexion can never give them any influence; and 'tis
plain, that as reason is nothing but the discovery of
this connexion, it cannot be by its means that the
objects are able to affect us.>
Now this seems to be false. People (notably scientists)
do seem- to take an interest in causal connections even
when they are not, to start with at least, interested
directly in aﬁy of the things connected, taken by them-
selves. Hume does not acknowledge or acéount for this,
even when he discusses "curiosity, or the love of iruth”Sl
(in the concluding seotion of Book II), and there is no
reason to suppose it ever occurred to him as such. He does
allow, however, that Judgments of reason maj themselves,
though only in what he regards as trivial circumstances,

produce a certain pleasure or displeasure:

Op 414,  5lp sus,
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Reason...excepf in the more sublime disquisitions
of phllosophy, or in the frivolous subtilities of
the schools, scarce ever conveys any pleasure or
uneasiness, 52 .

"Scarce ever"®> 1s not the same as never. This
should shéw that reasén alone is not always perfectly inert.
Why is it not evidence against the view that a separate
disposition to feel a passion is reqﬁired? What cher sbrt
ofkevidence is needed? ’

I suspect thﬁt producing counter-instances of this
sort would never get Hume to allow that reason alone can or
mighf influence. But if not, why not? Would it be because
even in cases like these which we wouid not ordinarily be
tempted to describe or explain by saying there was an
independently existing disposition to feel a passion, Hume
could invoke and manipulate the notion of a "proper object"S4
of a passion and claim that there really was.one anyway? '
It 1s true, he could altervhis view in the minor respecf to
allow that for a scilentist causal connections themselves,
or nice chains of reasoning, are such "proper objects" of
passlons. The fact that the scientist’is led to feel.as he
does, Hume could maintain, is itself good evidence that he
has a disposition to feel that way.‘ But then what further
would be meant by either positing or denying such a
disposition?

To épeculate qulte freely for a moment, I think it

1s quite easy to imagine that Hume, while remaining as

thoroughly convinced as ever that reason simply cannot

2p m17. 931 sy, SHpousg,
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influence alone, would, however, begin to feel quite per-
turbed about the need to make such ad hoc modifications in
his views. For there could be 1little supporting, external
evidence for;or againsﬁ such mddifications, and hence little
empirical meaning to them. The suspicion should therefore
be, I think, that we may not after all have arrived at what
1s fundamental to Hume's denial that reason alone can
influence. Hume's catalog of ways iﬁ which he thinks
reason can 1nfluence has not given‘us ﬁhat is essential to
this denial. The suspicion should further'be, I think,
thét while Hume has expressed this denial as though'iﬁ were
an empirical one about what causes are in fact necessary to
produce certain effects, what he more fundamentally has in
mind 1s an a priori (and hence analytic) claim about the
nature of judgments of reason and influence on conduct. But'
before pursuing this, I should like to pose one more
apparent negative or.disconfirming instance of the'preéise
about reason as it has presented 1tse1f up to this point.
Suppose it is granted that fhe very fact that a
judgment of reason influences conduct or the passiéns is
enough to show it must have aeted upon or evoked a fixed
disposition (gratuitous as this assumption may appear).
Ho# would Hume dispose of the possibility that this dispo-
sltion might not be to feel a'passion, but simply to act in
a certaiﬁ way? He spends a good deal of time in Book II
discussing_thé effect of habit or "custom" > on the passions.

Shduld he not allow that this ecan ﬁaVe a2 direct effect on

55T 422,
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actions too? Perhaps he would hold that the formation of a
habit is alwéys the result of a passion (I tell the truth
because I used to think I would be punished for lying); but
this would not dispose of the direct effect of habits once
formed. Perhaps he woﬁld hold that the continued operation
of a habit is depeﬁéent on a passion (the one behind the
formation of it or some other). ' This, however, would have
to be shown. Perhaps he would hold (implausibly) that
habits influence'only mere behavior, not actions or’conduct:
It seems likely that he woulgd hold this, for he does not
treat meré habits as amenable to moral praise or blame. His
catalog of viftues and vices includes only dispositions to
feel passions (aslwith'benevolence) or abilities (as with
wit) which he does not think of as essentially automatic or
fixed 1ike habits. The questlon remains, however, does his
major premiée rest on the assumﬁtion that judgments of
reason cannot éﬁoke habits alone to modify conduct?

It should be recalled that Hume holds zas ﬁis major.
premise not simply that reason does not in fact influence
alone, but quite emphatically that it cannot. If he means
by "alone"50 without acting on a préviously existing
disﬁositiénzto feel a passion, where, to repeat, are his
arguments to show that this disposition must be present?

‘Hume does not argue formally for this. Instead, he
presents and to some extent illustrates what I have calleg

his more specific claim. This claim would certainly entail

567 457.
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the claim that a disposition is always required, but it
seems even more doubtful than this. Nor do Hume's illus-
trations help make it (or his apparently more,fundamental_
claim) any”less doubtful. These illustrations are not
appeals to hard cases, accompanied by ekglanations.of then,
but only illustrations drawn from instances in whioh'there
need be little doubt that reason does act upon a disposition
to feel a passion, just as Hume thinks it does. He would
seem, indeed, throughout all this, to be appealing to the
~ inspection of his readers. Seeing how reason influences
in a few cases, we can induce intuitively that 1t will
influence in essentially the same way in all cases; or so
Hume seems to be suggesting.

A fruit,'fbr instancé, that is really disagreeable,

appears to me at a distance, and thro' mistake I

fancy it to be pleasant and delicious. Here is one

error [which can influence]. I choose certain means

of reachling this fruit, which are not proper for my

end. Here is a second error; nor is there any third

one which can ever possibly enter ing? our reasonings

concerning [or influencing] actions.:-
One wonders: Would Hume think his illustration supported
his claim with his reader, if the fruit were mentioned as
a4 specles he had never before tasted, but from its popu-
larity had inferred to be delicious?

Hume is willing to allow, as I indicated above,

that -a judgment can, in a sense, 'direct' a passion toward
an object, even when we are not disposed to feel a passion

toward that object to start with, provided we do already

feel a passion (specifically either a desire or an aversion)

5Tn u50.
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toward an effect or a cause of that object. Evidently,
however, this is not a case of what wé would ordinarily
think of as transferring an emotion or attitude from one
object to another. If a causal -judgment that a ladder will
help us reach a piece of fruit leads us to desire a ladder,
it is only in the sense that it leads us +to seek one. For
Hume makes plain that reason cannot prompt us to desire a
ladder or anything else for its own sake.(though fancy or
caprice may do this). If a further Jjudgment shqws the M
ladder unserviceable, the desire which reason directed to
it at once vanishes.

-The moment we verceive the falshood of any supvosition,

or the insuffic%ency of any means, ougapassions yield

to our reason without any opposition.

Hume implies that if we are disposed to feel a
paésion toward two objects, aﬁd Judgze that only one is
attainable, the judgment that one rather than the other
will satisfy a greater passion will often (though not
infallibly) direct us to seek that zreater object.59 But
again, this is not to say-that reason prompts the passion
for either object. .

This leads us quite naturally to ask, what does
prompt and not merely direct a passion?

A partial answer to this question appears in Book'I:

There is implanted in the human nind a perception

of pain and pleasure, as the 88ief spring and moving
principle of all its actions.

7 416, 1 535, 607 118,
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Hume adds that this "perception of pain or pleasure"sl is
sometimes in the form of impressions, sometimes in the form
of ideas.
But pain and pleasure have two ways of makiﬁg their
appearance in the mind; of which the one has effects
very different from the other. They may either
appear in lmpression to the actual feeling, or only
in idea, as at present when I mention them.
This 1s not to say, however, that ideas of pain or pleasure
are always powerless as compared with impressions. Some of
these ideas do influence both the passions and conduct. All
impressions influence the passions, but even they do not all
influence conduct; and some ideas are influential.
Did impressions alone influence the will, we should
every momeni_ _of our lives be subject to the greatest
calamities. ' :
The ideas of pleaéure and pain which in particular Hume
considers can be influential aré those in which we believe;
they are the ones which, as contrasted with idle fictlons-

which have '"no efficacy,"64

we take to represent something .
truly, as if is, Such béliefs are often, Hume allows, the
product of irrational causes; but often, too, the product
of reason.

We may infer from'this that reason can influence
so far as 1t can produce belief in a pain or pleaéﬁre.
Produéing belief, it should be recalled, is on Hume's theory

a case of "making an 1dea approach an impression in force
n65

and vivacify.

61p 118, 627 118. 637 119. 6% 119.

651 119.
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Hume develops this line of thought about pain and
pleasure furthér in Book IT. ZEarly in Book II we are told
that some passions are prompted by impressioas specifically
of bodily pains and pleasures; others are prompted by ideas
specifically of such vains and pleasures.

Bodily pains and vleasures are the source of many

passlons, both when felt and consider'd by the

mingd.
The important gualification is added later that not all
pains and pleasufes are bodily; there are-also those of the
;ﬁ57 which it seems can also influénce, presumabiy both
'in the‘form of impressions and lively ideas (beliefs).
Beauty 1s such an order ang construction of parts,
as either by the primary comstitution of our nature,

by custom, or by caprice, is gitted to give a pleasure
and satisfaction T the soul.b68

A1l this'prepares us for the view that reason ban
influence if ang only if it prodﬁces a vivid idea of pleasure
or pain, one which is a belief, orJincreasés the vivacity
of an idea of pleasure or pain so that it becomes a belief.
And this seems the view Hume is holding in the later parts
of Boék II (from which I cited the passages already :
examined) where he discusses reason. It is clearest, per-
haps, immediately following his description of the ways
reason can influence by directing passions.

But 'tis evident in this case that the impulse arises
not from reason, but is only directed by it. 'Tis

from the prospect of pain or pleasure that the .aversion
Or propensity arises toward any object.69

6y a75. 671 o9, 684 299, 991 44,
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Pléusible as this view may seem at first, two
questions present-themselves as to just how Hume can give
any very satisfactory proof for it. PFirst of all, he is
allowing that some lively ideas (those of pleasure and pain
in the future) can directly cause (prompt) the direct
passions of desire angd aversion, and thus influence conduct;
but if he is allowing that some lively ideas can prompt
passions, that an ”1mpulse"7o'can arise from them, what are
his grounds for hoiding thét others cannot also do so? |
Secondly, why should we suppose that while a disposition_to
feel a passion is required for judgments of fruit and the
like to influence, no such disposition is requiréd for
livély ldeas of pleasure and pain to influence?

I shall try tq answer the second question first.
Reverting to Book II, we find Hume suggesting that really a
disposition is required even with ideas of pleasure and
pain. It is a disposition which we appareﬁtly all possess,
and which merits a special title, "original}instinct“:7l

The mind by an original instinct tends to unite .

itself with the good [pleasure in this case ], and

to avold evil [pain], tho' they be conceiv'd

ggreiytin ideai and be con;%der'd as to exist in

¥y Iuture period of time.

But if a disposition, albeit one which is widely shared, is
necessary.for lively ideas .of pleasure énd pain to influ- ‘
ence, then one should conclude that they too cannot influ-

ence "alone“73 or of themselves, and that they too are

unable really to prompt passions. Hume does not, however, -

Op g1y,  Tlpusg, T2 438, 139 g7,
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draw thils conclusion. Instead he says that,
DESIRE [?ropensityjlarises from good [pleasure]
conslider'd s%ﬂply,.and AVERSION is deriv'd from
evil [pain]. ‘ ’ ‘ :
There 1is, then; something very special (though Hume does not
make clear what) about this "original instinet"'2 which sets
it apart from ordinary dispositions to feel passions.

When we look for an answer to the first question;
briefly, why other lively ideas besides those of pleasure
and pain cannot influence, we find that surprisingly enough,
and in apparent contradiction to what he said éarlier, Hume
.allows that they can.

Besides good and evil, or in other words, paln and
pleasure, the direct passions [which include desire
and aversion] frequently arise from a natural impulse
or instinet, .which is perfectly unaccountable. Of
this kind is the desire of punishment to our enemies,
and of happiness to our friends; hunger, lust, and a
few other bodily appetites. These, properly speaking,
produce good and evil, and proceed not from them, like
the other affections. 0 :
Hume also speaks of "certain calm desires"!' which he says
are of two kinds: ‘'"elther certain instinects originally
implanted in our natures, such as benevolence and resentment,
the love of life, and kindness to children; or the general
appetite to good, and aversion to evil; consider'd merely

u78

as such. Both these passages flatly contradict Hume's

earlier pronouncement that,
'Tis from the prospect of pain or pleasure that

the ave;gion'or propensity arises toward any
object.

T4 439, T5p 438, 61 439. TTp 437,

81 w7, 99 us.
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Furthermore, looking back to a stiil earlier point in Book
II, we can find the view that every ldea produces some
emotion or passion,

I believe 1t may safely be establish'd for a

general maxim, that no object is presented to

the senses, nor image form'd in the fancy, but what

1s:%. accompany’ad with'some emogaon or movement

of spirits proportion'd to it.
And with all ideas préducing a "movement of spirits,"8l
how can one be sure desire and éversion will result 6n1y
from ideas of pleasure and pain? Why not from a lively
idea of the fittingness or unfiftingness of actions?

One way to interpret Hume at this point is %o say
that he is clting causal connections between quite distinct
sorts of things. Prospécts of pain are lively ideas which
cause felt aversions; prospects of pleasure are ideas which
cause felt desires. Thé desires and aversions are "im-

- pressions of reflection,”BE_Which is to say they aré caused
by ldeas; and in particuiar they happen to be caused by
these sorts of ideas. Other ideas may in fact bé followed
by passions of one sort or another, even the direct passions
of desire and aversion. Bﬁt a cause must constantly and
wlthout exception precede 1ts.efféct, and itis only
prospects of pain which regularly and always precede felt
averslons, and prospects of pleasure which regularly and

always precede felt aversions.

8 8

Op =73,  8lp 373,
827 165. Ssee also T 7 and T 329.
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The chief objection to this interpretation is that
1t falls to account for Hume's allowing that desires and
aversions are not always preceded by prosﬁeets of pleasure
or pain. Sometimes ideas about children, one's friends or
enemies do this. Sometimes ideas of bodily appetitee are
the preceding ideas; sometimes ideas of objects relating to
bodily appetites are effective.

An alternative 1nternretation, however, presents
itself. Hume, as I noted above, seems to be appealing to
inspection on the part of the reader. Perhaps what he
chiefly means is that in the actual experience of every
human being (masochists excepted), the prospect of pain, if
near ehough at hand, is often . (or on very little reflection
becomes) 1tself painful, and further that one kind of
aversion is nothing else but such a painful prospect of pain,
while one kind of propensity is nothing else but a pleasur-
able prospect of. pleasure. It 1s quite natural to expect
that when an 1dea of pain, say, is increased in force and
vivacity to the level of an impression of pain, that it will
. naturally produce a felt pain as an "impression of reflection."
But this is not to deny that other ideas besides those of
pleasure and pain can produce such secondary pains and also
pleasures. It suggests, however, ﬁhat whether they do or’
not, all felt aversions are essentlally painful prospects,
whereas all felt desires are essentially pleasurable ones.

I desire ice cream when I have an idea of ice cream and this

idea 1is pleasurable.
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Now this view -cannot be eimply read off from any
passage in Hume. Nevertheless, I think it is probably the
better one to aseribe to him, since it takes account of his
apparently contradictory pronouncements. Furthefmore, if
this 1s what Hume means, his whole view about what can
prompt passions and.influence conduct, and what cannot,
would be on a much stronger footing. It would rest on the
discovery of an identity rather than on a causa1 connecfion.
The identity would be between the painfulness or pleasur-
ableness of an idea, and both the fact and direction of its
influence,
| What does this specifically suggest for Hume's
ma jor premise, his denial that reason alone can influence?
It suggests, as I anticipated earlier, that he may have l
mistakenly put it as though it were a causal proposition,
whereég i1t isreally a logical one. Or it might be better
to say that it suggests that what he has most fundamentally
in mind is a logical proposition, but he has been led to
express it in terms which do not bring this out clearly but
make 1t appear rather to be a caﬁsal one. His maln point
would be not that there must already be a dispos1tion to
 feel a certain kind of rassion with which a Jjudgment of
reason must interact to modlify éonduct (though he might
hold this too, whatever it would mean). It would be just
that there is no absolutely necessary counnection between =
Judgment of reason and any sort of felf propensity or

aversion. And this is for the reason that the only such
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necessary connection possible would be an 1dentity, and
no Judgment of reason 1s itself identical with either a
felt propensity or a felt aversion. Another way to put
this ﬁould be to say simply that it is not a priori and
hence not analytic that a2 judgment of reason has an 1nfluence,

and a fortiori it 1s not a priori or analytic that the

influencg of any Jjudgment of reason is in one direction
rather than aggtper. For Hume's purposes a fuller and more
useful statement of the positlon would perhaps be this: No
description of a judgment of reason, however complete, would
enable one to deduce the direction of the effect of that
Judgment on the conduct of any individual or even that it
would have an effect. This position would not deny that one
might successfully predict by causal inference that a given
Jjudgment of reason would‘have effects, and even what these
effects would be; given a knowledgé of the person judging
or of human nature in general;-Hume stresses that we all
-do make reliable predictions of this kind.83 It would only
deny that one could de&uce such consequences, least of'ail
from the Judgment alone.
Quite apparently Hﬁme thinks this position would

be enough to put him at odds with the rationalists whose
views he is disputing, for he says 1ater; |

To prove, that the measures of right and wrong

are eternal laws, obligatory on every rational
mind, 'tis not sufficlient to show the relations

83¢ 4o4.
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upon which they are fouanded: We must also point
out the connexion betwixt the relation and the will;
and must prove that this connexlion i1s so necessary,
that 1n every well-disposed mind, it must take place
and have its influence; tho' the difference betwixt 84
these minds be in other respects immense and infinite.
Now I think it is not at once self-evident that
Judgments of reason never are igdentical with felt propensities
or aversions. Hevertheless Hume's arguments for his major
premise all suggest at very least that he thinks it is self-
evident; and all the alternative interpretations of what
his denial that reason alone cen influence comes to would
commit him to holding this. And if he does hold it, there
need be no doubt as to how he would argue. We would expect
him to define terms so far as possible, and also appeal to
inspection to show that two things really are two. And if
anyone should then wonder why being two, there is still not
Some necessary connection between them, Hume can add, as he
does,
It has been shewn, in treating of the understanding
that there is no connexion of cause and effect, such
as this is supposed to be [the connection presumed
" by the rationalistjg_which is discoverable otherwise
than by experience.®> :
In further accord with this interpretation, Hume does define
reason at the very outset, before he appeals‘to cases,
"Reason is the discovery of truth or falshood.”&O As for
the passions (including propensities and aversions), he does

not attempt to define them, for this cannot be done, and

anyway 1s needless (though one can to some extent analyze
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them as he has &one in Boock II). He identifies them aléng
with the volitionsB7 and actioﬁs as "original facts and
realities, compleat in themselves,..;implying no reference
_ to other passions, volitions and actions."88 Interestingly
enough, Hume immediately concluded at thié point, from his
definition of reason and this identification, that,

'Tis impossible, therefore,'they can be pronounced'

either true or false, and be either contrary or

. conformable to reason. :

On the interpretation T ﬁave been suggesting, this may be
construed as an argument to prove simply that the direction
of the effect of a Judgment of reason on the passions,
vollitions and actions cannot be deduced from aﬁy description.
of i1t however compiete. The direction of influence on
beliefsAmayibe deduced. A judgment that an idea is true, so
far as 1t has an influence itself on the person Judging will
necessarily influence him toward belief in the idea (it

will enliven 1t, in the language of Hume's theory).

hume 1dentifies the act of volition or will as
"nothing but the internal lmpression we feel and are
consclous of when we knowlingly give rise to any new motion
af our body or new perceptions of our mind...." [T 399] we
thus expect him to hold that a sufficiently strong or’
dominant propensity or aversion, together with a Judgment
that 2 given possible action will serve to achleve or avoid
the object of the propensity or aversion, will cause an
act of will. And this is what Hume later says: "The WILL
exerts itself, when either the good [pleasure] or.the
absence of evil may be attain'd by any action of the mind or
body." [T 439] I have not, therefore, introduced the notion
of volition into the present discussion, considering that it
would not substantially affect the main points. at issue.

81 458,  89p s,
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Similafly, from the fact that a judgment finds an idea
false, one can deducezthat the directioh of its influeﬁce
is toward"weakening or removing belief in the idea. But
this possibility 5f deducing the direction of the influence
0f judgments of reason on beliefs should not, Hume seems to
be pointing out, confuse one into sunvosing that one can
deduce such direction for its effects on conduct. - Where
this seems possible there is really at most only a well
established causal connection. A4is he has remarked in
Book ITI;
'"Tis not contrary to reason to prefer the destruction
of the whole world to the scratching of my finger.
'T4s not contrary to reason for me to chuse my - total
ruin, to prevent the least uneasiness of an Indian or
person whblly unknown to me.90
This imﬁossibility of deducing a direction is.clearly im-
portant, as moral Judgments do seem 4o have a direction.

In this connection, it will be recalled that in his
third statement of hnis argument from practical influeﬁce,
which is, I believe, more illuminating'than gither of the
first two, or even those which follow them, Hume states his

ma jor premiss in the form:

Reason can never immediately prevent or produce
any action by contradicting or approving 1t.91

If what I have been suggesting is correct, this states his

premise more amply in that it, too, makes the point that .

90 415,
Lo ysg,
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the direction of the influence of a given judgment of
reason as well as the fact of that iqfluence are always
mafters qf fact, and incapable of demonstration.

This interpretation at which we have arrived has -
on thé whole much to recommend it. For oﬁe thing, it. shows
how Humé can both claim that reaéon is “perfectly inert"
and yet go on to try to catalog the casés in which it dbes
in fact have an influence. Judgments of. reason are "verfect-
1y inert”92 just in the sense that they are not themselves
elther pfopensities or aversioﬁs. It would also place Hume
in a’poSition to meetfhe objections I raised earlier con-
cerning the direct effect on the passions of what I called
nice chains of reasoning, and of habits activated by Jjudg-
ments. These effects are not counter instances, since they
are not deducible conseguences. The main point about the
"pleasure or uneasiness"93 which reason can produce directly
5y nice chains of reaso@ing ("sublime disquisitions of

philosophy'”)g4

is not simply fhat they are trivial and weak
paséions, ana hence unable to influence conduct; the main
point is that neither the occurencé nor the direction of
such effects are necessary consequences of such reasonihg.
The reply with respect to habits is not gquite so simple,
Given the premise that I have a fixed habit of slowing my

car whenever I judge I am approaching a traffic signal about

‘to turn red, and the further premise that I judge I am

94

920 usg., 937 417, T 417,
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approaching a traffic signal, it does necessarily follow
that I will slow my car. Does this mean that Hume's claim
1s or should be treated as narrower than I have stated 1t?
Should 1t be treated as the claim that no effects cam be
‘deduced from a judgment of reason alone, although they
might be deduced given this and a fixed habit? The answer
1s no, that his view can be ﬁider’than that and still meet
the objection; 1t can affirm that no influences can be
deduced from a Judgment of reaéon, given any other facts
one pleases (except the very consequences themselves)a If
one insists fhat a fixed habit 1s a regular disposition
which not only has always operated in the rast, but must of
necessity continue to operate, the reply is that no actual
habit can answer to this description, and no such premise
can be affirmed.

The present 1nterp:etation will also show that it
Was unnecessary for Hume to make the claim that 1t cannot.
concern us to know that two separate things are causally
‘connected if we are not already concerned about at least one
of them separately.- Such concerns wéuld be purely contingent
facts. But after all, 1t will be objected, Hume does .
explicitly make this claim. This is guite true. And he
makes, as we have seen, many other specific claims. Thus
the interpretation I have been elaborating cannot be
thought to present the only view Hume has in mind as the _
meaning of his ma jor premise. But again, it does pose an

essential pait of what he has in ming, and‘furthermore, I
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.am'prepared to conclude the only really essential part for
his purposes. It is the only proposition, implicit in what
he says which wili have the implications he attributes to it
(as againstvthe rationalists), and which is yet defensiﬁie
on his owvn principles. |

But if Hume's specific claims are not fundamental
tp his maih line of thought, why does he advance them? -
Befere resting content with the interpretation I have fosed,
which tends to ignore them, I shall try to answer this
guestion.

On page 43 I quoted the passages from Books II and
III in which Hume advances his detailed claims about the
ways reason can influence. Now it is a fundamental vpart of
these claims that only certain specific sorts of judgments'
of reason can influence. (RBy omission Hume implies they
pannot.bg false, but we need not hold him to this.) They
must be about things or'bbjects;”95 More particularly they
must.be of one or anothef of the following sorts. Judg-
ments that: |

l. an object exists or does not exist (whefe the
object is of a kind toward which one is
disposed to feel a passion),
given existent object is or is not of a

certain kind (where one is disposed to feel
a passion toward objects of that kind),

!
o)

5. a given existent object will or will not serve
to achieve or avoid another object (where the
other is of a kind toward which one is
disposed to feel a passion).

950 mg.
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Or,

4, demonstrative Judgments serving to 'direct!
one of the foregoing judgments.

What sorts of Judgments of reason does this list

exclude as non-influential? This depends partly on how one

. . = . 6
is to construe the notion of an “ob;;ect”9

o7

existence," character and causal connections of which

_ 08
reason can "inform"’~ (

concerning the
5 to use Hume's words). If this is to
be construed to meén simply physical objects, then the list
would exclude a great ﬁany tyoves of Judzments of reason.
Among others,iit would exclude Jjudgments of people, their
minds and their non-physical chafacteristics, notably their
moral characteristics.

Now the words "object," ”existence,”-”cause“
together with Hume's re?eated eiaéple in both Book II and

100 all conspire

111%9 of the fruit "or an excellent relish"
to suggeét- in the absence of any word to the contrary, that
we really should construe the notion of an object as that of
a physical object. It does not even occur to us at first .
to construe it any other way. And it is to be suspected
that this effect is not merely accidental on Hume{s,part,
but gquite intentional, even if not clearly thought out.
Anyone can see that judgments that physical objects do or

do not exist, are or are not of certain kinds, do or do not

stand in various causal relations are all in a class quite

% s15. 97 as9. 981 4mg. 990 417 ana 60.

100q 417,
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distinét from judgments of the moral virtue and #ice of
people and conduct. It shoqu be mv parent at ohce, then,
that since such moral Judmments do influence, they must be
distihct from judzments of reason, since the only Jjudgments
of reason which are able to influence, belong to the above-
mentioned limited class

It is, as I say, to be suspected that this way of

o

rguing gets hold of Hume to some extent at this point.

€2

[ 4
till it cannot be considered fundamental with him. For %o

{

begin with, if rhe has not already established that moral
Judgments (or those of them which influence) are not judsg-

ments of reason, he can hardly claim to know that reason

influenczs only by noan-moral judsments (such as that things
exist, do not exist and so on ). And of course it is to

prove this that he is constructing his ~ch—ulmrxb from

practical influence, of which this premise forms a pari.

w101

Furthermore, if "objects are simply physical

objects, Hume's list is hopelessly inadequate, on clmost
enyone's view. Perhavs he is not really using the term this
narrowly. Perhaps e would be willins to allow that a jude -
ment that an object in the future will or would exist or be
of a certaln kind may also be influential (one thinks of
Jjudgments concerning plans and ideals). Pecrhaps he would

PR . + . N : + nl02
be willing to include under the category

-
Y

"objects

Q
=

: ) Z,
also activities (as per the suggestion of Rachel Kydd),lo)

101r 86, 1027 4g,

=]

1?jRachel ¥ydd, Reason and Conduct in Hume'
Treatise (London: Uxford UnLverSLtV PTESE, 10T, o, LU?.
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processes, relations, states of affairs and so on. Perhaps
he would aiso be willing to include vsychological character-
istics of oneself and others. It can be shown, T think, fhat
he would have to include in this catecory all these things
and more. He would have to consider as an "object"104 any-
thing toward which one can feel a rassion, 1f his 1list 1s to
allow for all the sorts of Judsments of reason which on his
own prineciples do in fact influence. And if he does this,
it 1s hard to see how he can draw any line at moral charac-
téristics. They, too, ﬁust be "objects,"lo5 and judsments
about them must be judsments that objects 'exist,' do not
‘exist,' and so on.l In order to exclude this p. 3sibility
Huge would have to vpose inderendent arsuments at this point,
which he does not do.

In cdnclusion then, I think we are justified in
- taking the fundamental meaning of Hume's ma jor premise to
be simply that judements of reason are not themselves ldenti-
cal with felt rrovensities or felt aversions. 0Or, to nut
-1t more abstractly: Propositions affirming that Judcments
of reason have effects, or that these effects are in one
direction rather than another are nevervnecessary. Cr arain,
no description of a Judgment of reason, however, complete,
would enable oﬁe to deduce the direction of the effect of
that Jjudgment on the conduct of any individual or even that

1t would have an effect.

1040 416, 105p 414,
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It isvnoteworthy that Hume's arguments support this
premlise with respect to all Jjudgments of reason in the
broadest sense. He began by being concerned about Jjudgments
of reason which employ eésentially 1deaévderived from reason,
such as truth, causal connection, contradiction, and so on.
But this premise applied equally to judgments about the other

slde of the moon, or what one had for breakfast last Thursday.
The Premise That Morals Influence

We can now consider Hume's minor premise 1in his
argument from practical influence:

Moréls...haXS an influence on the actions and
affections. 6

Morals e¥6+te passions and produce and prevent
actions. _

I shall continue to presume that by "morals" 108
here Hume‘has chiefly in mind ;ur perceptions‘of morél good
and evil when we judge actions and character traits. However,
let us refer to these from now on simply as moral jJjudgments.

| If what I have sald concerning Hume's major premise
is correct, this premise, too, must be essentiaily not about
a causal relation, as it seems, but about a logical one.
That is, 1t must, if Hume is going to prove anything like
his conclusion from his argument as a whole. If thié premise
were really, as 1t seems at_first, simply ﬁhe propositioﬁ

that moral Judgments as causes produce actions and

affections as effects, it would then share no term with the

106y 457, 10Tq 45y, 108y yon
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previous premise (so far as Hume was able to give any goodv
grounds for the pfevious one), and no conélusion of anything
like the sort he wishes to prove would follow.

Pursuing a sympathetic interpretation, then, what
this secpnd premise must amount to can be put this way:
From a sufficiently complete description of given mbral
judgmenfs, 1t necessarily follows that they influence the
paééions and conduct, and furthermore, that their influence
in each case is necessarily in one direction rather than
another; and it alsd;fcllows necessarily in each case what
that direcfion is. On Hume's theory éll this is eQuivalent
in the final analysis to claiming not simply that moral
Judgments have anvinfluence, but that.they ars in part
really identical with such an influence, specifically in the
form of felt desires and aversions. That is, once again
Hume's words do not always expréss adeqguately what his
position really comes to.

dume has not, up to this point execluded the possi-
bility that, supposing rationalism false, some moral judgments
may neveftheless be judgments of reason. But if his minor
" premise is that moral judgmehts ars in part identical with
desires and aversions, is he not thereby excluding this possi;
bility?

| Nq reply to this key question can be satisfactbry, I

think, which does not take account of Hume's sub-arguments
to prove his minor premise. For he does have such arguments;

and unless he intends these to prove that all moral judgments
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whatsoeverinedessarily influence the passions and conduct
(that they are all identical with =sither desires or
aversioans), he cannot be said to have irrevocably committed
himself to thg view that ho moral Jjudgments are judgments of
reason.

It may appear perverse to insist that Hume does
not construct his sub-arguments to prove that all moral judg-
ments necessarily influence, for, as we shall see, they do
at first seem open to this interpretation, ahd 'morals' does
very naturaliy suggest all moral judgments. Thére are,
however, very strong reasons for not interpreting them this
way. I shall try now to expound the argunents in such a
way as to make thesevreasons evident..

Hume states his sub-arguments togéther in a single
paséage. They seem at first to forn, howéver, at least
three distinct lines of reasoning, and I shall, therefore,

begin by treating them separately.

-

1

e does not state his conclusion until he has
presented all three, and is prepared to use the conclusion
for further reasoning. “hen he does state it, it is his
minor premise as quoted above: "morals, therefore, have an
o . o w109
influence on the sctions and affections.
He words his first argumens (omitting the conclusion)

as follows:
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.If morality had naturally no influence on human
passions and actions, 'twere in vain to take such
pains to inculcate it; and nothing -~ wou'd be more
fruitless than that multitaode oflibles and precepts,
with which all moralists abound.
It may be that this argument should itself really be
treated as two: one referring to the presuppositions of
parents and the like concerning the value of trying to

nlll

"inculecate it [morality], and the other referring to . ¢

the presuppositions of moralists concerning their "rules

nll2 If the presuppositions are in every case

and precepts.
about moral jﬁdgments, however, it will be safe enough, for
the purpﬁses of the present discussion, to treat the argu-
ment as essentially a single one.

Taking it as a singlé argument, one way to in-
terpret it is as follows: If every moral judgment whatso-
ever did not have at least some influence on the passions
and/or actions, then it would be completely useless fof the
purposes of influencing people (”néthing wou'd be more
fruitlesé”)115 ever £6 try to gef thém to make or accept
any moral'judgmenfs. Parents and moralists do wish to
influence people, and they do not think it entirely useless
to do this by ggtting people to make or accept morél Jjudg-
ments (this is apparéntly obvious enough not to need
stating). Parents and_mbralists are correct in this esti-

mation (also obvious). Therefore, every moral judgment must -

-have some influence on the passions and zctions.

110 T 457,

o5y, L

112 113,

T 457.

1y pey,
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Interpreted this way, the argument is certainly noﬁ
a very good one. Because some moral jﬁdgments have no iﬁflu-
ence, 1t would certainly not follow that no moral judgments
have any influence, or even that no moral Judgments have an
influence sufficient to deternine conduct.."Nor is there any
reason to think that parents and moralists would suppose
this. The argument could be put in terms of desires and
‘aversions instead of the appafenf or quasi-causal notion of
having an influence, and equivalent objections would apply.
JAnother way to interpret the argumént is as follows:
It moralvjudgments never had any infiuence of their own by
themselves, that is without external sanctions ("naturally“),l14
it would be completely useless.to try to influenée the |
passions and actions of'people by trying to get them to
make or accept any moral'judgmehts. Cne could exert no
influence by getting them to-make or accept moral Judgments,
unless one could back up the moral Judgments by other con-
siderations (external sanctions), in which case one might -
better just cite or impose directly the other considerations
or sanctions in the first place. Parents and moralists know
this, yet they believe they can influence people simply by
getting tﬁem to make or accept'moral Judgments. Parents ang
moralists are correct in this, and therefore it must be
false that moral judgments never have any influence of their

own.,

1l%p 4s7.
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Interpreted in this way (or as the equivalent in
terms of désires and aversions) the argument, whatever its
weaknesses 1is surely ﬁery much better. The §onclusion,
however, 1s not that all moral jJudgments have some irnfluence
by themseives, but .that at least some do.

There do not seem to be any further interpretations
of this first sub-argument which are at all likely. We can
conclude, then, that Hume offeré it to prove that at least
some moral judgments have a direct influence "alone"*12 (at
least some moral judgments are desires or avefsionsj, not
that all moral judgments inflﬁence. Or rather, we éan éon-
élude this In the absence of good reasons for ascribing to
him the poorer argumenf suggested by the first interpretation.

Hume's second sub-argument for his minor premise
41s roughly as follows: Peoplebwho reflect on the matter,
he says, commonly consider that moral Judgments are practical
ratherlthan speculative, and this shows that they take morals
to influence the passions and conduct in a way in which
speculative Judgments do not. Hils conclusion, though again
he does not state it until he has stated all three of what
I am calling his sub-arguments, is that morals do influence
the passions and actions. He states the argument in this
way: |

| Philosophy is commonly divided into speculative

and practical; and as morality is always compre-
hended under %he latter division, 'tis supposed

1150 g7,
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to influence our passions and actions, and to go
beyond the calm and indolent judgments of the
understanding....morals, therefore, %%ve an influ-
ence on the actions and affections.Lti

Just what this second argument ad judicium really
amounts to is not as clear as could be wished. For one
thing, Hume's reference in it to the understanding seem
not wholly in place, 1f it is really to constitute any sort
of sub-argument for his minor premise.

That philosophy 1s, or was, commonly divided into
Speculative and practical branches, and that where such a
division is made, substantive moral philosophy has always
been classed as praétical, is 21l quite reasonable to claim
(and true). But if Hume means the same by "the under-

nll7

standing as he does throughout his arzument from

- : - 118 e
practical influence as a whole by "reason," then it is

plainly not open to him.to draw from this that the influ-

i

ence of moral judgments is, in any explicit manner,

"supposed to ... go beyond"119

nl20

all "judgments of the under-
étanding. Similarly, if he is ﬁsing "calm and indolent”121
to descriﬁe all "judgments of the understénding,”12? ratherb
than to delimit é special'class of them, then while on his

own view this deécription is correct, it does not strictly
belong in this sub-argument; For this sub-argument is,

after all, simply one of a group of sub-arguments, reasons

and considerations (some of which, as we have seen, have to

do with reason alone), which he himself sees are required .

116, 457,

120,,

117 1

v a57. 18 sy, 119, 4ar
191
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to prove that moral Judgments really do have just this
influence which goes beyond that of reason or the under-
standing. And these sub-arguments, reasons and consider-
ations are directed, as he makes plain, to numerous people
who suppose quite an opposlite view. In Book II he observed:

"Nothing is more usual in rhilosophy and even in

common life than to talk of the combat of passion

and reason, and to give the preference to reason,

and assert that men are ounly so far virtuous as

they conform themselves to its dictates.125

" Keeping in mind that Hume's reference to "the

nl24 needs qualifying, exactly how further are

understanding
we to construé his argument?

Those who would intérpret i1t as intended to prove
that all moral judgments influence, will presumably wish to
construe 1t as an a priori afgumént appealing fo something
like the ordinary notion of morals and also the ordinary
notion of what it is for a Judgment to be practipal. The
argument would then be essentially of the following sort:

By -common consent concefning the definitions or natures of

the terms involved, no judgment 1s a "mora1"125 dne, if it

is not also "practical.”126 And no jﬁdgmenf is "practical,"127
if it does nét influencé the passions and actioné. There- '
fore, necessarily, no judgment is a "moral"i28 Judgment if

it does not influence the passions aﬁd.actions.

Interpreted in this way,'this argument too, 1s not
very convincing; thoﬁgh 1t 1s not as blatantly defective as

E 1250 43,  12% 457, 125; 4. 126, 457.
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the first argument would have been on the first interpre-
tatlion of it. The chief objection to this argument
interpreted this way 1s that the seccongd premise seems quite
-faISe. It is not part of the one commonly accevted notion
or definition of what it is for a Judgment to be "practical”
that 1t must have influence on the passioﬁs and actlions.
Indeed, probably to most people who apply thelterms
”practical”129 and “speculative”lBO (and also ”theoretical”)ljl
to judgmenfs, statements and prdpositions, beiﬁg ”practicai"132
rather than ”speculative”l33 or theoretical means'novmore |
than informiﬁg about *haf to do rather than what to belleve.

n this sense stataments.iﬁ instruction manuals (e.é., 'To
install widgit, push firmly with both hands') are

practical,”l_"4

and would generally be so regarded. One
might; of cburse, hold that it is imvossible to judee what
to do without surposing that under aprropriate circumstances
one would feel moved to do it. ZEven the common acceptance
of some such view (ifvit were commonly accepted) would not,
however, vindicate the second premise. Aécording to the
second prémise, as this must be construed to lead to the
‘conclusion being attributed to Hume, the view commonly
accepted is this: It is impossible-ﬁo Judge what to do (to
make any ”practical”,l35 Judgment) without actually feeling
moved’then and theré toward doing it, or ét least feeiing

136

a "passion" toward someone else's doing it. And again.

Y29 a5y, 1 agy, 171p 4.

121 Y22y 457,
YO asy, L3%oasp, 135 45y 136 45
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the premise that this is the one commonly accepted view;
involved in the very notion of what it is for a Jjudgment
to be "practical® is plainly false. ¥Not everyone would
refuse to call aAjudgment ”practical”lE? solely because it
failed then and thére actuélly to aréuse any ineclination
or passion. |

Another interpretation of Hume's second sub-
argument would treat it asg not essentially separate from
his first one; it would be pursuing the same general
empirical line of thbug t, merely supplementing it in oné
significant respect. On this interpretation the argument
"would go roughly as follows: On the commonly accépted
notion of morals, moral judgments are “p]:*actical"143'8
rather than "speculative."7? 1nig being so, no one would
be likely, aé a deliberaté and regular practice, to exvress

or "inculcate“l4o

moral Judgments, unless hé believed that
getfing peoplé to make or accept them would sonetimes at
least have ”practical“lal consequenees. That is, he would
have tO'Ee éonvinced ﬁhat ﬁoral judgments or perceptions
could in themselves, ”alone”142 or ”naturally,”l45 iﬁflu—
ence the passions and actioﬁs of pedple and nof merely
influence their beliefs, (as do the purely speculative
judgments of the understanding). For, as noted above, %o

say that a judgment is "practical”144 entails that it is

PR

< : 2 ?
Ml oasr. 13poasy. o 139y ey, 1404 40
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about what to do (or be) rather than simply what to believe.
"All this clarifies (from a philosophical point of view) what
was said in the "Pirst" sub-argument. That is, the efforts
of parents and the like "$o inculcate it [morality]”l45 as
well as the "rules angd pfecepts, with which all morélists

d"146

aboun Would not serve the purpose for which they are

intended, "If morality had naturally no influence on human
passions and actions. .."147
On this second interpretation Hume is again
- appealing to common belief; and again, in the final anﬁlysis'
it is the bvelief of varents, moralists and all those who
regularly seek to'get their moral.judgments accepted by
chers, that moral judgments do in fact influence alone.
And again, whatever the weakness of this type of argument,

it is conSWderably more convincin~ than the one suggested by
the Ilrst 1nternrptatwon T-ere being no plausible third
Interpretation, nor external reason to éscribe to Hume the
weaker argument, we can, therefore, fairly cdnclude that he
1s still not arguing that all moral judgments influeﬁce the
passions and actions, but that at least some do.

On the interpretation suggzested of the first two

arguments (or rather the first two considerations, as they
should now be called), the third can be seen to be a natural

sequence,

ind this is confirm'd by common exnerlence which
informs us, that men are oxten govern'd by their

-

145T 457,

146 14 7

T 457, I 457.



duties, and are deter'd from some 2ctions by the
opinion of injustice, and impell'd to others by
that of obligation.-

...morals, therefore, haxa an influence on the
actions and affectionsg,l40

Here, there is no need to Interpret. The appeal
1s explicitly to an alleged empirical matter of fact. It
should be pointed out, however, that this avpeal would be
wholly irrelevant, if Hume's second sub-argument, as I began
by calling 1%, were z priori. If a judsment would not be a
moral Judgment unless it had some influence on the passions
and actions, it should be guite unnecessary to claim that
1 I’ ! . . 3. 1|l49

men are often govern'd by their duiies.

Related to this, thers is another .and still more
fundamental objection to ascribing to Hume the 2 priori
version of his second sub-arzument, which should now be
mentioned.

If, as according to the priori argument, a judg-

© unless 1t had an influ-

) _ e
ment would not be called "moral'*-

ence, then, to be sure, if could be cbnéluded that of
necessity éll moral judgments have an influenca. But since
the necessity of their having an influence would then follow
simply from the way in which they would be selected from
Judgments in general %o be calied moral ones,.rather than.from
any intrinsic properiies of them, this coudd hardly differ-
entiate them from judgments of reason, or the understandiag.

Judgments correctly selected as "moral on this basis might

U@T4ﬁy y@T4W{ ]Bq
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all simply turn out in the end to fall into a subecldss of
judgments of reason. They would be among those which
happened to influence.. This is to say, the a priori argu-
- ment could not provide Hume with the minor rremise he needs
for his argument from practical influence. It would do
nothing to show that "..,.morals...cannot be deriv'd from
015l

reason, or that “The rules of morality...are not con-

clusions of our reasbn,”152 or that, "...reason...can never
be the sourcé of moral'good aﬁd evil.;..“153 What he
requires is the premise that moral judgments iﬁfluenée
”alohe,“lS4 of théméelves or 'naturally.' That is,. he needs
é premiée about the intrinsic'nature of moral judgments,
based on an‘inspection of what they are like in given
instances. And this appears to be what he;intends his three
empirical sub-arguments or considerations to rrovide. But
then, to repeat, his bbnclusion from them can only be that
it 1s false that “morality”lSS‘has "natﬁrally no influence
onAhuman passions.and actiéns;“156 ‘And this is equivélent
to concluding that at least soﬁe moral judgments necessarily

influence the passions and actions, not that all do so.

ry
1

The:- Argument gs a Whole

We have now completed our examination of Hume's two
stated premises in his argument from practical influence,

and can return to consider the argument as a whole.

———

Y01 a5y, 5l sy, 1523 45 153y 4,

155, 156

T 457, T 457.
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Since Hume's minor (or subject term) premise has
now been shown to be that at least some of our perceptions
of moral good and evil in our judgments of the morality of -

actions and characters (or, in brief, some of our moral

Judgments) are perceptions which alone and o necesslty

iy

influence actions and affections (are desires or aversions),
but not that all are suchn necessarily influential_perceptions,
his immediate conclusion can oniy be that at least some of
these perceptions of moral good and evil (moral judgménts),
are not verceptions (or Judgments) of reason, not that none
are. Thus, Hume's immediate conclusion cannot be an answer
to question J. a-a or J. s-a (or J. a-a' br‘d. s-2'), but
only to questions J. a-s ahd Jd. a=s’,

But in first discussing the argument as a whole I
noted that iﬁ atvleast five of Hume's six statements of his

conclusion he uses parases (namely the phrases "deriv'd

157 158 1= s 3
wld7 n158 "source of," =9 which he

rx>150

from, 'conclusions of,

uses twice, and "offspring of, which ostensibly express

o]

a fourth term. Aing i suggest@d fhat these phrases really

do serve to express a fourth term, namely our peréeptiohs of
the kind by which we form our ideas of moral good and evil

in the first place, so that Hume's stated conclusion is not
an answer to any of the guestions of the J. form at all, that
is to any question directly zbout moral judszments as such,
but it is rather an answer to question F. a-a, about these

originating perceptim s.

457,

Y8y amy. 159p 4mg,  160p 4gg.

157,
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If this is correct, as I beiieve it is, we must
then consider that'Hume does not’state_what-immediately
follows from his premises, but leaves us to see that this
Justifies the conclusion he does state. But clearly enough,
on this interpretation, hls immediate conclusion does not
‘alone gntail the conclusion he states, so that, as I also
suggestied earlier, we must consider his argument as an
énthymeme, havingran additional, unstated premise which Hume
takes to be obviouély true, or ét any rate not at issue |
between himself and the rationalists.

What, then, on this interpretation, is Hume 's

'thifd‘premise which he 1s leaving unstated? It must be

this: If our ideas of moral good and evil fere to originate
from perceptions of reason, then all our perceptions of
moral good and evil when we Judge the morality of actions
and characters would themselﬁes have to be perceptions of

- reason. That is, for example, if my idea.of moral goodneés
1s formed from a rational perception of something like truth,
congrulity, orvfittingness, then every perception of the moral
goodness of an actlon or character trait must itself be a
rational perception of such a characteristic; The grounds
for this, 1s that if the reason had to furnish me with the
ldea to start with, it caﬁnot be the sort of characteristic
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Instances of which I can detect without using reason. Of
course, I may in a éense have to employ otherkfaculties

too; I méy have to use my eyés or ears to know that a certain
action has taken place. But if I know that it has taken
place, then my perception of ﬁoral goodness which I take to
be a perception of lig_morallgoodness is essentially an act
or perception of reason.

Whether Hume is jJustified in assuming thls premise
can be disputed, but I believe that he does assume ;t; even
1f 1t is not clearly in his mind as he proposeé his argu-
ments. And in any case, this extra premise is not one he
is likély to regard as a possible issue between himself and
the rationalists.

It need only be added that in his sixth statement
of his argument Hume is mentioning our originating perceptions

of moral good and evil in his premises.

The Epistemological Argument

Hume presents thls argument against the rationalist
alternative to his question in the form of a challenge:
With the idea of whatirelation or relation apprehended
solely by reason could one identify the notion of the
specific viece or imﬁorality involved in parricide? Consider
the action of a child killing its parent. Supposé a sapling
ﬁere found to have grown over and killed the'tree which

produced 1ts seed. The discovery of these actions "is not



- 86 =~

in botﬁ cases attended with the notion of immo:calii'ﬁ.”:L6"E
It is attended with this notion (or perception)'only in the
case of thephild.162 Yet there would seem no relation one
can cite, the idea of which is derived from reason, and which
would characterize the act. of the child but not that of the
éapling. Hume considers three possibiligfies: PFirst, the
child has a will which causes its action. But the idea of
~the will does not originate with.reaéon. Second, there is
the idea of causal connection. This originates with reason,
but as a mere relation it is exemplified alike in both
cases: Both parents cause their offspring, both offspring
cause the death of their pareats. Finally, there is the
idea of reason itself; this is surely derived from reason;
and only the child is a rational agent. But the only
possible difference in this case between a rational being
as such and a sapling is that the rational agent could know
beforehand that his action would be criminal or immorel,
But then the concept, notion or idea of the crime must be
derived from something other than the idea of the ration-
ality of the agent.
For before reason can péfceive this turpitude,
the turpitude must exist; and consequently is
independent of the decisions of our reason,

and is tgeir object more properly than their
effect.l03

161y 4g7,

lone would not ordinarily say that the sapling
had committed parricide at 211, but if we did say this, we
~would not consider parricide in this case to be vicious.
Hume does not make this clear. : :

1632 ug7,
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In this argument Hume is not concerned to deny that
vice, crime or immorality may in actual instances be the

objec"“l:’r

which "reason ean perceive”;lé5 he may hold
that 1t is not, buﬁ this would be a seﬁarate point. As it
turné out, what he is arguing here is roughly that the idea
of a specific vice cannot be defined in terms of ideas
furnished by reason alone.l66

This, I think, confirms that Hume is cqncerned in,
section I with thz origin of moral idesas, even if not
exclusively conecerned with thié. Purther, evidence of this
concern is provided by another version of ths ébove argu-
ment which he uses later to pfoveAhis position with resvect
to the artificial virtues. Uv to this point I have
avolded citing arguments from later varts of Boox III to
arrive at interpretations of earlier ones, since I wish to
be able to use these 1nter retations when I come to the
-later parts. I shall not, however, be discussing Hume's
view about Jjustice as such, so it cannot viﬁiate what I say
later to draw upon this view here.

‘In his account of justice, Hume concerns himself

w167

with what he actually calls "The idea of Justice. And

*

here his concern is not simply with false accounts, but with

] [
1647 457,  165% 457,

155, g, Raphael, The Moral Sense (London: Oxford
University Press, 947), p. 110-11. ¢CF. Broad 5-tyves.
For this reason, I think ths discussions of this argument
by Broad and Raphael while lntarestlng in themselves, are
irrelevant to Hume's purposes.

lb?T 488,
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what he takes to be the true origin of the idea. He has
Been pointing out that in a state of nature (the Hobbesian,
Lockean fiction), men would lack sufficient breadth -of
affection and interest to guarénﬁee the stability of private
property and such other conditions as he thinks are required
to reduce the scarclity of goods. Fﬁrthermore, the remedy

for this insufficiency simply does not exist in the state

of nature, "in uncultivated nature,"168 itself. The idea
of justice cannot be invoked, for men do not as vyet have the
idea of justice in the natural state.
The idea of justice can never serve this purpose,
or be takea for a natural princivple, capable of
inspiring men with an equitable conduct towards
each other. That virtue, as it is now understood,
would never have been dream'd of among rude and
savage men. For the notion of injury or injustice
implies an inggality Or vice commited against some
other person. :
Nor is this simply because savages are irrational:
The sense of justice is not founded on reason,
or on the discovery of certain connexions and
relations of ideas which are eternal, i;g
immutable, and universally obligatory.
It is rather because, briéfly, instances of justice depend
on men actually belng moved to develop certain conventions,
to which, however arbitrary or accldental they are moved
to continue conforming; and as this happens, they are no
longer, by definition, in the state of nature. The idea of
Justice, however, simply does not obtain independently of

conventions and the motives for them; as an idea, it is not

o~

T 488, 97 438, W04 4.

168
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an independent object of men's reason. Hume-summarizeé
his argument against the rationalist alternative in this
way: |
'Twas...a concern for our own, and the public
interest, which made us establish the laws of
Justice; ‘
+e.lt 15 not any relation of ideas, which gives
~us this concern.... ’
The sense of Justice, therefore, is no founded
on our ideas, but on our imvressions. '
Here Hume is arguing in much the same fashion as in his
argument from practical influence. T aotnot say it is the
same argument, but in broad outline it is very similar;
Yet it is doubtful, I think, that he is arguing that every
judgment of justice is based on = specific kind of
impression. He may, of course, hold that it is, but again
this would be a separate-point. Instead what he seems to
be concluding, and what his preﬁises supportvby 3 causal
argument, though they do not by themselves logically entail,
is that our notion of justice does not come to us driginally
simply by associating ideaé, or'apprehending ideas by reason;
1t is rather the result of =2 spgeific kind of impressiop in
special sorts of circumstances. The existence of both
Justice and injustice themselves are logically dependent on
the fact that men often in these circumstances do have this
Kind of impression.
These two_versions of the epistemological argu-

ment which Hume offers concerning the ideas of vice (with

respect to parricide) and Justice, confirm the interpretation
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I offered for Hume's argument from practicél influence.

That is, Hume 1s rejecting the rationalist answer to question
J. a-s' (and hence also to J. a-s) as his intermediate (and
unstated) conclusion in that argumeat, and his final (and

stated) conclusion is to deny the rationalist answer to
~question F. a-a', If Hume fails to make .this completely
cléar, it should be recalled that on the view he is
attempting to establish, the type of verceptions by which
we form our.ideas of moral good and evil very likely are

in fact perceptions of moral good and evil in judgments of
the morality of actions‘and character traits identical with

some moral Jjudgments.

Hume pr nts this argument or cna]LeAr in a

F"‘
O

passage often cited in contemporary 4 ussions.

-

In every system of morality, which
met with, I have always remark'd that

vroceeds for some time in the ordin ry way of
reasoning, and establishes the beiag of a God, or
maikes observations concerning human alfairs; Wwhen
of a sudden I am surpriz'd to find, that instead
of the usual copulations of propositions, is, and
is not, I meet with no proposition that is not

have hitherto
the author

(Dmr—-i

]

connected with an Qught, or an ought not. This
change 1is 1mprbcbpt1blef but is, however, of the
last consequence. For as this ouzht. or ouzht

not, exvresses some new relation or affi rmation,
tls nec“svurv that it shou'd be ocbserv'd ang

explain'd; and at the same time that a reason
should be give, for what szems altogether

o —

-[‘-P’-— - Cap - .
ley, D. Raphael, The Moral Sense (Ilondon: Oxford

University Press, 1947), po. 55. Arthur N. Prior, Logic ang
The Basis of Fthics (London: Oxford University Press, 1955),
D. 32-33.
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inconceivable, how this new relation can be a

deduction from others, which are entirely

different from it,173
Now tﬁis argument (if argument it is) does not, I thirk
completely or formally exclude the possibility that one may
be able to define moral predicate expressions such as
‘“ought"l74 and “6ught not"75 iy terms of noa-moral ones.
This would, aftér all, be a case of observing and explaining
the change that Hume finds in the presentation of "every

175 . '
nt It is clear enough however, that

system of morality.
Hume really does noﬁ think that any such explanation, even
as a definition, can be adeqguate. %Yhat is.even clearer is
his view that it is ”inconceivable,”177 that a moral judg-
‘ment can»be deduced from premises,néne of which themselves
are or express moral judgments.

Iwo propositions can accordingly be added to the
non-rationalist answers to.questions J. a-s'! (ang J. a-s)
and F. a-a' (and F. a-a) to form the complete 1ist of
propositions to which Hume's arguments against his opponents
comnit him with respect to his own theory:

(1) t least some perceptions of moral good and
evil made in the course of moral judgments.aré identical with
Telt desires and aversions (the answer to J.:a-s' and by

implication to J. a-s).

Yoroaso. My oasg. 1757 ugg, 175y 40,

1779 4s9.



- 92 -

(2) In all likelihood it is not possible to define

moral ideas in terms of non-moral ones,

(3) Wo moral judgment can be deduced from premises

none of which are or éxpress moral judgments.



CHAPTER III

MORAL JUDGMENTS WHICH ARE NOT
| JUDGMENTS OF REASON

Introduction

We have now determined the chief prop051tlons
about moral judqments to which Hume commits himself in
rejecting the rationalist answer %o his initial question.
These propositions, however, are too general and negative
‘in character to carry us very far in explicating anything
ve can call Hﬁme's theory of moral judgments. Indeed,
determining them was undertaken chiefly to show this angd
S0 to remove some possible preconceptions about this theory.
To see what it amounts to in more detail will accordingly
be the aim of this and the next chapter,

Provisional Account of Non-Rational
Moral Judgments

In this chapter I shall be concerned only with
"What Hume holds in more detail about the kind of moral judg-
ments which he has argued are not judgmenﬁs of reason. That
ls, I shall be concerned only with those of our judgments
of -the morality of actions and cnaracter traits in which our
berceptions of moral good and evil are not perceptions of

_93_
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reason, or mere ldeas, but rather impressions, and, more
specifically desires and aversions. It will be convenient
to refer to these judgments thrbughoﬁf the discﬁssion'simply
as non-rational moral judgments.

Hume presents his first account of these noﬁ-
rational moral'judgments in Book II, doing so in such a way
as to indicate, I believe, that he 1s positing them as the
source either of moral differences or of our moral ideas or
of both these things at once.

The most probable hypothesis, which has been

advanc'd to explain the distinction betwixt vice

and virtue, and the origin of moral rights and

obligations, is that from a primary constitution

of nature certain characters and passions, by the

very view and contemplation, produce a pai&, ang:

ot hers in a like manner excite a pleasure.
Again, I wish to suggest that byi"the distinction betwixt
vice and virtue"e-Hume does not'méan ;ofal Judgments as
spch, but rathef the kind of pefception (or perceptions)
by (or 1h) which we form our ideas of the natures of moral
'vicé and &irtue. What he 1s saying here is, then, first of
all that these perceptions are the impressions of pleasure
and pain which we have when we make or experience what I
have been calling 'non-rational moral judgments' with respect
to character traifs and passlons. Second, he is also saying
that we have thé actual moral obligations we do as a
result of having these 1mpressidns (and hence that our ldea

of moral obligation is derivative ffom our ldea of moral

virtue and/or our idea of moral vice).3 And finally, in the

1p 296. 2q 296. Jsee page 2, above.
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latter part of the passage, beginning with the words "from
a primary constitution of nature"4 on, he is describiﬁg
what it is to make or éxperience.non-rational moral judg-
ments.,

It is, then, this latter pért of the above passage
I wish to consider in the present chapter. The view that
Hume 1s here suggesting with respect to non-rational moral
Judgments is this:“ When we_make these moral judgments we
do not need to have any moral ideas to start with. We do
not need, as part of our mental equipment, any idéas of
moral.viceAand virtue; good and evil, right and vrong, or
ﬁoral obligation. For our perceptions of morgl good and
evil in such cases (Hume does not_himself use the word
'Jjudgment' in this context) does not consist in our delibér-
ately or self-consciously applying moral ideas fo the action
or character which is our subject. A fortiori it does not
consist in our nbting relations between ideas. Rather (and
here we get to the part of his view he states moreuex—
plicitly), we simply and'involuntarily experience phe xingd
of impreésions of which our ideas of morai good and evil
are copiés, aé a naturalAeffect of contemplating the action'
or character we would call our subjJect. That our impressions
are of pains and pleasures, énd that we feel these pains
and pleasures as observers rather than as agents or patients
‘does not mattér; they are the kind of impressions of which

our ideas of virtue and vice are essentially copies and
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hence impressions of what is essential to virtue'and vice.5
The uneasiness and satisfaction are not only
inseparable from vice =angd virtge, but constitute
their very nature and essence.

From all this Hume thinks we may conclude that our
direct, intuitive, which is to say our non-rational moral
Judgments (which may be the only kind we make) are cases of
gquite involuntarily having special sorts of feelings caﬁsed
by appearances of actions or characters.,

To apprové of a character is to feel an original

delight upon its appearance. .To disapprove of it
1s to be sensible of an uneasiness.

The Main Account in Book III of Non-Rational
Moral Judgments

This account in Book II is not only provisional
(Hume advances it here only hypothetically, for the sake of

an afgument about pride and humility) it is very sketchy.

. ?As we have seen in connection with the argument
"from the inconceivability of deriving an 'ought' from an
"is' Hume does not think that moral ideas can be defined oxr
analyzed wholly in terms of non-moral ones.
-
°T 296, Hume's incidental substitution of "satis-
faction" here for '"pleasure" has inelegant theoretical
consegquences. We have seen.in the previous chapter that he
is committed to the view that some verceptions of moral good
and evil are identical with desires ang aversions. That is,
the essence of vice and virtue, or duty or obligation are in
part pains and pleasures which in some cases at least are
identical with desires and aversions. Now it is plausible
to hold that desires and aversions can be classed as quite
special sorts of pleasures and pains (see above, p. 58);
but it cannot be argued that 2 desire or aversion can be
classed as a special sort of satisfaction.

Tp 295.
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It carries us little beyond the propositions at which we
arrived in the previous chaptef. It claims, in brief, that
when we make & non-rational moral judgment, an appearance
causes a pleasure or pain. But, we may ask, what sort of
" pleasure or pailn does it cause? Also, need we be aware of
the causal connection between the appearance and the pleasure
or pain? If we need not be aware of it, how else then do
we propefly identify the appearance as that of the subject
of our Judgment? If we do need to be aware of it, then is
not the "essencé“ of virtue and vice not, as Hume °tates,
simply a2 certain pleasure or pain, but the causal activity
of producing this pleasure or pain. DQes"he mean to imply
that 2 proper analysis qf a non-rational moral judgment
which we could express as {x is morally virtuous' would be
'x is causing me here and now to feel a certain'pleasure,’
or 'z is cauclng an appearance wWihich is cau51ng me here and
now to feel a certain nleasure?'8

These guestions can best be answered by turning to
the more ample passage on non-rationél moral - judgments which .
Hume offers toward the end of the first éection of Book III.
Hume offers this passage after all his arguments against
rationalism which I discussed in the vreceding chapter,
except the afgument from the inconceivability of deriving
an 'oughf' from an 'is.' The key part of this passage

begins,

T 300 c.f.
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When you pronounce any action or character to be

viclous, you mean nothing, but that from the consti-

tution of your nature you have a feeligg or sentiment

of blame from the contemplatiqn of 1t.
Taken by itself this would suggest that Hume is holding to
the kind of analysis I Just méntioned, namely that the non-
rational moral judgment 'x is vicious' is eilther equivalent
to, or means, 'x is causing an appearance which 1s causing
me here and now to feel a pain.' He is holding further
that the pain is of the sort provoked by things we blame.
Though he uses only the language of cause and effect, not
that of reference, he must be thinking of this pain (the
sentiment of blame) as felt toward the action or character.
Words of blame, after all, are always directed toward some-
tking or someone. Thus the passage so far is strongly
reminiscent of Hobbes' passage, "

But whatsoever is the object of any man's Appetite

or Desire; that 1s it, which he for his part calleth

Good: 4And the object of his Hate, and Aversion, Evili

And of his Contempt, Vile and Inconsiderable. TFor

these words of Good, Evill, and Contemptible, are ever

used with relation to the person that useth tfsm:

There being nothing simply and absolutely so.—~
Indeed it must appear curious. how Hume can-consider that he
is offering a new, or less sceptical analysis than this one
of Hobbes. Nevertheless, he goes on at once to conclude
that his view is "...a discovery in morals like that other

in physics":ll

9 469,

10Thomas Hobbeé, Hobbes's Leviathan (London: Oxford
University Press, 1958), chap. vi, p. 41.

1lp 469.
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Vice and virtue, therefore, may be compar'ad to

-sounds, colours, heat and cold, which, according

to modern philosophy, are not qualities in objects,

but perceptions in the mind: And this discovery in

morals, like that other in physics, is to be

regarded as a considerable advancement of the

speculative sciences; tho', like that too, it has

little or no influence on practice.
What Hume is saying here merits, I believe, quite careful
scrutiny (far more than students of Hume usually give to
it). Perhaps he does not suppose that he has advanced
beyond Hobbes; but if we consider what he holds concerning

. . 13 . . . .

the "discovery" in 'physics, "~ we do arrive at a view which
goes beyond what is explicit in Hobbes, a2nd one which is in
any case quite extraordinary.

Hume nowhere suggests that when one pronounces a
table or chair brown, one intends or has in mind that from
the constitution of his nature he has a feeling or sensation
of brown-ness from looking at it. Contrary to first ap-
pearances, then, he cannot here be answering the question
we would naturally have taken him to be answering, nanmely
as to what people ordinarily intend by, or, as we say, have
in mind when they express moral judgments. And that this
1s not nis purvose absolves him from the kind of charges to
which, on the face of it at least, Hobbes 1s liable. Hume
cannot be said to be advancing an egoistic analysis of moral
Jjudgments which reveals him as cynical or sceptical about

human intentions, (our intentions in making moral judgments).

Hume is not being a sceptic about conscious human intentions,

20 ug9, 137 149,

-
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ﬁor about unconscious ones either. No amount of probing or
depth psychology is, after all, relevant for showing that
when one pronounces a table brown that one means only that
one is currently havingba sensafion of brown from looking at
it, or even that one means this at all.

But what would show this? Behavior studies perhaps?
If Hﬁme is not concerned here witﬁ what peoprle intend when l
they exppess moral judgments, we might suppose that he is
concerned only with the exvressions thémselves, that is,
with the kind of natural meaning moral-assertions'might have
for an observer who is interested only in their causes and
effects."If thls were his concern, however, it is unlikely
~he would state his account using the secondvperson, saying,

b
"all you mean is., . "t

We would expect him rather to say
something like, 'pronouncements of the form “"x is viecious"
are caused by feelings of blame toward whatever is denoted

by "x"' (comparable to saying that the waggings of dogs'

tails are caused by feelings of do

g}

soish glee). And however

L

he would have chosen to word such an zccount of moral Jjudg-
-ments it is uhlikely that he would have considered it a
speculative or theoretical advance .in morals comparable to
"that other in physics;”15 For he seems to take the advance

e "'modern philosophy“17 to be established

in "physics
not simply as a matter of fact, from repeated observation,

but of necessity, from the very relations of the ideas

Yo 459, 157 ugg. 165 459, Mg 459.
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involved. HNo psychological view about céusally related
behavior or mental states, as Hume is surely aware,kcould
be established in this way.

The'fesult of this is that the question Hume is
answering in this key passage (which I have guoted in two
parts) must be, if we take seriously the analogy he draws
to sense qualities, the question as to what we would intend
or have in mind, were we not subject to a kind of stubborn
illusidn in our perceptidhs. In our visual perceptions we
judge objects to be colored, butvit has been established,
says Hume, that colors are really perceptions in us. Now

Hume does not deny that colors appear to be in objects;

that is why we rejected the possibility that he was considering

what we ordinarily intend. 1In Book I he observed concerning
"sounds, colours, heatand cold“:18
So strong is the prejudice for the distinet continu'gd
existence of the former qualities, that when the
contrary opinion is advanc'd by modern philosophers,
people imagine they can almost refute it from their
feeling and experience, and that their very senses
contradict this philosophy.l9
The view implied, then, is that in our non-rational moral
Judgments we experience certain of our own vpleasures and
pains (those which give us our ideas of virtue and vice) not
as effects of the character 6r conduct we are judging, but
as immediately experienced qualities of them. Our own
pleasure directly qualifies (or seems to) the conduct or

character we call virtuous. Indeed, in our judgments this

pleasure is its virtuousness.

1
8, 469. 191 192,
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This interpretation gains p;ausibility, I think,

when we find that in the next section Hume goes on to empha-
size that there are very many different kinds of pleasures.

A good composition of music and a bottle of good
wine equally produce pleasure; and what is more,
thelr goodness is determin'd merely by the pleasure.
But shall we say upon that account, that the wine is
harmonious, or the music of a good flavour?20

Aside from allowing Hume to differentiate morai pleasures
from non-moral ones, as being uniquely disinterested (about
which I shall wish to say more in the next chapter), this-
passage suggesis that our impressions of a pleasure or a
pain is often an inseparable part of our perception of the
object producing it. Tnat is, it suggests that one cannot
have an 1mpreséion of pleasure or pain pure ang simple; an
impresSion of vleasure, for example, is always a pleasurable
impression of,some other gquality or object.

Purthermore, Hume has already observed in his-
inquiry into the relation between causes and effects that,

The mind has a great propensity to spread itself

on external objects, and to conjoin with them any
internal impressions, which they occasion, and

which always make their appearance at the same

time that these objects discover themselves to the
senses. Thus as certain sounds and smells are always
found to attend certain visible objects, we naturally
imagine a conjunction, even in place, betwixt the
objects and qualities, tho' the qualities be of such
a nature as %o admit of no such conjunction, ang
really exist no where.:

...The same propensity is the reason, why we .suppose
necessity and power to lie in the objects we con-
sider, not in our mind, that considers them; notwith-
standing it is not possible for us to form the most
distant idea of that quality, when it is not taken
for the.determination of the mind, to pass from thi
idea of an object to that of its usual attendant.<

203 470, 2Llp 157,
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And here, too, he observes that while this is "the only

n22

reasonable account we can give, nevertheless, "the

contrary notion is so rivited iﬁ the mind from thé principles

abové-mentioned."23 "
Later in Book I, in his criticism of ancient

philosophy, he makes a éimilar observation: o |

- There is a very remarkable inclination in human
nature, to bestow on external objects the same
emotions, which it observes in itself; and to find

evegz where those ideas, which are most present to
it.em

-

Here, however, he attributes this ineclination only to
"children, poets, and the antient philosophers,"25 and con-
siders that it "is suppress'd by a little reflection..."26

Supporting this interpretation still further, Hume
observes in Book II that,

Impressions and passions are susceptible of an
entire union; and like colours, may. be blended
so perfectly together, that each of them may -
lose itself, and contribute only to vary that
uniform impression, which arises from the whole.
Some of the most curious phaenomena of the human
mind are d$riv'd from this property of the
passions.2 ‘ -

He also observes in Book II, as I noted in the
preceding chapter,
It may safely be establish'd for a general maxim,
that no object is presented to the senses, nor limage

form'd in the fancy, but what is accompany'd with
some emotlon or movement of spirits proportion'd to

221 167. 231 167. 2% 2p4, 257 oo,
26

: T 224, A point to which I shall Wiéh to return
- later. ' _

2Ty 366,
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1t; and however custom may malke us insensible of
this sensation, and cause us to confound it with the
object or idea, 'twill be easy, by careful ang gxact
experiments, to separate and distinguish them.Z2

And agein late in Book IIT (after the key passage
being interpreted here), he observes,

Hany of our impressions are incapablie of place or
local position; and yet those very impressions we
Suppose to have a local conjunction with the
impressions of sight ang touch, merely because
they are conjoin'd by causation, and are already
united in the imagination.29

What We Would Have in Hind and What e
Actuwally do Have in Ming

What Hume has presented, then, in the ¥Xey passage
under discussion is a theory of what he thinks we would have
in mind when we make moral Jjudgments (non-rational ones at
any rate), were we not subject to a king of iilusion. How,
if we wish, to call this a theory of moral judgments, we
may of course do 50, but it is not a theofy in the usual

sense of offering an accouant of what we actually iantend to

namely the fallacy of assuming that the mental

state studied is conscious of itself as the psychologist is

T" - . 4 = s - .
conscious of it.~ Thether Hume commits this fallacy in his

i s,

— -
287 373, 297 5o4m.

Hew

3OWfllliam James, The Principles of Psychology (
York: Henry Holt and Company, 1923), I, p. 196. '

Sl1vid., p. 195-99.



own thinking is perhaps unnecessary to decide. The theory
he states and which concerns whét he thinks we would have
in mind entails the following as a theory concerning what

he thinks we really do have in mind: ¥hen you pronouince any

action or character viecious, you‘mean-ﬁothing but that in

your contemplation of it, it is directly aqualified by

feelings of blame. Though this is similar to, and entailed

by the account Hume explicitly states, it is sufficiently
different from that stated account %o have caused, I believe,
much of the confﬁsion over just what sort of complete theory
ne is really advancing.

Strictly speaking, however, it may bé urged, that
on Hume{s view, even the account I have just proposed is not
wholly correct (regarded as an account of what we reall:
have in mind), aéd furthermore that, on its own principles,
Hume's theory cannot yield such an account which does not
in some way commit the psychologist's fallacy. For the
point of his comparison with secondary gualities is that
Jjust so far as we are making a moral judgmeﬁt and not
theoriziang about it, we are not aware that our feelings of
blane afc feelings. We are aware of them simply as the
viciousness of the action or character we are judging.

There is a sense, then, in which Hume's theory cannot present,
or allow that it is ?ossible~to present, in wholly non-moral
terms the meaning of any moral expression. One cannot

define wholly in non-moral terms the meaning of moral good

and evil, or give for the expression of any meral judgment
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. \
a synonymous expression in wholly non-meral terms.”~ The

most that one can do, accordine to the theory, is offer an
L = S s

account of what goes on when we make moral Judgments,

Similer Rscent Theories

6]

dnile it is not my vlan to expound Hume's theory

by compzring 1t with the theories of other philosophers, I
would like to di?TEQS momentarily tc indicate some recent
thedfies Wwhich are similar to as much of his ag we have
arrived at.

On the intervretation I have been nrorosing, (up

to this voint at least) we can fairly say that Hume holds

ct
Q
Y
ct
o

heory of zlleged moral coenition very much like that
which Jantayans holds or alleped assthetic coﬁnition.

4]

Santayana provoses that, Beauty 1s vleasure regarded as

the gquallty of a thing."”” Xoral zoodness or virtue, Hume

apvears to be saying, is a particular sort of rleasure
regarded as the quality of actions and characiers {(deriva-
tively of actions, fundamentally of characters). '"The

distinguishing impressions, by which moral good or evil is
Known, are nothing but pa rticul gz paing Oor vleasures....

It is interesting that mvr Davjd Ross, too, while

holding that our ordlnary moral Judvncnbs are often . veridical

R T . -

3 _

2This confirmq both suudpstions made in Chapter II
in discus sing Hume s arwument "rom the inconceivability of
deriving an ght' from an 'is.' '

3')Georr‘e Santaya
Charles Scribner's Sons

4

e of Beauty (¥ew York:

na, 2_Ser
, 19357, p.

T 471,
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Judgments of objective faect, holds to roughly this with

respect to aesthetic jJudgments. For in The Right and The

Good Ross says firsf,

"...if we ask ourselves what 1s the common attribute

belonging to all beautiful objects, we ecan, I believe
find none other than the power of roducing the kind

of enjoyment known as aesthetic."3 :

And then he adds in a footnote,

"I think, however, that it must be admitted (and this,
for what it is worth, an obJection to the view suggested)
that we do not mean by 'beautiful' an attribute having
even this sort of reference to a mind, but something
entirely resident in the object, apart from relation

to a mind. What I am suggesting i1s that we are deceived
in thinking that beautiful things have any common
attribute over and above the power of producing
aesthetic enjoyment,"36

Hume, of course, holds té this kingd of‘view-with respect to
aesthetic judgments,”! but the main point of what I have been
saying is that he goes beyond Ross to hold that_it i1s true
of moral Judgments too. _ .

With respect to Just this much of his theory,
Hume's most recent followers (whether thej are aware of it
or not) have been Edward Westermark, John Mackie, and Richard

38 '

Robinsbn. Westermark claims,

5§, David Ross, The Rizht and The Good (London:
Oxford University Press, 1955), p. 128.

1pid., p. 128n.

37i)av1d Hume, An Inquiry Concerning the Principles
of Morals, ed. Charles W. Hendel New York: Liberal Arts

Press, 1957), p. 110.

38See also Abraham Kaplan, "Are Ethical Judgments
Assertions?", Phil. Rev., Vol 51, 1942. Kaplan is more
concerned in this article, however, to point to the
superior expressive capacity of an objective assertion over
a report of feelings, than to stress the importance of any
1llusion which leads us to prefer the objective assertion.
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1f, as I maintain, the objective validity of all
moral valuation is an 1llusion, and the proposition
'this is good' is meant to imply such validity, it
must always be false,29

Mackie puts his position bluntly in an article entitled

"A Refutation of Morals":4o
In using moral termé we are as 1t were objectifying
our own feelings, thinking them into qualitles
existing independently of us.

Roblnson speculates that,
The cause of the mistake is probably multiple. = Such
a firmly persisting illusion would not arise from a
single strand. Some of the strands are probably

analogous to some of the causes of the corresponding
error 1n perception.

Difference Between Hume's Theor
and Emotivism :

Noting that these recent philosophers have pro-
poéed roughly similar views, leads one to pose the question,
under what category afe we to subsume Hume's theory? Can‘
we refer to i1t as fundamentally an emotivist theoryf Is it
non-cognitive in éharac?er? | ' _ ,

] In fhe next chaptef I shall try to show that Hume
holds, although almost reluctantly, that besides non-

rational moral judgments there are others which he is bound

| PEdward Westermark, Ethical Relativity (London:
Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner and Company, Ltd., 1932), p. 1l42.

40thn Mackie,'"A Refutation of Morals," Australasian

Journal of Psxchologg and Philosophy, XXIV (September,
19 ’ NOS. 1-2, po 10 .

41Richard Robinson, "The Emotive Theory of Ethics,"
Aristotelian Society, Sup. Vol. XXII, (1948). :
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to construe as judgments of reasdn. Now 1f this is so,
clearly he cannot be either a thorough-going emotivist or
non-cognitivist. But the question remains, is his theory
to be classed as emotivist or non-cégnitivist with respect
Simply to non-rational moral judgments with which we are
concerned inAthe present chapter? -

In the usual sense a théory is emotivist ifﬂand
only 1f' 1t claims that the word 'godd,' in its pecularly
efhical sénse, not only has emotive meaning, but "stands

42 Fow to nold that 'good' in 1ts

for nothing whatever."
pecularly ethical sense "stands for nothing whatever'" is
clearly enough to hold to a non-cognitive theory with .

'good' and with respect to judgments of moral

respect to
or ethical goodness. That is, emotivism in this more usual
sense is a form of non-cognitivism. The main question to
be settled then is whether Hume's theory is or entails
non-cognitivism.

It would seem best to construe a theory as non-
cognitivist only so far as it holds with fespect to a
given predicate expfession such as ‘morally good' that
this expression is not typically used to express judgments
which are elther true or false.

Now taken in this sense,-Huﬁe’s theory cannot be
‘said to be or to entail non-cognitivism. He holds, it may

be admitted, that passions such as pleasure and pain are

s e S

A

‘20. K. Ogden and I. 4. Richards, The ¥eaning of -
Meanineg, 5th ed., (¥ew York: Harcourt, Brace and Company,
1938, p. 125.
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all "original facts and realities, complete in themselves,
and implying no reference © other uassmnu....”+3 In this,
however,~§hey are no different from any'sther sorts of
impressions, including acts of.will, which are also
impressions. Furthermore, we should recall that passions
may be directed to objects. Hume even allows that a passion
caused by one object may be directed to another,vas Wwhen a
man's possessions cause him to feel pride in himéelf. On
the intervretation I have presented, what he holds spe—-
cifically with respect fc "moral zuprobation and disanﬁro—
s nld .

pation, to use Reid's pnras:, 1s this: +they are not
.simply éases‘of having agreeable or uneasy feelings, or of
having these directed toward actions and characters as

their objects: they are cases in which, having 2s it were
vinvoluntarily projected these passions or feelines inté
actions and characters (our owvn or apot hers'), we take

them to be distinct, monadic properties of actions ang
characters. Our approbation or disapprobation, then, while
1t consists in having a feeling, consists also in apprehenéing
this feeling as though it were a2 property of sométhing. ind
so far as it does this, the full and oroper way to express

our approbations is not by interjections, such as "hurray

for x,' but as we usually do express them by declarative

437 458.
4h

Thomas Reid, Essays On _The Active Powers Of The
Human Mind. (London: Thomas Tegg, 1843), Essay V, “hanter
VII, "That Moral Approbation Imnlles A Real JUavhent D. 376.
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séntences; cognitively meaningful, and possessed of a

ﬁfufh value. Approbations and disapprobations, or moral
Judgments, may be said to affirm that certain states bf
affairs obtain. The catch is, of course, that once we have
seén clearly what they affirm, we can conclude that-no such
state of affairs can really exlst (they are all false).

It is doubtful whether Hume could or would allow
that taking feelings to qualify actions aﬁd characters 1is
anything different from what I have been calling the involun-
tary projection of them into these actions and cnaracters.

So perhaps citing the pfojection as something preliminary

is in theory'really otiose. It does, however, serve to
bring out the illusionary feature of moral judgments to
which Hume is guite appareﬁtly committed. And as I have
already>indicated, I take it that he is committed aloang with
this to holding that in making moral judgments we tyvically
do not recognize the feelihgs_we project and predicate of
actions and characters either as feelings or as our feelings.
In judging that a table is brown, HJume does not think we

" typically take the brown colof.of which we are directly
aware to be either a sensation or our sensation. He even
offers an explanation as to why we do not commonly recognize-
our moral feelings as feelings. - In each case .it, "is
commonly so soft énd gentle,'that we are épt to coﬁfouﬁd it

L
with an idea...."'5

*5p 470
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Hume's view affirms, then, the claim that all non-
rational moral judgments;.while meaningful, taken quite
literally are false. They are all false, in spite"of the
: fact they generally have subjects and that these subjects
are often of practical importance. The universal falsity
With respect to existent and impbrtant subjects, explains
from Hume's point of view, why other philosophers, notably
the ratlonalists such as Clarke and Wollaston, were ledi
away from considering what moral Judgments really mean to
trying to invent meanings which could make them reasonable_
to assert.46

It may be objected that beyond this there is 1little
or no point or cash value in insisting on the difference
between.Lume's theory and the closely resembling formé of
non-éognitivism. On Hume's thébry, one pays little heed
to the truth value bf varticular moral Judgments, becausé
they are all false rather than because they are without
truth vaiue, but in either case one seems best adv1sed to

reat tham as expressions of feeling.

There 1s considerable force to this objection. It .
goes largely to éhow, however, that it might be well advised
to eniarge the definition of 'non-oqgnitivist' to include
theories according to which moral Judgments are all false
or all true. But in any case the specific character of-
Hume's theory is what it is, and to call it non-cognitivistg

on the present definition of that_term would not be correct.

46
T 223 c.f.
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Furthermore, the fact that non-rational moral judgments
have a2 truth value may have certain systematic advantages
when we come to look at the nature of rational moral judg-
ments., “

Reasons For Lack of Pull Explicit
Statement of the Theory

A further question which arises at this point is
this: If on Hume's view all moral Judgments are 1itefally
Afalse,»one might ask, why.do‘we not find him<explicitiy
saying so? Part of the answer is that actually he has
already boﬂe very close to saying so, by implication at
least, in Book II. For there he speaks of, "“those, who
maintain that morality is something real, esééntial, and

founded on nature.”47

Apparently Hume 1is willing to allow
at_that point that‘morality is not "something real, essential
~and founded on nature,"48 which is éractically equivalent,
one might suppose, to éaying that a11>moral judgments are
false. But it must be granted that he does not express
this thought again in Book III.

One reason he does not is doubtless that.to'do 50
Wbuld inevitably seem intended to disparage morals, which
Hume has no wish to do, and for that mafter might well be
expectéd to weaken the influence in some minds of moral
Judgments and pronouncements, which he also has no wish to
Go. This much of his view would imply, after all, that the

rational, philosophical attitude toward moral judgments is

not mere scepticism,_but active disbelief.

g nog. 4By 295,
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Another reason f@r Hume's lack of explicit emphasis
on this aspect of his theory is that if all moral Jjudgments
‘are false, and necessarily false, then it is verhaps point—
less to say of any of them that they are false. But.Hume
may aot feel that this is pointle;s. He may wish to hold
that some moral judgments are better than‘others, and that
calling opposed ones false is~soﬁetimes useful. In line
with this, we might also say for Humé-what in recent value

theory, PFrankena has gpeculated may be the line which R. ¥. .

Sellars would choose to take: '"Or he might say valuations
are false only if we take them literally at the naive level,

“bu

ct

argue that we should critically reconstruct our value
predicates somewhat as we do 1in the case of secondary

19
gualities. ... "

A Reconstruction

I think that by implication scmething like thics

>

really 1s what Hume does wish to hold to. Ve may suvposc
that in implicitly accounting for moral judgments in terms

of an illusion, yet n0t wishine to emphasize that they are

e

literally false, he is holding implicitly to a reconstruction

of moral predicates. But what would thils reconstruction

amount to? To amend once more the rassage I have been

expounding, I think it would come to this: ihen you say
49 7L . t a ! Y 3
William K. Frankena, "Sellars Theory of

Valuation," Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, XV
(September, 1954Y, p. 74,




that any dction or character is vicious, you mean that in

your contemplation of-that action or character, it seems

- o -

directly qualified by your own feelings of blame.

iy

(&)

But 1f this is vwhat Hume is going to take psople
to mean when they express moral judgments, ne should allow
that their judgments are always true. He never allows,

after all, that thers is any differsnce between judging

that one is having a2 perception and simply having the

W

®

re oae and the san

o
©

perception; they ct. 4 person may

that

o]

lie about his feelings and other perceptions, s

moral pronouncements may still be false. 3But the judgments

themselves must presumably be infallible.

[9)]

.3

T mizh

1
ct

[ 5
]

seem unlikely then that this would be the
sort of reconstruction to which Hume would turn, in view of
the fact that it leaves moral judzments as much on a var

with one another as before (they ar

[

nwow all true). One o

®

tne functions of & reconstruction I suggested above is to
allow for or elucidate the way in which some moral judgments
are better than others. Yet I think that with an important
qualification Hume does adopt this reconstructed analysis.
He seems to 2dopt it so automatically, in fact, that it is
to be suspected that he thinks it is entailed by his first
analysis, and ha rdly worth distinguishing from it. Yet, if
I interpret him correctly, he is not propvosing that it be
adopted for general use, in plaee of the meaning on which

all moral judgments would be falses. Rather I think he is

merely adopting it himself as the only alternative analysis
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or theory, or meaning which a moral philosopher can adopt,
and yet remain morally neutral. It is the only reconstruction

a moral philosopher can offer

jo

iori, which does not

LS e~

Intrude any moral judgment of his own or any other, as a

¥

philosovher into his system - unless it is the Judgment
that moral judgments are sometimes worth mairing, or harking
to. Hume 1s heeding the observation of William James that

the moral philosopher will not be a sceptic, and also

James' maxim that, "if the philosopher is to keep his

judicial position, he must never become one of the parties
-~ b ks

to the fray.”BO

The evidence that Hume does adopt the analysis
according to which moral predicates refsr to certain apvarent
qualities of actions and characters, occurs mainly towards

the middle of Book III, first in his section "Of the

" . 1
source of allegiance':”

Nor need any one wonder, .-that tho' I have all along
endeavour'd to establish ny system on pure reason,
and have scarce ever cited the judgment even of
philosophers or historians on any article, I shou'd
now appeal to popular authority, and opvose +the
sentiments of the rabble to any philosophical
reasoning. For i1t must be observ'd, that the opinions
of men, in this case, carry with them a peculiar
authority, and are, in a great measure, infallible.
The distinction of moral good and evil is founded on
the pleasure or pain, which results from the view

of any sentiment, or character; and as that pleasurse
or pain cannot be unknown to the person who feels
it, it follows, that there is just so much vice or

5O'w'illiam James, Essays in Pragmatism, ed. Alburey

Castell (Wew York: Hafner Pyblishing Company, 1954), p. 30.
51 ‘

=]

539.



- virtue in any character, as every one places
in it, and that 'tis impossible in this particular
we can ever be mistaken. And tho' our judgments
concerning the grigin of aany vice or viritue, be
not so certain as those concerning their degrees;
yet, since the question in this case regards not any
philosophical origin of an obligation, but a plain
matter of faect, 'tis not easily coaceiv'd how we
can fall into an error.>2

It does not matter that "the opinions of men 27 in-the
éphere of morals are just so many pains and pleasures of a
rarticular kind wnichn they project into and take to qualify
actions and characters. For though we are not necessarily
aware of 1t our concepts of moral good and evil originate
simply from such feelings of pleasures and pains, projected

in that way. "The distinetion of moral zood and evil is
4

(o H]

founded on the pleasure or pain...." It is not as though
our moral concepte originate in perceptions of something
else which our pains and pleasures lead us to think present

when it isn't. They originate with these pains and pleasures,

5

183

"

which are their "essence. igain, in the section "Of the

.
. R o]
measures of allegiance":”

The general opinion of mankind has some authority
in all cases; but in this of morals 'tis perfectly
infallible. .Hor is it less infallible, because
men cannot distinctlgﬁexplain the principles, on
which it is founded.>'

His theory entailed that all moral judgments are literally
false. But now he acknowledges that considered‘simply as

Judgments of the occurrences of ceritain pleasures and pains, -
o : . : . . 58
"'tis impossible in this varticular we can ever be mistaken."”

2rosus-n7. 1 sus. Stz osus. 557 pos.
67 549,  5Tp ssp. 58y sy,
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Justification and Elaboration

Butvif Hume is recomstrueting moral predicates for
the purpose of moral philosophy so that they refer only to
apparent gualities (making moral Judsments, which on thedir
ordinary meaping are all false, infallible), we are naturally
led to pose two qﬁestions: Firet, onAwhat grounds can he
reject an analogous reconstruction of the notion, for
example, of substantial forms for the vpurvose of natural
philosophy (science) or metaphysics? Second, will he allow
that on this meaning for moral prediéates’the sane action or
character may be both morally good and evil?

Hume's answer to the first question must be prefaced
with a terminological note: In the passéges-lcpoted garlier
ne describes the projection of one's own impressions to
appear as qualities of objects, as caused by an inclination

. 9 H \50 .
of "the m1nd”58r "muman nature. In other passages, how-
2 ) ?

" i s o eme - . N . . 61
ever. he says it is due specifically to "the imagination."

Hume answers the first guestion in a passage in
Book I, which anticipates Kant ang is crucial to his
philosophy as a whole:

But here it may be objected, that the imagination,
according to my own conféssion, being the ultimate
Jjudge of all systems of philosophy, I am unjust in
blaming the ancient philosovphers for makeing [Sig.]
use of that faculty, aad allowing themselves to be
entirely guided by it in their reasonings. In order
to Jjustify myself, I must distinguish in the
imagination betwixt the princinles which are
permanent, irresistable, and universal; such

as the customary transition from causes to effects,

P9 167, 01 oo, oly ons)



o 119-

and. from effects to causes: - i4nd the principles,
which are changeable, weak, and irregular; such
as those I have just now taken notice of. The
former are the fouandation of all our thoughts
and actions, so that upon their removal human
nature must immedlately perish and go to ruin.
The latter are neither unavoidable to manking,
nor necessary, or so much as useful in the
conduct of life; but on the contrary are
‘observ'd only to take place in weak minds, and
being opposite to the other princivplas of
custom and reasoning, may easily be subveried
by a due contrast and opposition.®??

We may safely infer from this that Hume recon-
structs moral predicates as he does, largely because e

thinks that moral judgments. as contrasted with judgments
Juagnmi . _ Juag

A

. . i X e s 5
of substantial forms, are "useful in the conduct of life."
The utilitarian character of Hume's moral theory thus

emerges at once from the beginning.

-

.. . . - .. 4
may we infer, too, that he thinks the "principles"®

r

07 the imagination wnich overate when we make moral judz-

G

ments (as opvposed to the principles omerative in judgments
of "occult qualities”)és are 'permanent, irresistable, ang
universal,“66 and thét therefore "upon their removal human
nature must immediately perish'and 0 to ruin“?57 He may

hold this, but cune cannot be sure whether he actually does,

Perhaps 211 he would wish to claim is that these principles

ot
o
(@]

are nearly able and universal
that upon their removal human society if not human nature

-
. . oY
must soon "perish and go to ruin.">?

[P S -
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It might be objected against Humé that he could
not really distinguish different ”principles”7o or vsycho-
logical mechanisms operative in the case of Qseful as
ovposed to useless kinds of judgménts. Cn the face of 1it,

however, it is one thing to project one's feeline of pleasurs

2 he

into an action or character, oz one's-feeling of necessity
into the idea or apvearance of an effect, and quite a bit
- more to vroject as it were a mind into the motion or
appearance of an inznimate objiect. Whan, to use Hume's

example, children beat stones which hurt them, they seen

j44]

not to he so much nrojectine their own occcurrent Feelings

(e.g. anger) as thosé which would in their eyes justify

b

thelr having these feelings (e.s. walice). This kind of

O

inclination does seem "suppress'd by a little reflection,”7l
and so far as concerﬁsAphilosophy, and the conduct of lifé,
is nos génerdlly useful.

Turning to the sescond guestion, will Hume allow
on his reconstructed meaning.which trsats moral judements
as Judgments of zppearances only that the same action or
character may be both morally good and morally evil?

From what I have

6]

ald so far, surely Hume should
allow that this is logically poséible. Indeed. he should
allow that the same action or character might conceivably
be morally good, morally neutral, and morally evil. But it

may be argued that I have not eXpounded his recounstruction

O o5, Tl oo,
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fully, and that when expounded fully, 1t can be seen that
he need not admit that such opposed Judgmenté are even
logically possible. .

Hume always has recourse to the plural in the
passages I quoted earlier: He refers to "...the opinions of
men"72 and "The general opinion of mankind..." > This
migﬁt suggeét that he 1s proposing to reconstfuct the
predicates of moral goodness aﬁd evil (and all other moral
predicates) not simply as referring to certain appearanceé,
namely feeiings of pleasures and pains projected into actioﬁs
and characters, but as referring to the fdct of such
appearances being present to 2 majority of men. But if this
1s what Hume means, then he is holding that moral.judgments
in the reconstructed sense are not made by "men" or "man-
kind"74 in general, as he suggests, but onl& by'morai
philésophers, or students of the social scene.

The main difficulty with this interpretation is
that accofding to it, it 1s not the opinions of individual
men which Hume is holding to be infallible, but rather the
opinioné of men in genéral or_"mankind;"75 but, then, in
thls case, he should really offer a.different sort of‘
argument than he does offer for these opinlons being in-
fallible. His claim that "pleasure or ﬁain cannot be
unknown to the person who feels 1t"76 is suited to establish
at most that the perceptions of mofal good and evil of each

individual are infallible. And indeed, unless it establishes

20 552, 31 550, T4 550, 757 550, 767 su6,
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this first it would seem to do nothing to establish that the-
obihions of the majority of mankind in-general are infalli-
ble. Of course, it would réma;n open to Hume to adopt a
reconsiructed notion of moral good and evil on which Judg-
ments of the majority are Infallible, even though those of
individuals were not or were really always false. But in
doing this he would be Intruding his own preferences into
his moral philosophy in a way ia which it 1s doubtful that
he wishes to do. As a moral philosopher, Hume is probably
willing to commit himself to the Judgments that moral jﬁdg-
ments are worth making and heeding (at least sometimes),

but it is doubtful that he wishes to commit himéelf further
than this, as by holding that the majority should decide
what is and what is not virtuous, that "morally good"77
means roughly accords with what the majérity think mérally
good. It is doubtfu% that he wishes a preference of his own
for aﬁiding by the opinions of the ma Jority to determine the
theoretical foundations of ﬁis moral philosophy.

If Hume's qualifications with respect to what I
have been calling his reconstruction of moral predicates
have any importance for his system, it would seem to come
to one or both of these two points:

First, like the pleasures and pains invqived in
other sorts of desires and éversions, those involved in

moral Judgments may be prompted by faulty or incomplete

Ty 456,



judgments of reason. Subéequent judgments of reason may

thus 'correct' or remove them. They may be faulty in the
sense'that there really is no character or action which in
their contemplation seems directly qualified by the}r feelings
of blame or praise (desire or aversion, pleasure or pain),

or it may not stand in the relation it seems to. 1In this
sense varticular moral judements of varticular characters

and conduct maj be said to be irrational or faﬁlty or even

. X - 8 .
fallible, whereas the abstract or "genasral opinion"7 of

men (for example, that ingratitude is 2 vice) remains
largely infallible. Hume's references 4o "men"'2 and

: 3 . \ - s fo it e 4 .
"manking" 0 may thnen be partly to siznify his interest in
such general sorts of moral principles.

Second, Hume makes plain as early as the second
section of Book III that the feelings of pleasure and pzin
which are the essence of moral good and evil are very
special sorts of pleasures and vains. Pleasures after all
differ enormously from one another, and so do »pains. -

A good composition of music and a good bottle of

wine equally produce pleasure; and what is more, their
goodness is determin'd merely by the pleasure. But
shall we say upon that account, that the wine is

e . e O

harmonious, or the music of a good flavour?"
The characteristic of the pleasures and vains which are the
form the essence of moral good and evil is, he insists,

that they are disinterested, or impartial.

79 8

. ] 1
T 552, Op gep, Blg
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'TMs 6nly when a character is considered in general,

without reference to our particular interest, that

1t causes such a feelingsar sentiment, as denominates

it morally good or evil. :
I suggest that when Hume speaks later, in the passage I
have already quoted, of the "general opinion"83 of men, he
has this important qualification in mind, in 2ddition per-
haps to the point I Just made about judgments of reason,
though he has not bothered to make'any of this as clear as
wWe could wish.

If these two points are correct, then'the answer
to the seconad question I raised above would seem to be this:
On Hume's thedry i£ 1s loglecally possible for one and the
same aétion or character to be at once morally good,
morally neutral and morally evil. But of many alleged
moral judgments that are in fact opposed to each other,

Hume can allow that some are founded on faulty .or incomplete

factual information, and that others are not really moral

Judgments at all, since they are not really disinterested.

Summary

Before proceeding further, I'should liké to summa-
rize and make some further observations about what I ‘have
tried to establish conqerning as much of Humé's theory és
I have examined up to this point. | |
' I bave been attempting in this chapter to consider

only his views about moral Judgments which are definitely

82p y7p.  83p ooy,
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not judgments of reason. 4is we saw from the previous chapter,
these are based on impressions, in particular pleasures and

o

ins felt as desires and aversions. It is from these

e
o]

(sometimes referred to as sentiments of praise and blame) that
our concepts or notiouns of moral sgood and evil originate.

‘Hume anticivated this much of his view in Book T

!-‘(

The most vrobable hypothesis, which has been
advanc'd to explain the distinction betwixt vice
and virtue, and the origin of moral rights and
obligations, is, that from a primary constitution
of nature certain characters and pa ssions, by the v
very view and coatemplation, produce =z p?3 , and
others in like manner excite a ﬂlpasur“ a

I l

TT:

<

And he reilterated it in Book T
The distinction of moral zood and evil is
on the pleasure or pain, which results from the
view of any sentiment, or character....v?

n this Hume is arguing in much the same form as he did in

- Book I concerning other ideas, or notions - the notion of

The table before m
view to give me t}

Very early in Book ITI Hume states forcibly that his
. ouST .
"nypothesis"®! is not ox pected to accéord with our ordinary

views of the subject, but is a "discovery ia morals, like .
. . ;58 < = T
that other in phy51cs' according to which so-callad

secondary gualities are not really qualities in objects,

but merely verceptions in our miads

Vice and virtue, therefore, may be compar'sd to
sounds, colours, heat and cold, which, according
to modern philosophy, are not oual ties in objeects,
but perceptions in the mind.

" > o W BED e e s

8k ) 0 ) Cag -
%4p 005, ®p mus,  85p mu. BTy nos,
83, ; 89

T 459,
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Thus in those moral judsments or awarenesses in which we

are directly acquainted with or %;é having an impression of
‘moral zood or evil (from which could originate our ides of
moral good or evil), we are éharacteristioally subject to

a kind of illusion in which wé rroject our own feelings as
the "essence" of moral good or evil, into the actions and
characters Wé are attempting to judge. On this aécoﬁnt,'all
such moral judgments are literally false. They may, however,.
be treated as simply judgments of apyearancsy 1in which case
they must all be considered true (thoush

1 moral pronouncements

may occasionally be false). This is Hume's reconstruction

y

of moral predicates,. Ih & loose way of speaking those jude-
ments may still be called faulty, which something like
complete knowledge would serve to alter, or remove. And
dume 1s probadly concerned only with those which are not
faulty. The most important qualification which he adds,
however, both to his original analysis and his reconstructed
one 1is that feelings of pleasure and pain (desire and
éversion) which are the "essence'C of ﬁoral good éndwevil,
are disinterested.

Adovting Hume's recbnstructioﬁ, as contrasted with
ordinary consciousness talken literally, it is doubtless
logically possible for one and the same action or character
to be at once morally good, morally neutral and morally
evil. But, as I observed above, of many alleged moral judg-.

ments that are in fact opposed to each other, Hume can claim

9Cr 296.



- 127 -

that some are founded on faulty or incomplete factual
information, and that others are not really moral judgments
at all, since they are not really disinterested.

Agaln, 1t 1s apparent that Hume's theory, as I have
sketched it so far, resembles theories which are generally
classed as.non-cognitive. To begin with, moral goodness or
evil is certainly not, according to Hume, a feature of
morally good or evil actions or characters taken in them-
selves or in relation to their causes or effects.

Take any action allow'd to be vicious: Wilful murder,
for instance. Examine it in all lights, and see if
you can find that matter of fact, or real existence,
which you call vice. In which-ever way you take 1it,
you find only certain passions, motives, volitions
and thoughts. There is no other matter of fact in
the case. The vice entirely escapes you, as long as
you consider the object.
Nor does Hume attempt to define any moral predicate
expressions solely in terms of non-moral ones. Non-moral
judgments about actions ang characters, taken with Hume's
accounts, would never entail that these actions and
characters are morally good or that they are not morally
good. Nor does Hume think they would. He clearly does
not present his theory in order to be able to deduce What
is morally good or evil.

Furthermore in a rough sense, the essence of moral

goodgess or evil for the person pronouncing an action or

character good or evil is that person's own feelings of

praise or blame. And while these feelings are peculiarly

91 ugs.
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disinterested they are feelings or passions (pleasures or
pains) nonetheless. Thus, Hume declares that,

Morality, therefore, is more properly felt than

And,
To have the sense of virtue, is nothing but to feel
a satisfaction of a particuler kind from the con-
templation of a2 character. fThe very g%eling
constitutes our vraiss or zdmiration.”-
But, again, before concluding that Hume's theory
thus far is non-cognitivist in character, we should recall

the features of the theory which renders this label not

altogether apt.

=3

-

First of all, in the sort o Judgments I have been
considering, the feeling of praise, blame or whatever must
seen fo characterize an actlon or character., Hune suggests
that ordinarily they are taken as actually doing so, but

for the purposé of his moral philosovhy I tried to show

that he adopts a reconétructed meaniﬁg according to which

ﬁhey merely seém to do so. (n both the ordinary view, and

on his reconstruction, however, moral judgments have a truth
value. As I have szaid before, on what he takes to be the
ordinary view, they are always falsge, and on his recoastructed

analysis, they are always true (except verhaps in the special

=}

sense in which a2 judgzment is called false 1f complete infor-
mation would lead to retracting it). Thus Hume does not
consider that he is contradicting the statement: "The very
- . . . w4 -
feeling coanstitutes our praise or admiration, when he

goes on to say,

920 470, 937 a1, 9y 4771,
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We do not infer a character to be virtuous,

because it pleases: But in feeling that it

pleases after such a rarticular B%nner, we in

effeet feel that it is virtuous.
Hume'sdpoint here 1is Just the one I have been stressing,
though he is putting it in a somewha; different way. It 1is
not because I find first that a character causes me to feel
pleasure from contemplating 1t that I go on to infer that
1t 1s virtuous. My feeling "after such a particular

96 namely that is disinterested and projected into

manner, "
the chafacter (taken to have a distinct, continued existence),
1s in effect the feeling that it is virtuous. Hume does

not sharply distinguish between feelingé of blame and
feeiings that an action is viclous, because the feelings of
blame, so far as they are constituents of a moral Judgments
are feelings that the action is blameworthy or vicious. He

ls holding what E. M. Adams (who interprets Hume as an
emotivist) has recently held, namely

The féelings and attltudes shown and evoked by
the utterance of moral sentences are...semantic or

cognitive. They are feelings that x is wrong, that
x 1s an injustice, that x is right... .

They are therefore]... subject to being appraised
as correct or 1ncorrectr as valid or invalid, as
rational or irrational.’ :

9 471, 99 471,

9TE. M. Adams, Ethical Naturalism and The Modern
Horld-View (Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina
Press, 1960). Adams observes that "feeling guilty about
having done something involves thinking that it is wrong
in the same way in which feeling indignant does." p. 92.

This seems true, and to pose a prima facle objection
agalnst Hume's theory.
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All this indicates, I believe, that Hume intends his title

to sectlion II, "Moral Distinctions deriv'd from & moral
n98

sense to be taken as an apt summary of his main account,
even though he is not positing a totally unique Taculty.

’ 13

The analogy to a sense even if not intended as completely

exact 1s nevertheless deliberate.
Differentiation of ioral Value Judgments from

dJudgments of Moral Right and Obligation
and Aesthetic Judgments

I~y

So far I have been concerned exclusively with what
Hume holds concerning judgments of moral virtue 2nd vice.

I must aow append sone remaris to indicate more precisely
what he holds concerning judgments-of moral right and
obligétion, and also how he wishes to distinguish moral
Judgments from aesthetic ones.

In zeneral Hume does not attenpt to siagle out

judgments of moral right and obligation as reguiring any

e

special discussion. To have an obligation,'Hume implies,
is simply %o have 2 motive. And to have a2 moral ocbligation
is to have specifically as a motive for doing or abstaining

rom an act the pl2asure or pain which the disinterested

o)

contemplation of that act naturally ca2lils forth. That is,
one's moral obligation to do an act which is oven to oune
naturally arises from, or is identical with, one's non-

rational judgment that the act is or would be morally good.

98p 470,
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It may be supposed that there is a difficulty for

Hume in this view; for he holds at one point that Judgments
of the moral virtue of actlons are implicitly judgments of
the motives which produce them,

When we praise any actlions, we regard only the

motives that produced them, and consider the

actions as signs or indications of certain

principles in the mind and temper. The external

verformance has no merit. e must look within to

find the moral quality.... ,
And again later (quite inconsistently'with this) he holds
that judgments of the moral virtue of actions afe Implicitly
Judgments of enduring traits of character.

If any action be either virtuous or viclous, 'tis

only as a sign of some quality or character. It must

depend upon durable principles of the mind, which

extend over the whole  conduct, and enter into the

personal character. Actions themselves, not

proceedlng from any constant principle, have no

influence on love or hatred, pride or humility; 100

and consequently are never coasider'd in morality.
But then, having a moral obligation amounts to having either
a2 motive to act‘from a certain motive; or having a motive -
to act from a certain trait of character. And it may be
supposed that either is lmpossible. But actually, both
of these things seem to be>quite possible, and actually to
be true of situations we sometimes put ourselves in when we
reflect on the opposition that our motives and character
traits have to each other.

As I have noted earlier, Hume makes clear that the

pleasures and pains which are ingredients in moral approval

and disapproval are disinterested or impartial. They arise
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from contemplating the benefits or disadvantages produced
by the action or character, or the rule in accord with which
the action proceeds. 3But these benefits or disadvantages
are for those aifected by the action or character (or
neral obedlence to the rule) whoever they mzay be.
'Pis therefore from the influence of characters
and qualities, upon those who have an intercourse
with any person, that we blame or vpraise him. e
consider not whether the persons, affected by the
qualities, be our acguaintance or strzugers,
countrymen or foresigners. Nay, we over-~ 1oo$ our
owa interest in those general Juoamentu....*Ol

iihere we oursolves are not directly affected by an action

or trait of character, our vleasure or pain Ifrom contemplating

its effects (benefits or avoddVanaves) must arise by the
mechanism of Sympathy with those who are affected. Thus

our moral judgments are often the result of our sympathy

with the interests of men in general.
Thus it appears, that sympathy is a very powerful
principle in human nature that is has great influ-~
ence on our taste of beautv. and that it vproduces
our sentiment of morals in all the artificial virtues.
From thence we may presume, that it also gives rise
to many of the other virtues; and that qualities
acquire our approbation, because of their tendency
to the zood of mankind.1

ct

But clearly enough this does not suffice to
distinguish moral judgments from aesthetic ones. And
indeed, Hume declines to draw any sharp distinction in

1:103

theory between "moral and natural beauty. The main

distinction is simply that the subjects of the two kinds of

jud eqts are radically dlflerent and because they are
100y 582, 1927 5777, 103p 344
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different, the vleasures and prains involved in them
(produced by and projected into our views of the subjects)
are as a matter of fact also very different.

4 convenient house, and a virtuous character,
cause not the same feeling of approbation;
even tho' the source of our approbation be
the same, and flow from sympathy and an idea
of their utility. There is something very
inexplicable in this variation of our feelings;
but 'tis what we have experience of gith regard
to all our passions and sentiments.l

104q 597,




CHADPTER IV
INDUCTIVE MORAL JUDGMENTS

Throughout Book II and the first %wo—thirds of
"Book III, Hume's account of non-rational moral judgments
contains few if any qualifications to suggest that he
thinks there are any moral judgments at all which should
be termed judgments of reason. When he reaches the thirad
and final part of Book III, hoﬁever, he =2xplicitly poses
such qualifications. In this chapter I shall: (I) try to

show wny he thinks they are needed; (II) present them;

we can call probable or inductive judsments of moral virtue

and vice; and then try to explicate (IV) the main logical
and (V) the main causal relations which must obtain on
his view between thesé and the non-rational judgments of

moral virtue and vice discussed in the preceding chapter.

Heed for Qualifications

Hume 1s led to pose his gualifications in order
to meet an objection which he states in this way:
We sympathize more with persons contiguous to us,

than with persons remote from us: With our
acquaintance, than with strangers: With our

- 134 -
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countrymen, than with foreigners. But notwith-

standing this variation of our sympathy, we give

the same approbation to the same moral qualities

in China as in England. They appear equally

virtuous, and recommend themselves e%ually to

the esteem of a judicious spectator. ‘
Stating the objection in this way, Hume makes it appear
directed simply to his hypothesis about sympathy. Actually,
however, we easily can apply it in a more general form to
his whole theory that feelings, however we suppose them to
be producéd, are essential to moral judgmehts. That is, we
can restate what is at the heart of the objection in this
way: Our feelings about distant actions and characters are
noticeably less infense (and for that matter less deep)
than our feelings about (toward) those nearby. This is
true, as Hume later shows he is aware, wWwhether the distance

is in space or time.?

And 1t seems true of feelings
however they are produced; it seems true even of feelings
we would all agree in calling mofal feelings. But our
mofalijudgments do not aScribe less virtuousness ang
Viclousness to the same kinds of actions and characters,
"the same moral qualities,"3 in China as nearby. Therefore
Sur feellngs cannot be ideﬁtical with our perceptions of

moral virtue and vice in our moral Judgments; they must

be at least incidental effects of our Judgments.

11 s81.
. 2q 584. "We blame equally a bad action, which we
read of in history, with one perform'd in our nelghbour-
. hood t' other day...." '

3p 81,



Clearly enough this objeccion is simply one of a
whole class of related objections which an oppbnent of Hume's
theory (and othErs‘besides)A would wish to present: Our
feelings are often constant in quantity when our ascriptions
of moral virtuousness angd viciousness are not. When I take
one action to be more vicious than another, I'am net
necessarily feeling more intensely toward it. The worst
érimes are not those which excite us the most- intensely (or,
agaln even the most deeply). Similarly, the amount of ocur
feelings toward an act, and the degree of virtuousness or
viciousness we ascribe to it, often vary, but not
concomitantly.

Now these objections do seem pérsuasive; Laaving
the mechanism of sympathy quite aside, then, we have to
consider that what is at stake in the objections Hume has
pdsed is his view that the pleasure and pain of the

spectator are, '"not only inseparable from vice and virtue,

(o3

but constitute their very nature and essence." what Hume

will have to defengd 1s his claim that "we do not infer a
character to bhe virtuous, bscause it pleases: 3Zut in

feeling that it pleases after such a particular manner, we

in effeet feel that it is virtuous."® 1¢f We accept just

this much of his theory, we seem obliged to conclude that

' —

The various degrees of moral virtuousness angd viciousness

s ettt i veraer i TN

o

Notably the theories of Shaftesbury and Hutcheson.

U1

T 296, O a7y,
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which we atiribute to actions and characters are and must
be directly proportional to the guantity of our actual
feeiings cf a certain sorv toward them.

In fairness 1t should be emphasized that the

qualification of a certain sort is important here., It is

not incumbent on Hume to show that variations in all our
feelings of praise and blame are not an objection to his
theory; he need.only explain why variations (or apparent
variations) in whatever he wishes to identify as our moral
feelings do not constitute an objection.

dhy. it may ve asked, does Hume not try to pursue
this qualificatibn further to provide a complete reply to
the objzction he has raised? The reéson he does not 1is
vrobably just that he does ﬂot find,any Xind or guality
of feelings which do not occasionally vary independently of
our moral ascriptions. Our disinterested feelings vary
less than our interested ones, but they, too, vary. ?érhaps
the dis;nterested feelings ve are justified in feeling or
ought teo feel do net vary in this way. But even if they
did not, Hume might wonder, how would he identify these
feelings? Would he identify them in refersnce to our
obligatioﬁ to feel them? What wduld this obligation be?

If he claimed it to be a moral obligation, then his

(&)

ttempt
to meet the original objection would seem to involve him in
an endless regress. And also, (a voint surely on Hume's

mind), what we ordinarily take to be specifically moral
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feelings'do vary; what I would ofdinarily.describe as my
feelings of moral indignation or blame afe far stronger

imnediately after an action which has provoked them than
months or years later.

It should be added that iF the descriptive part of -

[&]
[y
=
[}

nterpreted a

=~
}_J-

Hume's theory is shown false, then what

H
ci

own way of reconstructing moral Judgments loses its pre-
sumed justification. That is, Hume loses his reason for
adopting the view that, "there is Just so much vice or
virtue in any character és,everyone places in it...."7

There is no clear or apparsnt reason why a moral phiiosopher
should exactly correlate his own ascriptions of moral
virtuoucneés and viciousness with the feelings of men in
general, if the feelings of individual men do not even

bear an exact corrslation with their ovn ascriptions.

AT least three lines of reply appear open to Hume
to meet the objection he has posed: (1) He might seek to
correlate ascriptions of = given degree of virtuousness or
viciousness not with a given amount of feeling, but with a

given felt guality; the thought of murder in China provokes

the same guality of feeling as murder in England, even if

1t provokes it less intensely or deeply.' (2) He might try

to elaborate his theory to show that while our feelings

takep at large vary in amount, in our moral Judgments we
somehow'take account of only a ceritain part of this intensity;

or that from the point of view we adopt when we make moral

Tp su7.
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Judgments, our feelings do not really vary in amount
independently of our ascriptions, or at leést that they do
not seem to do so. (3) He might modify his theory to allow
that in our moral judgﬁents we are not always ascribing
our actual.feelings, but are often predicting those we
would have under standard or specificable conditions.
The first line of reply is open to Hume. And

indeed late in Book III he observes,

Each of the virtues, even benevolence, Justice,

gratitude, integrity, exciteg a different sentiment

or feeling in the spectator.
Ten pages later, however, he seems to want to take thils
back:

Whenever we survey the actions and characters

of men, without any particular interest in them,

the pleasure, or pain, which arises from the

survey (with some minute d%fferences) is, in the

main, of the same kind....
And in any case, he makes no attempt to pursue this line of
reply; This is doubtless just as'well. If we insist that
we ascribe a given degree of virtuousness or viciousness
to different actions and oharacters from feeling a given
guality rather than amount of pleasure or pain toward them,
then we will be faced with the task of explaining why we
ever ascribe different degreeé of virtuousnéss or vicious-
ness. We can of course say that the qualities differ; but

how does a difference in qualities yield a difference in

degree or magnitude? We cannot say that 1t is because ﬁe

81 607. 91 617.
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experience some gqualities of pleasure or pain as bepzer
than others: If we experience them as moraliy bet%er, our
theory is circular. If we say that we naturally prefer.
them (desire them more or dislike them less), then the
original problem recurs in a new and only slightly mitigated
form. PFor we must 2lso grant that when there is no differ-
ence in' guality, we naturally prefer p;egsures which are
greater énd vpains which are less in aﬁount.lo

Hume adopts both of the other lines of reply to
meet the objection posed, but he does not attempt to present
Them in an altogether separate way wﬂich makes clear that
the one is an elaboration of his view as presented thus
far, and the other is an important gualification and sﬁpple-
ment to it. He presents both initially as thdugh ne is
citing one and the saﬁe "method of-correcting our sentiments.

This is understandable if not exgusable, since he presents

. . i - 1 iz
both by drawing again on the analogy of 2 "moral sense"+2

z

to the external senses, and it §é surely true that the‘

allegedly anélogous instancés %5 the case of the external

senses are often difficult toféistinguish from each other.:
Hume presents the.elaboration of this theory ia

this way:

lOThere is a further vroblem which is accute for
Hume's reconstruction: Other.factors bveing equal, is one
actlon more virtuous or vicious than another because the
moral feelings of more men are directed to it7 Is it more
virtuous or viclous other factors peling egual ‘because
their feelings last longer?% '

llT 1

. 2 .
5382. T 582,

nll
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In general, all seantiments of blame Or praise are
variable, according to our situation of nearness or
remoteness, with regard to the verson blam'd or
prais'd and according to thes present disposition

of our mind. 3But these variations we regard not in
our general decisions, but still apply the terms
expressive of our liking or dislike, in the same
manner, as if we remain'd in one point of view.
Zxperience son teaches us this method of correcting
our seatiments....Such correitions are common with
regard to all the senses....to .

Let us suppose that in this passage Hume is simply describing
further what I called non-rational moral Jjudgments. That

is, let us assume that.he i1s not discussing any kind of

morai Judgments he would call either judgmehts of demonstrable

or judgments of probable reason. Then by implication what

he 1s claiming must essentlally come to this: ZExplain it

o)

as we will, it is fact about our external sense gXperience,
that_ we somehow learn (or come) to use our beliefs z2bout

the spatizl =

v

nd temporal relatious in which objects stand

to us so as to condition what we lmmediately perceive of
these objects or the way we perceive them. What we see does

1ot depend simply on how near or far away an object is, but

*

also on how near or far avay we believe it to bs., One
crucial effect of such beliefs is %o reducs the differences
between our percevtions of the same or similar objeets in
different relations. Thus = six foot man actually appedrs
of avproximately the same height whether we see him as being
five or itwenty-five feet away, though we know that the image

of him projected on our retinsa varieg enormously. A further
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example not available to Hume bears mention: Experimentalf
evidence has reéently confirmed Ptolemy's hypothesis that
we see the moon at the horizon as larger than at the
zenith only because we are more nearly aware of its great
distance from us.14 Now in much the same way, our beliefs
about the relations in which actions and characters stand
to us conditions our feelings of moral pleasure and pain
from contemplating them. |
In order to complete the analogy and make it serve
Hume's purpose; we must recall the illusionary feature of
non-rational moral judgments, to which Hume holds (on the
interpretation offered in the preceding chapter). When we
mke a moral Judgment of an action or character, we are
mistakiﬁg what ishreally a feeling of our own for a quality
of the action or character. This is not to séy that taken
: froﬁ ahbther point of view or at a different time we may
not become aware of the same kind of feelings we project
for what they really are, namely feelings of our own. Nor
1s it to say that when we project a certain amount of a
certalin kind of feeling into an object, we have none of
this kind left over which we are aware of as feelings. Nor
1s it, finally, t@ say what 1is surely false, that we always
project the.same amount of feeling into actions and '
.characters of the same kind. Other things being equal, an

actlion or character close to us produces more pleasure or

14Lloyd Kaufman and Irving Rock, "The Moon

Illusion," The Scientific American, Vol. 207 (July, 1962).
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pain from contemplating it than one which is more remote,

and as a consequence we project more pleasure or pain into
1t. (Hume's example of children, "beatins the stones which

15 . . ‘ - .
hurt them"~ - is evidence that generally speaking the greater

is the guantity of feeling, the greater 1s the absolute

quantity projected.) Fowever (and this is the point of Hume

]

analogy) where a lesser amount of our pleasur

¢

or pain is
projected into an action or character which is more remote,

because it is more remote, we are not so a2pt to ascribe

less of our feelings te it. The zction or character being
1tself less

vivid in our contemplation a lesser amount of
Teeling projected'will seem 1liXe more, not in an ébsolute
sense;~but taken as a gquality of the action.or character.
It is again not simply our feeling of pleasure or pain

produced by the action or character we are judging (along
with our own coastitution), but this feeling so far as it

is referential or has a semantic function. It must be our

feeling that an action or character is virtuous or vicious.

The analogue, then, of our implicit beliefs about
the -distance of a physical object is probably best construed

for Hume as simply the v

}..h

vidness with which we perceive or

fte
[0}

magine the action or character we are judging. But thils

vividness may itself often be determined in nart by our

beliefs as to how near or far away it iz in space or time.l

h}

1

R Sl vr e s, .t e

5p 204,
ourpg certain that distance diminishes the force
of every idea, and that upon our approach to any object;
tho' it does not discover itself to our senses; it operates
upon the mind with an influence that imitates an immediate
impression.”" T 100.

!

S
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This whole elaboration of Hume's theory makes
apparent, I think that even with respect to non-rational
moral Jjudgments he must be holding to a more complex view
than at first appveared. Up to this point it seemed that
in making moral judgments reason or the understanding was
strictly limited to presenting us with subjects (actions or
pharacters as coaceived in non-moral terms) and beliefs
about them (also conceived in non-moral terms), notably
beliefs about how they affect peopvle. The moral judgment
itself in each gase amounted to feeling pleasure or pain in
a certain way as a natural result of our concevtion of the
subjectvand our beliefs about it. The most we needed to
add was that the vleasure or pain musi be disinterested and
somehéw felt as a quality of actions and characters (perhaps

due to the operation of fancy). 3But on the elaboration just

.
now sketched our judzments of how near or wemote are the
actions and characters, thét is judgments of our under-
standing, actually enter into assessing the degree to which
Wwe ascribe these feelings to the actions and characters,
and hence the degree to which we apply moral predicates %o
them. It remains true that, "morality...is more properly

lrl'?

felt than judged of.... A non-rational moral judgment

would be impossible without feelings of pleasure or pain as

wl8

the "essence of virtue or viece. But granting that we

find an act or character virtuous or.vicious, an act of the

Y9 470, *Bp 595,
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understanding dr a faculty analogous to it can partly
(and presumably properly) detérmine Just how virtuous or
viclous we judge it to be. Or so Hume puts his view by
implication. ZLater, in the Appendix he makes exvlicit:
'Tis thus the understanding corrects the apoearance
of the senses, and makes us imagine, that an object

at twenty feet distance seems even to the eye as large
as one of the same dimensions at ten.t

k3

he questions to which I wish to turﬁ next are,
first, to what extent does this elaboration by analogy ueet
the objectlion against nis theory which Hume posed, and,
second, to what extent does he think it meets this objection?
It should be emphesized that T have been assuming' |

that Hume is concernegd up to this point with non-rational

3
o
)
ct
ey
0]
[}
ny
o
<
D

moral Jjudgments ahd only with these.
assumed that he has been treating only judgments in which
the disinterested pleasure or pain which we mistakenly
zscribe to ah action or character is oné we are at the
moment feeling; And'I have therefore been concerned with

120 only so far as it clains a

his analogy to “the senses
rarallel to judgments of the appearances of sensible objects
made on the basis of immediate impressions of those avpearances:
'The table I am now trying to 1ift feels heavy,' and 'The
man I see at ﬁhe other end—of the room looks as tall as the
‘one I see at this end, ' would express two examples of this

¥ind of judsments. Now Hume surely does wish to claim that

there is a parallel between non-rational moral judgments and

97 530, 204 gup.



these Judgments of the apparent characteristics of sensed
objects. Thus when he speaks of "Such corrections [which
are]...common with regard to all fhe senses, n2l We'can

certainly take him to be including these "corrections"e2

according to which, "an object at twenty feet distance

seems even to the eye as larze 2s one of the same dimensions
2

\,)J

at ten," even if he wishes %o include other corrections
besides. That is, we can take him to be concerned with

. s w24 e
citing "corrections" in what we immediately verceive,

o - s . . s - ~ . 2°
even if he also has in mind other kinds of “correctlons." 2

The f¢rst question, then, is this: ¥ill simply e2laborat Lng'
his account of non-ratisnal moral judgments 50 as to take
.advantage of this analogy to corrections in what we
immedizately perceive of sensible objects, suffice to meet
the original objection?

Clearly it wiil not. Hume's elaboration by

analogy is a consistent development of his theory, and

SD

1lows him to show'how non-rational moral jﬁagments may
afte 11 be far more stable than the bare account offered
garlier would have led us to zxpect. 3Rut this does not
suffice to meet the objection. To do this simply by
elaborating an account of non-rational mo 1.Jud”mpn he

would have to show the following: That however near or

remote may be the actions and characters to which we ascribe
21, _ 22, - 235 . 244
T 589, T 532, =/p 530 T 532,
25

13
1
@8]
e
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like degrees of virtuousness or viciousness,'these actions
and characters always seem qualified by equal égounﬁs of
our disinterested pleasurerr pain. That is, he would have
to show that actions conceivsd of as harpening in China
must seem to be gualified by the same amounts of our actual

feelings (disinterested vleasure cr pain) as similer ones

(those with "the same moral qualities”)”" necarby. All this

further ziaboration. TFor in fact, with regard to sach of
the senses thers are pronounced limits beyond which we (or
the understanding) cannot bring the actual look, sound, and
feel of thinrss into =2cecord with eacnh other cr our judgments
of the understandiag. ¥When we are tired, heavy objects

feel heavier; and they feel he;vier even when we know they

arce not and when we Xnow we ars tireg from tweaty-five

-mountain, airplane we invariably find that people loow 1iike
ants. ‘

The analozy which Hume draws to sense experience
then, does nothing to show that our ordinary moral judgments

‘are all to be identified with his non-~rational ones.

- e e et b 5 ARttt 1% < o o s cari—.

05 e . e *
<27 55l . ‘71 552,
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Rather, if anything it suggests that many are not
to be so described. Furthermore, leaving the analogy aside,
there is this more difect evidegce that many of our |
ordinary moral judgments afe quite different in character:
Hume's account of non-rational moral Judgments has been able
to explain why we do not ordinarily think that simply
feeling any kind of pleasure or pain ever is a sufficient
condition for making a moral Judgment (the account adds
that we must ascribe our feeling to an action or character).
. But neither do we think that feeliﬁg a pleaéure or pain is:
éven a8 necessary condition. One might answer that on Hume's
theory the fgelings which are necessary are preclisely
those which in makihg the judgment we are not aware of as
feelings. But by implication Hume does allow that in
reflective momenfs at least we can discovervthem as feelings.
His account of non-rational moral Judgments can be directly
verified.

The vice entirely escapes you, as long as you con-
sider the object. You never can find it, til1l you
turn your reflection into your own breast, and find
a ‘sentiment of disapprobation, which arises in you,
Ti1s the objet sf Teciing, mop Batier of ggets bub
g
Now the fact is.that we do not commonly go so far as to
suppose that our feeiings are irrelevant to making a moral
Judgment, for indeed we often say that we feel an act or

character to be virtuous or Vicious; but neither do we think

they, our feelings, are an absolutely necessary condition

287 468-69.
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for méking moral judgments. The parallel which seems most
apt 1s with our judgments of the real, as opposed to
apparent, characteristics of sensible objects. We do not,
for exaﬁplé, suppose that our sensations of the weight
(resistance or whatever) of an object are lrrelevant to
judging its weight, but neither do we think that they are
necessary. There are other ways of judging the weight of
an object than heffing it. Turthermore, just as we allow
that our semsations of the weight of an object may mislead
us, we sometimes allow that our feelings of the virtuousness
or viclousness of an zction or character'may misiead us.,

e can now turn to ©

[§]

35

6]

cond guestion, namely to

P

what extent does Fume think that simply elaborating his
acgount of non-rational moral judgﬁents suffices to meet
thé objection he posed? We need not rely on circumstantial
evidence. Hume is quité explicit.

But however  the general principle of our blame or
praise may be corrected by those other principles
by taking a disinterested view and by correcting
for distance], 'tis certain they are not altogether
efficacious, nor do our passions often correspond
entirely to the present theory. 'Tis seldom men
heartily love what lies at a distance from them,
and what no way redounds to their varticular
venefit .29 '

t

Any other answer would have bpeen surprising. Ia

the third part of Book II he devoted =n entire section (vii)

3

to emphasizing the prodigious influence on our passions of

our bellefs about the proximity or remoteness of things.

<

20 .
7T 583,
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Furthermore, the limits to our "corrections'">° of immediate
Sense experience are more often noticed than the corrections

themselves.

Ihe Qualifications

Hume initially presents the main qualification of
his whole theory of non-rational moral Judgments as though
it 1s about the language of moral Judgments rather more

than about moral judgments themselves. It is, hbwever,

intimately related to the kind of corrections discussed

earlier.

In general, all sentiments of blame or praise are
varlable, according to our situation of nearness or
remoteness, with regard to the person blam'd or
prais'd, and according to the present disposition

of our mind. But these variations we regard not in

our general decisions, but still apply the terms
expressive of our liking or dislike, in the same
manner, as if we remain’'d in one point of view.
Experience soon teaches us this method of correcting
our sentiments, or at least of correcting our

language, where the sentiments are more stubborn

and inalterable. Our servant, if diligent and faith-
ful may excite stronger sentiments of love and kindness
than Marcus Brutus, as represented in history; but we
say not upon that account, that the former character
is more laudable than the latter. We know, that were
we to approach equally near to that renown'd patriot,
he would co%Tand a much higher degree of affection ang
admiration.

Hume, then, qualifies.his theory to allow that we do not
always use moral language to expreSs the preéise degree of
feelings we are actually having, or even the precise degree

of feelings We are at the moment experiéncing as though

Hp 582, 317 582,
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they are qﬁalities of actions or characters. Rather we use
it sometimes when we "know"-° that if we were able to take
a disinterested view,-and Qere to a pD oach close enough to
an action or character, we would experience certain feelings
of pleasurevor pain'as a quality of it. A4nd he goes on to
allow that sometimes we do thié even whed we are too
invoived to have any purely disinterested feelings at all.

fHere We are contented with saying, that feason

requires such -an impartial conduct, but that 'itis

seldom we can bring curselves to it, and that our

prassions do ﬂQt readily follow the dmtermlqatlon of
our judgment.”

Inductive Judsments of Moral
Yirtue apd Vice

t

=~
[

s significant to find Huwme here acknowledging

)
o <8

at least implicitly, that our ordinary use of the word

: VA
3 . - L.
"reason" to characterize moral judsments is not after all

-

in thesé cases inappro?riate. For what is it that he
thinks leads us to use moral language, to apply moral
predicates of praise or blame ﬁb'éctions or characters even
when we are not actually feeling any vleasure or pain from
contemplating them? Is it that we feel that apprliying the
pradicates to these’actions or characterse in varticular is
e¥pected of us, and that not to do so would be socialiy

S unconventional? That Hume does not mention this conventional

use of moral language can hardly be because

it has escaped
7’ ) 74 —
21 582, P07 583, J*q spe.
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his notice, sincevit isiso very common, Clearly he is not
interested in expressions of merely conventional morality.
Rather he is interested in expressions gither of génuine'
non-rational moral judgments, or those wnhich are doing’
essentially the same thiag. That is, he is interested in
the peculiarly moral, or at any rate normative or evalu-
aﬁional, use of moral language. What leads us to apply
moral predicates to actions and characters when we are not
haviﬁg feelings toward them is in this respect the same as
what leads us to avply these predicates when we are having
@pe‘feelings. In both caées we mean to be ascribinz the
feelings (of a special sort) either as real or apparent
qualities of them. It is just that the datum or immediate
'ground of our ascriptions are different in the'two cases.
When we express or make genuine non-rational moral judz-
ments this datum is in 2ach case an immediate énd'complete
apvearance of such a feeling as gualifying an action or
character as completely as i1t is possible for it to do,
given the characteristics of the action or charzciter we are
Judging. The feeling 5f pleasure or nain has arisen Ffrom
complete sympathy with those affecteg by the action. 3But,
when we use “rgason,”35 our immediate dztz are esither (1)
similar but iéss intense or deeply expefienced feelings
aprarently qualifyins an action or ohai&oter, along with

beliefs about the distance of the action or character from

35p 585,
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us, and our condition which prevents complete sympathy. Iu
this case we in a sense ascribe stronger feelings than we
feel, doing so on the basis of an inference from the
immediate data which includes those we do feel. Or (2) our
immediate data may be no actuzl feelings at all but only
beliefs about the non-moral features of the action or

character (just what sort of action or character it was or

n

is). In this case we ascribe Teelings which we do not feel

at all, doing so again on the

jod

asis of an inference.

The inference here is presumably in each case an
instance of our non-moral heliefs simply enlivening {or
evoking and enlivening) our ideas of moral virtuousness
and Viciousness; bringing these ideas to the level of
beliefs, and conjoining them to the idea we have of +fhe
action or character. Thus, while we cannot always cofrect

our actual feelings, we can "rezulaie our abstract

m

24
notions":-°

The passions do not always follow our corrections;
but these corrections ssrve sufficieatly to regulate
our abstract notions....>
S e e . - 38 .
And, as we know, according to hume, our ideas
of moral virtuocusness and viclousness are simply copies of
the kind of pleasures and vains we feel from the sympathetic
and disinterested contemplation of actions and characters,
Thus we are finally in the position in which we can make
moral judgments though we are experiencing no actual feelings

at all:

1S
3O5ee chapter III above.
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control our passions. But they need not extend
beyond the imagination to make them influence
our taste.39 ' .

Sentiments must touch the heart to make them

- Our implicit criterion for applying moral predicates
is always that we*apply them to the comparative degree to
which we would apply them if our Judgment were a cbmplete
and génuine'non-ratlonal one. That is,wWe seek to apply
them as we would if our sympathies were completely engaged
by those affected by the action or character. This is the
analogue of our standard or 'normal' condition for applying
certain sense predicates. Its choice is apparéntly in part
arbitrary. Hume suggests that the cholce of identifying
with those affected is based on the claim that it 1s the
most conspicuous one which diverse people will agree to
adopt, and thus mékes consistent discourse abdut morals
possible,*0 |
'Twere impossible we cou'd ever make use of
language or communicate our sentiments to one
another, did we not correct the momentary
appearanceg of things, and overlook our present
situation.®1l A
Being thus loosen'd from our first station
{our own interest], we cannot afterwards fix
ourselves so commodiously by any means as by

a sympathy with those, who hﬁve any commerce
with the person we consider.?2 ’

P s586.
40, 225, C.f. chapter III, in which it is claimed

that Hume implies that without some fixed sentiment of
morals, human life would quickly "perish and go to ruin."

“lp 582,  #2p 5g3,
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And having adopted thekppint of view of sympathy with those
affected,‘consistency requires further that we make complete
sympathy the étandard or 'mormal' condition, to which we
always-implibitly refer. Thus Humé does not consider the
character of Marcus Brutus as indifferent:

ﬁe know, that were we to approach equally near to

tpat renown'd patriot, he wou'd command a ﬂ%ch

higher degree of affection and admiration.
Nor is a misdeed in histbry less vicious than "one perform'd
in our neighbourhood t'other day”:44 |

We knbw'from reflexion, that the former action

wou'd excite as strong sentiments of disapprobation
as the latter, were it plac'd in the same pesition.

45
Now whether an act of.”reflexion”46 or inference
is one which leads us to ascribé real or 6nly apparent
qualities to é subject, it surely must, on Hume's scheme,
be classified as an act of the understanding or ﬁrobable
reason. Whether an act or perception is an act or per-
ceptibn of the imagination only, or truly of probable
reason does nbt, for Hume, depend on whether'it is directed
to real rather than apparent qualities, but only on whether
it is an act resulting from custom rather than mereAcaprice.
One who concludes .somebody to be near him, when he
hears an articulate voice in the darX, reasons justly
and naturally; tho' that conclusion be deriv'd from
nothing but custom, which infixes and inlivens the

ldea of a human creature, on account of is usual
conjunction with the present impression.

To take another example (adapted from~Hume),48 let us

suppose I infer from the appearance of a certain color as

43 4

T 582,

%2583, *5p spa.  6q sga,
¥r 225, %80 me-17, 60,
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a property of a niece of Iruit that the fruit is de1101ous.
My 1nference is a crenuﬁne act. of reason, even though the
eolor and the taste are both, accordinc to "modern
philosophy" 49 merely anparent prooerties of the fruit.

Hume, then,~1s allowing in effect that some moral
Judgments are after all judgments of reason - namely judg-
ments of probable reasdn. This is the possibility which I

have argued in chapters I andvII'Hume,vgontrary.to what is
often held about him, never ruled but, or at any. rate never
committed himself to denying in advance.

Since these ‘judgments are based on prior experience,
we might call them inductive moral judgments. This should
not suggest, howé?er, that}they must all on Hume's view be
general in character. 'They must in part be based on broad
judgments (such as that characters with certain non-moral
features usually excite pleasureor approval), but they
may quite well have particular actions or characters as
subjects. We mighu call them predictive moral gudgments,
or dlspositlonal moral judgments, except that this would
suggest that Hume thinks that when we make them we are
cohséiouély making a predictioﬂ di affirming a disposition.
And he offers no ground for concluding that we think this
is what We are doing, or that if we do we think this, that

we think it is essential. What we are essentially doing is

ascribing feelings or the appearance of them under standard

Do ug9.
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conditions as qualities of‘acﬁions or characters. And if
-these>ascriptions can sometimes be verified in the manner‘
of predicﬁions, 50 too can such- sense judgments, as my Jjudg--
ment that the table in the next room is brown, sométimes be
verified as though they were predictions. But this is not
to say.that I ordinarily'take my Judgment that the table is
brown to'be essentially'affirming & prediction (or even an
endless set of predictions), or to be a claiming that either
I or the- table have dispositions of certain sorts. All that
I must be doing, on Hﬁme’s theory, in the case of the table
is having an idea of the table as brovm, made sufflclently
v1vid to be a bellef from its association with a present
impression or with an idea which is already a belief. So
: presumably all I need to bé doing when I make an inductive
moral judgment is having an idea of an action or character
seeming/to exemplify my idea of virtuousness or viciousness,
so long as this idea is being rendered sufficiently vivid
to conStitute a belief, from its association with some
present impressidn or with some other belief., .

What would be an example of a present lmpression
enlivening an idea of moral virtve or vice? It mighf-be
my impressibn (or my impressions) of eXuarﬁal behav1or
- which manifests the action or character I am judging, or
(since this'woﬁld itself more likely produce an actual
impression of moral pleasure or'pain), an impression of

printed words describing the 2ction or character.
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Logical Relations

On the interprétation I have been offering, what
must be the main logical relations between non-rational
moral judgments and these others on which I have been
insisting and which I have called inductive?

First of all, it should be recalled.that non-
rational moral judgments are all literally false, on Hume's
theory, unless taken in & reconstructed sense, in which
case they are about apvearances and hence all true. lLet us
assume the reconstructed mesning, and let us assume the
reconstructed meaning, too, for inductive moral Judgments.
dJow if what I sald earlier is correct, the meaning these

two kinds of judgments affirm is the same; both ascribe

[ ad3)

eelings to actlons and characters as apparent gualities of

them.SQ The

[

it

Q,

erence 1s in the data or the ground oa the
basis of which they ascribe these feelings. The non-
rational judgments are direct and intuitive in the sense

that in making the judgment one simply ex ences immediately

| add

i3

er
the feelings as apparent gualities of the action or
character. The inductive judgments either ascribe them on
the basis of partial non-ratioanal Judgments along with

certain beliefs, or on the basis of certain beliefs 2lone.

0] . s s
5 They are mistakenly affirmed as real qualities
in the unreconstructed sense.
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It follows from this that inductive moral Judgments

can be false.51

At least in theory they can be conclusively
disverified by a genuine and complete non-rational Judgment
of exactly the same subject. Similarily, 1t would seem that
thej can be completely confifmed, in theory, by a genuilne
and complete non-rational judgment of exaetly the same
subject. An indnctive moral‘Judgment ascribing a given
degree of moral value to an action will be logically
equivalent to the judgment that a full and complete non-
rational judgment would ascribe that degree of moral value
to that action. _ | .

This is roughly correct, but needs to be qualified
in oneiimportant respect. So far in order to simplify
presentation I have'spoken as though, according to Hume,
our feelings of disinterested pleasure and pain are produced
by a sympathy with those we think are actualiy affected by
the action or character we are judging. But he holds that
in the case of méstvnon-rafional Judgments, the feelings
which we take to qualify an action are instead these produced
by a sympathy with no given set of actual 1nd1v1duals, but
rather with men in general so far as they are affected in
general by actions or eharacters in general of the kind we
are Judging. This 1s to account for the fact that according

to our ordinary Judgments:

: 511n the unreconstructed sense, they. must all be
false. In this sense, however, we could continue to speak
of those ascrlbing the same degree of virtue and vice to
actlons and characters as would be ascribed by full and
complete non-rational  judgments as adequate or ‘useful.’
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Virtue in rags is still virtue; and the love which
1t procures attends a man into a dungeon or desart,

where the virtue can no lggger be exerted in action,
and 1s lost to the world.

Now this is apparently the particular kind of sympathy
-We are feeling when we have or make those complete and full
non-rational judgments which we take as the standard for
completely verifying or completely disverifying our inductive
judgments. That is, we would not take = non-rational moral
Judgment based on complete sympathy with those actually
affected as completely confirming or disconfirming an
inductive Jjudgment, since in the inductive judgment, the
feelings we are thinking about or imagining the action or
character to have are those which would be vroduced by
sympathy with men in general.
WThere a character is, in every respect, fitsed to
be beneficial to society, the imagination passes
easily from the cause to the effect, without con-
sldering that there are still some conslderations
wanting to render the cause a compleat one. General

rules create a species of probability, which some-

times influenges the Jjudgment, and always the-
imagination.?2? :

Since all nonQrational moral judgments (complete
or incomplete) are true, one can never contradict another,
nor can one be contradicted by an inductive judgment. Whén
an inductive judgmenﬁ ”corrects“54 a non-rational one it
either (1) alters it céusally, és beliefs often alter
immediateHSense experience, or (2) utilizes the non-rational

one as a datum, but ascribes a different degree or kind of

27 584, 937 585, Sty g,
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feeling. 1In the second case the non-rational Judgment has
not been contradicted, but we will generally wish to be
governed by the inductive one in making pronouncements angd
weighing relative merits.

| We might suppose that sympathizing with different
people could produce differenf and opposed (noh-rational)
moralljudgments. But unless we sympathize impartially with
21l the neople affected, our judgment will not be truly
disinterested, and hence will not be a moral judgment,
however closely it may resemble a moral one in other
respects, and howéver hard it may be to tell from a ioral
one in practice.

Finally, while we cannot say that a non~rationa1.
‘Judgment is falsg, we must allow, as I observed in Chapter
AIII, that it can be founded on false beliefs about fhe non-
moral features of an action or character. And this puts it
to sone exteht on a nar with inductive Judzments. ‘Hhere we
think We discover such false beliefs with respect to either
non-rational or inductive Judgments, we will either cease
to make the judgment, ignore it, forget it, or treat it as
though it is about a hypothetical rather than an actual
'§ﬁbject. We may choose in addition to characterize it as
'false' or irrational after a manner of s?eaking. Hume, it
will be recalled, does allow that we may call a passion

"irrati onal“b5 if it "is founded on the supposition of the

551 585,
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exlstence of objects, which really do not exist,"56 though
he thinks this is a sense "which philosophy will scarce
allow of,"2(

Causal Relations

I have already noted one causal rglation bétween
ihductive>and non-rational moral Judgments. Some inductive
Judgments, Hume thinks, may or do altef the degree of non-
rational ones. That is, the inductive Judgment that an act
is extremely vieclous may posslibly suffice to increase the
- quantlty of actual felt pain which one discerns as a quality -
of the act.

AA far more important causal relation has been
sugges#ed‘in“the preceding chapters. Non-rational moral
Judgments are the actual source or the origin of our moral
ideas. They are, at least in part, the impressions of the
specifié kind of pleasure and the specific kind of pain of

which our ideas of moral virtue and vice are merely falnter

56p u16.

) 57T 459. Hume also allows that sympathy sometimes
operates erroneously, so Wwe have an emotion by sympathy with
another, when he does not himself really have the emotion:

"...the communicated passion of sympathy sometimes
acquires strength from the weakness of its original,
and even arises by a transition from affections,

which have no existence. Thus when a2 person obtains
any honourable office, or inherits a great fortune,

we are always the more rejoic'd for his prosperity, the
less sense he seems to have of 1t....the imagination
1s affected by the general rule, and makes us conceive
a lively idea of the passion, or rather feel the
prasslion itself, in the same manner, as if the person
were really actuated by it." T 370. '
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coples. Thus if we had not had or made at least one non-~
rational moral judgment of virtue and one of vice, we in fact
would be quite unable to make any inductive ones at all.
This 1s not to say that any given non-rational moral Judgment
in particular is a necessary condition for our being able to
makevany inductive Judgment.

The non-rational judgments which give us our moral
ideas must ~of course, be impartial. But there is no
reason to suppose they need be based on as complete sympathy
(and hence as great a quantity of feelings) as what I have
been referring to as (complete) non-rational moral Judgnments.
And 1t is doubtful whether thej must be base@ on sympathy
with men in general, as affected by types or classes of
actlons and characters, rather than simply a sympathy with

these particular men actually affected.
General Cbnclusions

. Our exposition of Hume's theory of moral judgments
in the Ireatise is now complete. | What general conclusions
does this exposition permit us to draw concerning the
theory itself and Hume s presentation of it?

We saw in Chapter II, from our exaﬁination of the
argument which we called tke argument from the inconceivability
of deriving an 'ought' from an 'is,' that Hume did not think
it possible to define or analyze moral ideas wholly in terms
of non-moral ones. In Chapter III Hume's actual view

concerning non-rational moral judgmentsAwas shown to entail
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that no analysis of moral judgments in wholly non-moral
56

terms can be strictly accurate. On this count then we
must conclude that Eume's theory 1s not to be labeled a
form of‘ethical naturalism, in the currently accepted use .
of that term;59

In Chapter IIT andaggain in Chapter IV we have seen
that Hume's theory entails that every moral judgment affirms
a proposition and is esither true or false (taken in the
unreconstructed sense, all non-rational moral judgments
are false). From this it was concluded that Hume's théory
is mnot stfictly a form-of emotivism,.

We have seen in this chapter that Hume posed an
objection to his theory which forced him to elabora%e and
gualify further; and we have alsobseen that this qualifi-
cation committed him to the view that some moral judgments
are juagments of probable reason. Buf We saw early in
Chapter I that Hume did not rule out this possibility when
he posed his fundamental question; and we saﬁ in Chaptér IIi
that he did not rule it out in his arguments againsf the
rationalist answer to it. Furthermore, on his account ﬁe
cannot make‘inductive moral judsments unless we have pre-
viously made non-rational ones (the non—rgtional ones
furnish us with our ideas of moral virtue and vice). Hume.
then has presented a single, coherent theory, and he has
not contradicted himself in his presenfation and argumentation

for this theory.

DBSee Chapter III, Section IV

5 ST ‘ ‘

9rnie 1s the use deriving from G. E. Mogfe,
Principia Ethica (Cambridge University Press, 1903).
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