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A Trearise of Human Nature

Short titles used when citing Hume's essays:

‘Brinsh Government”

*Civil Liberty?
“Coalition of Parties’
Phignity or Meanness’
‘Essay-Writing’

“First Principles of
Crovernment”

*Whether the Brinsh Government inclines more 1o
Absolute Monarchy, or to a Republic’
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Englesh Shori=-Title Catalogue

Historical Account of A Treatise of Hluman Natowre from its
Beginnings to the Time of Hume's Death’

Pascal’s Pensées, trans. AL ). Krailsheimer

The Oxford English Dhctionary

Diesignates one or more volumes of this two-volume,
critical edition of the Freatise
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first-edition text of the freatse
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Historical Account of A Treatise of Human

Nature from 1ts Beginnings to the
Time of Hume’s Death

. WRITING THE TREATISE

Dravid Hume was born in Edinburgh, Scotland’s capital, on 26 April 1711
The vears of his youth were divided between that city and Ninewells, his
tamily's small landholding at Chirnsade, a village near the border with
England. Little is known about Hume's childhood. His father, Joseph Home,
died when Dravid was 2; his mother, Katherine, never remarried, bur, accord-
ing to Hume, devoted herself to her three children.! In the absence ot posit-
e evidence about Hume's earliest education, one may speculate that he and
his siblings were tutored by the Revd George Home of Broadhauagh, his uncle
by marriage and the minister of Chirnside from 1704 w 1741, or that he
attended school in Chirnside or Edinburgh.? On either alternative, the young
Hume would have had instruction in the Calvinist doctrines of the Scotrish
Church and also learned Laon and possibly some Greek. It 1s likely that he
began studies at the College of Edinburgh in 1721 {when about two vears
vounger than most other begimning students), and probably continued there
through the spring of 1725, Hume was later to report that his education con-
sisted largely in the study of languages.” Itis true that during his first vear at
university he would have studied Latin, and that during the second year he

Uy Oen Life, 3,

! The first two snggestions are not exclusive; the local minester might well have had 2 hand inthe
local school, Mear the end of his Life, Hume was interviewsd by James Boswell. °T asked him’,
Boswell repores, if he was not religious when e was voung. He said he was, and wsed o read The
Mhode Dety of Maw; that he made an abstract from the catalogue of vices at the end of i, and exame-
e himself by this, leaving out mueder and theft, and such vices as he had no chance of commir-
ting, having no inclination to commit them. This, he said, was strange work; for instance, to try if]
notwithstanding his excelling his school-fellows, he had no pride or vanity" {Boswell, Prevade Papers
Srom Madakede Casrle, 120 227-8; the interview is also recorded in M. K, Smith, Hume's fafogues
cotizerman g Nafural Beliguor, T76=9]. This reference to "school-fellows', while in tself micresting,
gives us no clear indication of who or where these school-fellows were, They may have been bovs in
aloeal school or ar the College of Edinburgh. On the anti-Calvinist, Anglican work, The Fhale Daty
af Maw, see n. 126 below,

P Letter of spring 1734, tooan unnamed physician, in Letters, 1013,
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Sect. | Histarieal Account

would have studied Greek.* But in his third year he would have followed a
course in logic and metaphysics, while in his fourth and final vear he would
have tollowed a course in natural philosophy organized around the wrinngs
of Robert Bovle.? The plans originally drawn up for this course in 1708 also
included provision for some instruction in ethics, but there 15 no irm evi-
dence that this provision was in effect in 1724-5, the session in which Hume
would have attended the course. There was also available o him an optional
course in moral philosophy, the hrst halt of which would have dealt with
ethics, the second with pneumatology, mcluding natural religion, and
perhaps an account of the passions,

Hume's maternal grandtather, father, and uncle had all been lawvers. The
first of these, Sir David Falconer, served as President of Scotland’s highest
court, His own studious disposition, Hume tells us, led his family to suppose
that he, too, would find the law a suitable profession. Bur he found in himself
an ‘unsurmountable aversion to every thing but the pursuits of philosophy
and general learning’, and thus while his family supposed he was studyving
law, he was reading his favourite authors, and, from about 1727, pursuing
literary and philosophical interests.”

It 15 difhicult to say when Hume began working on the Treatise. His final
word 1s that he ‘composed’ the work during a stay of three years (1734-7) 1n
France.” Surviving earlier comments suggest the work then composed was
begun well before 1734, In the spring of 1751, he wld a friend that the *vast

1 am drawing on the much more detwiled acoounts provided by M. AL Stewarr, "Hume's
Intellecrual Development’, 11=25, and M. Barfoor, “Hume and the Culee of Science i the Farly
Eighteenth Century’, 131-05. For more general accounts of the arts curviculum at the Universicy
of Edinburgh, and of e views of those who taught i, see B L, Emerson, ‘Science and Mhilosophs
in the Scottish Enlightenment’. Emerson argues that by 1710 the experimentalism of Bacon, Bovle,
amd Mewton was well known, and Favourably recerved, at Edinburgh. Additional background is pro-
vidled by O ML Shephend, "Mewtonianism in the Seotrish Universities in the Sevenreenth Century’;
anud E. Farbes, Philosophy and Science Teaching in the Seventeenth Century',

" In mddon, m Dec, 1724 Hume joaned o prvate hbeary {the Phyvsiologeal Library) that gave
T access toon wile range of books on the sciences then stmdied; see n. S0 below, For more on the
Physolowical Library and Hlume's knowledge of Boyle's work, see Barfoot, ‘Hume and the Culture
of Science in the Early Eighteenth Century”, In 1726 (e after he had finmshed his aniversiy
studies), Hunwe transcribed the narrative portion of a set of lectures on the theory of fuxions, lec-
tures given by George Campbell, an “extramural teacher of mathematics’. Little 15 known about the
circumsianees in which Hume transeribed these lectures, but the existence of the transcription sug-
gests that his interest in scientific topics extended bevond his time as a student at Edmburgh. Cn
this manuscript, see ML AL Stewarr, Introslucrion’, 8<%,

oy Ovwn Life’, 1. Hume mentions two natural lawvers he was supposedly reading, Johannes
Voot amd Arnoldus Vinnws, A 1731 edition of a work by the former was mcluded in the Fume
|.5|.'r|'ﬂ|:.", see Ux F MNorton and M. _| MNortam, The Daved Heme Fabeary, 155, tem 1312, but as
Stewart points out, this mav well have been his nephew's copy, for Hume had probably given up the
studdy of law before 1731 (' Home's Intellectual Development”, 26 0.,

fONy Own Life®, 2.
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Histarical Account Sect, |

Undertaking’ that became the Treanse was “plan’d betore 1 was one and
twenty, & compos'd before |1 was| twenty-five™* In 1754 he was to sav again
that the work was ‘compos’d before T was five & twenty™." In 1775 he wrote
and had published a briet” Advertdsement in which he asked his critics to dis-
regard the Treatise, ‘a Work, which the Author had projected before he left
College, and which he wrote and published not long after’." Given that
Hume left college when 14 and published the first two volumes of the Trea-
tise nearly tourteen vears later, and the different suggestions made 1n the
letters to Elliot and Stewart, there are grounds for doubt about this account
of the beginnings of the Trearise,

The 1ssue itself 15 ambiguous. What counts as fegimmmg a philosophical
treanise? Has the author begun it when he hrst puts on paper thoughts about
1ssues found in the published work, but with perhaps no clearly formed
intent of making these discussions public:s Or has he beguna work only when
he has a relavively clear idea of the method, structure, and scope of his under-
taking, and has actoually written what we would recognize as dratis of some
part of the work? It we adopt this second, narrower understanding of begin-
sing, then we may decide that Hume was at least 18, and perhaps even 20,
when he began the Treanise. IF we adopt the first, more relaxed understanding
of begmmmine, then we may conclude that he had begun the work at a vounger
age, Hume's earhest extant letter, written a few weeks after his sixteenth birth-
day, reveals that prior to that date he had been writing about some of the 1ssues
central to the Treatise as published, and was known by at least one person to be
doing so. In this letter, written to his friend, Michael Ramsay, he defends
himselt for not having sent, in a previous letter, drafis of his *papers”;

You sav That | would not send in my papers because they were not pohshd nor
brought toany form; " w vou sayis Nicery, Bur was it not reasonable? Would vou have
me send in my loose, uncorrect thoughes? Were such worth the transcribing? All the
progress that I made is but drawing the Outlines, in loose bits of Paper; here a hint of

a [J'.Ei!‘:'llli}]] y 1.|IIIL' i PI!IL‘]'I OrCenon Zi[l the m lTlliJ aCcdr [I'l.l:.'li] :I.\iZZIT1 i.T'I. anathert I'I.L' a I Lerat i.l.J I uf

¥ Letter of March—April 1751, to Gilbert Elliot of Minto, Letrers, 12 138, A briefer account of the
writing, publication, and reception of the Frealise & found in TC L Grose, *History of the Editions”,
La—) Hume's iographers have also taken up these topics, See | H. Burton, Lefe end Correspon-
dewce of David Huwe, 12 11=135; E. G Mossner, The Life of David Hawme, 60-132.

* Letter of Feb, 1734, o John Stewart, Lerters, 1: 187, To both Elliot and Stewart, Hume
expressed regret for publshing the Trearoe too soon, before he had properly mastered an appropra-
ate form for his thoughis; for further details, see Sect. 10 below,

YO this Aalvertisement and s first publication, see Sect., 10 helow,

" Humee was later to deseribe the work he had done in France as ‘my Papers’, and in 1740 used the
same term to describe his manuscript of Book 3 (see below in this section Home's letter of Aug.
U737, amd Sect. 3), but the papers mentioned bere would surely have been shorter and less formal
drafis.
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Sect. | Histarieal Account

these accounts; sometimes a remark upon an Author | have been reading,” And none
of them |of] worth to any Body & | believe scarce to my selll The only design | had of

mentioning any of them at all was to see what you would have said of your own.

Bv the time he was 16, then, Hume had attempted explanations of phenom-
ena of the mind. As these topics are also those of Books 1 and 2 of the Trea-
tige, this letter, although it contains no explicit reterence to plans to publish a
systematic account of human nature, lends some credence to Hume's claim
1o have ‘projected’ the Treatise in his mid-teens. ™

Further aspects of Hume's literary struggles are the tocus of what 1sby far
the fullest account of his early efforts w produce what became the Treatise:
namely, his remarkable letter to an unnamed physician. ' This letter, written
in the spring of 1734 by a then discouraged voung scholar who, hinding his
‘Spirits” unequal o the task he had set himselt, had decided o *lay . .. aside for
some time’ his ‘Pretensions in Learning” in favour of 2 *more actove hife’ in the
employ of a merchant, In this same letter Hume reports that he had fimshed
college by the time he was 14 or 13, and that he was thereafter left to his own
choice of reading. This he divided berween books ot *Reasoning & Philoso-
phy" and those of *Poetry & the polite Authors”. He then immedately adds:
*Every one, who 1s acquainted either with the Philosophers or Critics, knows
that there 15 nothing vet establisht i either of these two Sciences, & that they
contain little more than endless Disputes, even in the most fundamental
Arvicles.™ Far from being put off by these disputes, Hume also repores that,
as a result of them, he

AL AL Stewart has shown that the notes published as "Hume's Early Memoranda® were almaost
certainly begun no earlier than 1739, See Stewart, “The Daring of Hume's Manuscripts’, 27688,
and, for further discussion and references, ddfem, "Hume's Intellectual Development’, 47, esp.
nm, Ui, For earlier suggestions abou the dace of the Memoranda, see B, Co Maossner, ‘Hume's
Early Memoranda, 1729174, and J.-P Pittion, ‘Hume's Beading of Bavle: An Inquiry into the
Sowrce and Role of the Memoranda' ¥ Letter of July 1727, Letters, 19,

HOWe have no way of knowing, however, whether any of Home's earliesr ideas or drafts survive
in the work he poblished in 1739-40; nor does the available evidence tell us exactly when his maost
characterisne o original kleas first oceurred w him.

15 Letter of March—April 1734, Lewrers, 10 12-18. The physician is thooght to have been either
D George Chevoe or Dir John Acbuthaor, ] H. Burcton conswlered both, but thought Chevne the
more likely; see Life and Corvespondence of Daved e, 10423, B U Maossner supposed be counld
show definitively that the letter was intended for Acbuthnot; see ‘Hume's Epistle to Dir, Arbuthnor,
1734, For a balaneed consideration in support of the possibility that the letter was intended for or
sent to Cheyae, but none the s maintaining “a proper suspense of jodgment” on the issue, see . P
Wnght, “Dir. George Chevne, Chevalier Ramsay, and Hume's Tetter to a Phyvsician’,

" Letters, 1013, Pierre-Daniel Huet has an imterfocutor say: “When first | apply’d my sell 1o the
Srudy of Philosophy in mv vounger Years, | was very much offended at the continual Disputes of
Philosophers about every Trifle. . ome mighe see every Dav some new Disputes anse” {Philosoplrcal
Treatice concerming the Wewlkwess of Aumaw Undersgtanding, 3], Hume alludes o this work at Letler
v i Grentlemar 24, See alson, 23,
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Histarical Account Sect, |

found a certain Boldness of Temper, growing in me, which was not enclin'd to
submit to any Authorty in these Subjects, but led me o seek cut some new
Mediom, by which Truth might be establisht, After much Study, & Reflection on
this, at last, when [ was about 18 Years of Age, there seem’d to be open’d up to me a
new Scene of Thought, which transported me bevond Measure, & made me, with
an Ardor natural to yvoung men, throw up every other Pleasure or Business to apply
entirely toit.'”

Here we iind Hume reportng that, betore he was 18, be had devoted ‘much
Study, & Reflection’ to precisely those issues which were to be his central
concern in subsequent vears.

Hume goes on to tell his correspondent that, followimng this philosophical
epiphany, he ‘cou’d think of no other way of pushing my Fortune in the
World, but that of a Scholar & Philosopher’, and that he was "infinitely happy
in this Course of Life for some Months'. Suddenly, however, *about the
beginning of Sept” 172%, he lost interest in his project:

all my Ardor seem’™d in a moment to be extinguisht, & I con’d no longer raise my
Mind to that pitch, which formerly gave me such excessive Pleasure. 1 felt no
Uneasyness or Want of Spirits, when [ laid aside my Book; & therefore never imagined
there was any bodily [istemper in the Case, but that my Coldness proceeded from a
Laziness of Temper, which must be overcome by redoubling my Applhication. In this
Condittion | remain’™d for nine Months, very uneasy to mysell, as vou may well

imaging, but without growing any worse, which was a Miracle.™

Hume at this point in his letter is describing a worrisome state of mind and
the eftects that this has had on ham. The first and most noticeable etfect: his
‘Ardor’ for the ‘new Scene of Thought’ suddenly left him, and he could not
restore it, He then “felt no Uneasyness or Want of Spirits, when [he] laid
aside [his] Book'. But what book 1s this? Is it merely a generic book, his
reading? A commonplace book in which he recorded his reading and
thoughts thereon?" A book he was writing, even a manuscript of what would

1T Letters, 1 13, Home never explains what he means by the 'new Scene of Thought” that cap-
tured all his attention and energy i 1729 thas leaving ample room for specalation about the eden-
titw of this phenomenon. Several of these speculations are summarized and criticized by B. Brandt,
‘Pegimnings of Hume's Philosophy'; ses also [ O, Yalden-Thomsan, ‘Becent Work on Hune', 17.

o Fetders, 1013,

#* Hume was later to tell his friend Gilbert Elliot of Minto chat he had recently burned just such
a ‘Manuseript Book, wrote before Dwas owenty”. Thas particular book “‘contain’d, Fage after Page,
the gradual Progress of my Thoughrs on thar head [religion |- Te begun with an anxiows Seapch after
Arpuments, to confirm the commion Cpinion: Doubis stole in, dissipated, return'd, were again dis-
sipated, retorn'dagain and i was o perperual Struggle of arestless Imaginanon against Inclination,
perhiaps against Reason' {letter of 10 March 1751, Leteers, 10 154).
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Sect. | Histarieal Account

become, some unknown number of drafts later, the book that 15 the central
literarv concern of this long letter?™ If Hume meant the last of these
possibilities, then we may conclude that as earlv as 1729 he had begun
dratting wdeas that became, after much further effort, the Freatise, but we
have no evidence that he had at this early date settled on the central focus of
that work, an anatomy of human narmre.

Whatever our conclusion about the date at which Hume began to think
aboutand write the Treatise, itis clear from his account of these years that his
carly mmterest in the problems of moral philosophy was deeply personal as
well as academic and literary. Having, he wrote, read many books of morality
{those of Cicero, Seneca, and Plurarch are menuoned)® and *bemng smit with
their beaunful Representanons of Virtue & Philosophy, 1 undertook the
Improvement of my Temper & Will, along with my Reason & Understand-
ing, I was continually fortitving myself with Retlections against Death, &
Poverty, & Shame, & Pain, & all the other Calamities of Life.” Such efforts, he
was ruefully w conclude from experience, are usetul if undertaken as part of
an active life, but undertaken ‘in Solitude’, as his were, ‘thev serve o lirtle
other Purpose, than to waste the Spirits’.”* During the summer of 1730
Hume was also struck with some physical svmproms of illness. The physi-
cian he consulted told lam he was suftering from the *Discase of the
Learned’,* This diagnosis relieved his mind, for he could now infer that his
inability to concentrate on his mrellectual project arose *not from any Defect
of Temper or Genius, but from a Disease, to which any one may be subject’.
Consequently, he resumed his studies, but with moderation: *I now began to
take some Indulgence to myself; studied moderately, & only when 1 tound my
Spirits at their highest Pitch, leaving oftf before 1T was weary, & trifling away

* Srewart argues that in saving I lanl aside my Book®, Hume meant *his reading of the moment;
or, prssihly, o book or which he was wrniting. He has said anthing to suggest to the physician that he
wis at this time “woinng o book™, The context (Hume's account of s reading) favours the fiest
interpretation, as does his usage at Lereers, 20 TS “Had [ heen born toa small Estate . ] showd have
remaind a1 home all my Life, planted amd improvd my Fields, read my Book, and weote Philogophy™ "
{*Hume's Intellectual Development’, 30 n.). Bur the question s was Home discussing only his
reading? Had he, inapplyving himself *entirely” to the new scene of thought, gone beyvond reading te
witting? Criven that he wasalready writing about phenomena of the minad twe vears earlier, this third
possibility also seems viable,

* Hume may alse have read Boethivs, Dv comselatione phifosophiae, for the Hume Librar
included a seventeenth-century copy of this work; see Morton and Morton, Baved Hawe Libeary,
76, item 131, 2 Lerters, 12 14, of, EPM, A Dialogue 37,

0 As John Wright has pointed owt { Scepercad Bealismr of David Hame, 236 0, W, this phrase and
talk of the wasting of spirits are found in Mandeville, See the latter’s Frearse of the Hypachondriact
ard Hysterrck Pasnions, pp.oxax, ™, 137=01,
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the rest of my Time in the best manner 1 could®.* The symptoms of his
illness lingered or recurred for some months, but in time he came o reflect
more calmly on the task he had set for himself:

Having now Time & Letzure to cool my inflam’™d Imaginations, I began to consider
seriously, how I shou'd proceed in my Philosophical Enguiries. I found that the moral
Philosaphy transmitted to us by Antiquity, labor'd under the same Inconvenience
that has heen found in their natural Philosophy, of being entirely Hypothetical,
& depending more upon Invention than Experience.®® Every onc consulted his
I'ancy in erceting Schemes of Virtue & of Happiness, without regarding human
Mature, upon which every moral Conclusion muost depend. This theretore | resolved

# Fetters, 10 1415, Hume later recommended this mixed way of life 1o his nephew David.
Moting that *Mr Millar [Professor John Millar of Glasgow University, where the vounger Davad
was studyving| s very well pleas’d with vou. .. He complaing only of one thing, which [ not the|
usual Complaint of Tutors against their Pupils, to wit, that he 5 afrasd vou [apply vourselt too)
close, and may hort your Flealth by too assiduons Study, I shoud not men|ton this] il [ had the least
Apprehension, that a hint of this Nature woud mlake vou) relax too much: But T cannot forbear
saving, that every day, fair or fou[l, you] sught to vse some Exercise: Belaxation for Amusement vou
ITIAY 135 |_-::l|‘ [4RN L I HERA ful'u.'['..l Bt thar for Flealth i absalutel VO TIECeRSAry. When | was |||l' :'.'II'IIIJ .'\.31.3
I was inclind to give in to Excesses of the same kind . . Bad Health, befsides other| Inconveniences,
mthe greatest Inteeruption to Stedy in the Woreld " [ Letter of 8 Dhee, 1773, Letters, 22 30530, the man
useript of this letter is damaged, and the words in brackers are Gireig's conjectures),

¥ Hume's opmion regarding ancient moral philosophy may be compared with that of Willtam
Wotton, a copy of whose Reffections apanw Ancient wnd Moderw Lewrmong was in the Home Labry
{Sorton and Norton, Deved Waote Lebrarp, 137, item 1307). Like Hume, Wotton had no doobis
about the superonty of modern natural hisry and natueal philesophs: “The whaole Ancient
Phalosophy Iooks like o thang of Ostentation and Pomg’, and that i seems verv evident, " har the
Ancients Knowledge in all Macters relating to Marbemaricks and Phyicks was inecomparably infe-
cione 0o that of the Meoderns™ (302, 3070, Bar, i contrast o Hume, Worton supposed that “all thosge
Things which relate o Moral Knowledge, taken in its largest Exvent, were understond by
the ancient Egppraans, Greeks and Bomaws, in as great Perfection as the Things themselves were
cupable of ', And thar in the particulars of merals: “The minotese Drifferences berween Vertue and
Vice of all soris, are judiciously stated by Adristorle, in his Etbaks . Nemopdon's Cpras shews that he
had a nght Noton of all those Things which will make a Prince truly great and wise, The Charac-
ters of all those Vices which are immediately taken notce of Ol Lafe, are admrably dreawn by
Theaphrastuns.” Forther praise 15 given to other ancients [ 12-14). In contrast to Yotton, the mter-
loeutor in Huet's Philseogibica! Trewtoe, seeking ‘nothing but the solid Foundation of Troth” amd
finding the philosophics of Aristotle, Deseartes, and Gassendi unsatisfactory, tried ac lase that of
Plate. There also he *found nothing in it that could fix my Mind, no certain and determinate
Primciples, no Svstem or Connexion of Doctrine, nothing coherent, nothing well provid, Every
Thing in it 15 treated with Delicacy and Eloguence” { Author's Preface, 6). That by the time he was
writing the Treafese Hume hadd purswed a significant interest in the ancient-modern controversy s
imdicated by the early verstons (from 1741 to [760) of his Independeney of Parliament’. There he
observes the satire and invective’ of those who defended the ancients (Boileau, Monsieur amd
Madame Dacser, I Abhé de Bos"), and the ‘moderarion and good breeding” of those on the other side
{‘Fontenelle, la Motte, Charpentier, and even Perrawlt™), See also Trearse 1431, 10-11; Editors®
Annotations, anns, 146,25, 37; 148.1, 17, 20,
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Lo make my principal Study, & the Source from which [ wou'd derive every Truth in

Coriticism as well as Moralite™

Previous philosophers appeared to have tfailed, Hume went on to say, not
for want of genius, but for want of control over their genius. Success n
philosophy requires the ability to cast aside preconceptions in favour of a
faithful, meticulous search for the facts of human nature—facts drawn as
much from the reporis of others as from the philosopher’s own experience.
From 1731 to early 1734 Hume doggedly tried to carry out this task, but
found the results of his efforts discouragingly inadequate:

[ believe *us a certain Fact that most of the Philosophers who have gone before us,
have been overthrown by the Greatness of their Genius, & that lictle more 15 requir’d
tomake a man succeed in this Study than to throw off all Prejudices either for hisown
Opinions or for this of others. At least this is all I have to depend on for the Truth of
myv Reasonings, which 1 have multiply’d to such a degree, that within these three
Years, | ind | have seribled many a Quuire of Paper, in which there is nothing con-
tain’d but my own Inventions. “This with the Reading most of the celebrated Books
in Latin, French & Enghsh, & acquiring the [tahan, vou may think a sufbcient Busi-
ness foronein perfect Health; & so it wou'd, had it been done te any Purpose: Barmy
[Msease was a cruel Incumbrance on me. | found that [ was not able to follow out any
Train of Thought, by one continued Stretch of View, but by repeated Interruptions,
& by refreshing my Eve from Time o Time upon other Objects. Yer with this
[nconvenience [ have collected the rude Marerals for many Volumes; but in reduoe-
ing these to Words, when one must bring the Idea he comprehended in gross, nearer
ter him soas to contemplate its minurest Parts, & keep it steddily in his Eve, soas to
copy these Parts in Order, this [ found impracticable for me, nor were my Spirits
equal toso severe an Emplovment, Here lay mv greatest Calamity, [ had no Hopes of
delivering my Opinions with such Elegance & MNeatness, as to draw to me the Atten-
tion of the World, & T wou'd rather live & dve in Obscurity than produce them
maim’d & impertect,
Such a miserable Disappointment | searce ever remember to have heard of *

This autobiographical letter was written as Hume was travelling to Bristol
to begin the more active Life he had resolved w tryv. We know little about
Hume's time in Bristol, In *My Own Life” he describes his trial there as ‘very

# Laereers, 10160 Home's earliest surviving speculations about homan narure are found in *An
Historical Essay on Chivalry and modern Honour®; see Stewart, ‘Hume's  Intellectual
Development’, 343,

o ferters, 12 16=17. Hume's artitude toward rhe smperfect expression of his opimicns may well
have heen mluenced by Cieero: “™Now ar = possible for an author to hold right views and vet be
urithle tr express theim in a polished srvle; but o commit one’s reflections o writing, without being
able to arrange or express them clearly or attract the reader by some sort of charm, indicates 2 man
who makes an unpardonable misuse of lesore and his pen” ( Trescafan Dhspusations, 1,3.6),
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teeble’, It was certainly brief, tor by late summer of this same year, 1734, he
was on his way to France with the ‘View of prosecuting my Studies in a
Country Retreat’.® Why Hume sought a country rewreat in France rather
than Britain 15 not known. John Wright conjectures that, if the leter to the
physician was sent to Cheyne, whose practice was in Bath, only about twelve
miles from Bristol, then Hume might well have consulted Cheyvne in person,
And of Hume did in fact consalt Cheyne, the later might not only have
recommended a sojourn in France, but also have provided a letter of intro-
duction to his friend Andrew Michael Ramsay (the Chevabier Ramsay),
whom Hume visited on his arrival in Paris.** Consistent with this conjecture
15 another. We know that at some point Hume began o be selt-conscious
about his lack of visible success. In December 1737 he contessed to his friend
Henry Home *one of my Foibles™;

[ have a grear Inclimation 1o go down 1o Scotland this Spring to see my Friends, &
have vour Advice concerning my philosophical Discoveries; but cannot over-come a
certain Shamefacedness [ have to appear among you at my Years without having vet
a Settlement, or so much as having attempted any. How happens v that we
Philosophers cannot as heartily despise the World as it despises us#™

Later, in the Treatose 1tself, Hume was to observe that ‘'men of good tamilies,
but narrow circumstances’ often leave their friends and country, and rather
seek their livelthood by mean and mechanical employments among strangers
.remov'd from all our friends and acquaintance’ (2,1.11.14). In Bristol
Hume subjected himself (perhaps under family pressure) to what could only
be, for someone who sought to find nothing less than a new way of establish-
ing truth and who could conceive of no other way of life than that of *a
Scholar & Philosopher’, a *mean’ and inconsiderable employment as a
trader’s clerk. In both Bristol and in France Hume was removed from family
and friends, sheltered from those who mayv have wondered about his lack of
visible progress or success.

There 15 hittle w report about Hume’s three years in France or about his
work on the Trearnse while there, Druring the summer of 1734, he wrote three
letters to Michael Ramsay, of which only one, thatot 12 September, is extant.
We have also his letter of the same date to James Birch, an acquaintance from

Ny Chwen Late’, 1-2,

# Wrighr, *Dir. George Chevne, Chevalier Ramsay, and Hume's Letter oo a Physician®, 131-3.
Mossner comjectures that Flume Teft his emplover in Bristel because of disagreement over the
gramnvar and stvle of the Tuter's correspondence; see Lofé of Overd Fleme, W1,

¥ New Letlers, 2, 0n beingappointed a Lord Ordinary of the Scottish Court of Sesswon in 1752,
Henry Homwe took the ttle Lord Koames.
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his brief period in Bristol. "These letters reveal that Hume had visited Paris,
where he met the Chevalier Ramsay, and, armed with letters of introduction
irom Ramsay, had then gone to Reims, where he expected to Ive. A large part
of the attraction of Reims may well have been the three letters of introduc-
tion Ramsay had provided, especially one to a man said to be notonly among
the most learned in France, but also in possession of an excellent library of
which Hume hoped to take advantage.” From the letter to Birch, dated 18
May 1735, we learn, however, thatafter only a brief stay in Reims, Hume took
up residence n La Fléche, where he remained unnl 1737 % Here, too, there
would have been a library—thar of the Jesuir College ar which Descartes had
been a student—to which Hume may have had access. He did at lease discuss
philosophical topics with some of the Jesuits,™ but perhaps not regularly, for
in this letter to Birch he suggests that he was devoting most of his time to his
work: *For my part, I spend alwise more of my Time in Study, than it would
be proper for vou, who certainly wou'd choose o give one halt of the day wo
Company, & the other to Reading”

Even without this letter we can infer that Hume worked long hours in
France. For, although he mayv have arrived there with many of the quires of
paper composed before he left Scotland, his hiterary production during his
vears abroad was substantial. When he left La Fléche in the summer of 1737,
he had progressed to the point that he could inform Michael Ramsay which
philosophical works would help him understand a draft ot the Freatise. He
could also dread a selt-imposed obhization to show this drafr o Ramsay,
whom he expected to see in Paris;

| shall submir all my Performances to vour Examination, & to make you enter into
'|.|:IL'ITI Imore L'i]:'illly.. I l.j‘L'HIII.'lL' Hr |:'|'.|l:.||l., :ir :ﬂ.ilu |.'|.:.'|.'|'L' I.L'i.:"'.L'II"L‘.| [EH F'L'iHJ. o Ver IL'
Recherche de la Venité of Pere Malebranche, the Principles of Human Knowledge
by I Berkeley, some of the more metaphysical Articles of Baile's Dictionary;™ such

" Tor conjectures regarding the mdividual with this library, see I Baldensperger, *La premiére
relation de David Hume en France',

K, G Mossner, "Hume at La Fléche, 17352 An Unpublished Letrer”,

T Hume later told George Camphbell that an argument found in his essay on miracles scourred bo
him while in conversation with one of the priests ot La Fléche; T was walking in the cloisters of the
Jesuiis' College of La Fléche, a town in which [ passed two vears of my vouth, and engaged in a
conversation with a Jesuit of some parts and learning, whe was relating to me, and urging sonwe non-
sensgical miracle performed in their convent, when I was rempred to dispute against him; amd as my
head was full of the topies of my Treatue af Hean Yedwee, which [ was at that time composing, this
argument immediately occurred to me” (letter of 7 June 1762, Letters, 12 361), See alson, 349,

# That is, Pierre Bavle, author of the The Hitarical aod Cerical Dietionary, the work here men-
tioned., Inmoan earlier letter, Hume thanks Michael Ramsav “for your trouble aboot Baile', thus
suggesting that Ramsay had helped Hume obiain one of Bavle's works (lecter of March 1732, Letters,
12 12) The Hume Library included Bayle's Oenvees diverses (ibem 10T, but not the Dvetiorary.
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as those [o|l Zeno, & Spinceza. Des-Cartes Meditations wou'd also be useful, but 1)
don’t know if vou will find it casily among vour Acquartainees. These Books will
make you easily comprehend the metaphysical Parts of my Reasoning. And as 1o the
rest, they have so little Dependence on on [sre] all former Systems of Philosophy, that
vour natural Good-Sense will afford vou Light enough to judge of their Force &
Solidity.

[ shall be oblig’d to put all my Papers into the Chevalier Ramsay’s hands when
[ come to Paris; which [ am really sorry for. For tho' he be Free-thinker enough not
tor be shockt with my Liberty, vet he is so wedded to whymsical Svstems, & isso little
of a Philosopher, that [ expect nothing but Cavilling from him. I even fortify myself
against his Dis-approbation, & am resolv™d not to be in the least discourag™d by it af
| show’d chanee to meet with it. All Counsels are good to be taken, says the Cardinal
de Richelien, The good are good of themselves: The bad confirm the Good & give
new Force to them., "This s more especially true in works of Learning & Philosophy,
where (rivolous Objections & bad Reasoming give us alwise greater Assurance in the
Truth.™

Hume's earliest letters, although they provide little detail about the
reading he did before leaving tor France in 1734, do give us useful hints about
the intellectual forces that contributed to the form and substance of the Trea-
tise. Both before and after psvchological problems overtook him in 1729,
Hume read avidly and widely, In the trst of las surviving letters (that of July
1727 mentioned above), he told his friend Michael Ramsay that he could not
abide ‘task-reading” (the kind of reading that would have prepared him fora
career n law), but that he was none the less diverted by his hibrary and was
then alternating between Cicero and Virgil. The same letter shows him to
have owned a copy of Milton, and to have begun reading Ow the Subfime, the
work mistakenly attributed o Longinus, By 1734, the date of has letter to the
unnamed physician, he knew the moral philosophy of the ancients well
enough to hind it, hke ancient natural philosophy, defectoive, He also reported
that in the previous three vears he had read widely among the best-known
books in Latin, French, and English, and some in ltalian. ™

Hume's early reading left him with the impression, as he told the unnamed
physician, that philosophy is characterized by “endless Disputes’. When we
turn to the published Treatise, the disputatious character of philosophy
becomes Hume's starting-poimnt. Anyone acquainted with the sciences, he

¥ Letter of 26 Ang. 1737, For carlier transcriptions of this letter, see T Kozancckl, * “Dawida
Hume™ a mieznane sy w ebaoeach Muzenm Ceartorvskich” { The Unkoown Letters of Lavad
Hume in the Collection of the Crartorvski Museum )y Mossner, Lofe of David Mame, 63607, For
Ramsay's unflattermg assessment of Hume, see ibid. 94-3.

o Brewart s noted many of the privarely owned orles thar Fumse moy have read praor wowritng
the Trearie) see ‘Hume's Intellectual Development®, 2633, 36—41.
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savs in the Introduction, can see the flaws in even the most widely received
philosophical systems. In fact, one need not be learned *to discover the
present imperfect condition of the sciences’. Even ‘the rabble’ outside the
halls of learning

may judge from the noise and clamour, which they hear, that all zoes not well within.
There is nathing which is not the subject of debate, and in which men of learning are
nat of contrary opinions, The most trivial question escapes not our controversy, and
in the most momentous we are not able to give any certain Jdecision. Disputes are
multiply’d, as if every thing was uncertain; and these disputes are manag'd with the
greatest warmth, as if every thing was certain. (Intro. 2)

The situation is so bad, he adds, that *even amongst those, who profess them-
selves scholars, and have a just value for every other part of lirerature’, there
15 a widespread prejudice ‘azainst metaphvsical reasonings of all kinds’,
against ‘every kind of argument, that is any way abstruse, and requires some
attention to be comprehended’, a prejudice Hume 1s unwilling o share:

nothing but the most determin’d scephicism, along with a great degree of indolence,
can justity this aversion to metaphysics. For if truth be at all within the reach of
human capacity, "tis certain it must lie very decp and abstruse; and to hope we shall
armve at 1t without pains, while the grearest gemuses have fml'd with the atmost
pains, must certainly be esteemd sulliciently vain and presumpruous. | pretend 1o no
such advantage in the phi]u:iuph:n. [ am EOINE 1o unfold, and wou'd esteem it a strong

presumplion against it, were it so very easy and obvicos, (Intro, 3)

Hume's lomg letter to the physician also reports, as we have seen, that these
disputes emboldened him. They made him disinclined 1o accept the conclu-
sions of any previous "Authority in these Subjects’ and to seek a new means
‘by which Truth might be establishe’. It was in this letter thar he hrst sug-
vested that the moral philosophy of the ancients tmled because 1t was too
speculative and did not give due regard o human nature, and reported his
resolve to make human nature his principal study and the source trom which
he would derive his philosophy, The Treatise, by his own description, is
clearly the result of this resolve:

"Tis evident, that all the sciences have a relation, greater or less, to human nature; and
that however wide any of them may seem to run from it, they still return back by
one passage or another. Even Mathematics, Natuwral Philosophy, and Natural Reli-
gion,are in some measare dependent on the science of MAN; since they lie under the
cognizance af men, and are judg'd of by their powers and faculties. . here 15 no
guestion of importance, whose decision s not compnz’d in the science of man;
and rthere 15 none, which can be decided with any certainty, before we become

acquainted with that science. In pretending therefore to explain the principles of
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human nature, we in ¢ffect propoese a compleat svstem of the sciences, built on a
foundation almost entirely new, and the only one upon which they can stand with any

securily. (Intra. 4, i)

Many passages in Hume's reading could have contributed to this view of
the centrality of the science of man. Thomas Hobbes had said that a true
understanding of *the elements ot laws, natural and poline” depends upon,
among other things, ‘the knowledge of what 18 human nature’.” Nicolas
Malebranche supposed that of *all the human sciences, the science of man is
the most worthy'.™ Robert Hooke had undertaken, as the first siep roward
the improvement of nataral philosophy, ‘An Examination of the Constu-
tion and Powers of the Soul. . being an Endeavour of Discovering the Per-
fections and Imperfections of Humane Nature”. ™ Francis Hutcheson began
his fogueiry saving that “There 15 no Part of Phifesopiiy of more importance
than a pust Knowledse of Human Natwre, and 1t5 varioos Powers and Disposi-
tions’ ' He also hoped that his later Essap would serve as such an account of
human nature until *some Person of greater Abilities and Leisure apply
himself to a more strict Philosophical Inquiry into the various sefurad Prin-
aiplesor narwral Dispositions of Mankind® *' Isaac Warts insisted that there “are
few Studies so worthy of Man as the Knowledge of Himselt”.* Alexander
Pope (to whom Hume presented an autographed copy of the Freatise) gave
the suggestion poetic expression in his Esay on Man, where he announced
that the ‘proper study of Mankind 15 Man’, and set as the final line ot the
same famous work: ‘And all our Knowledge 18, ourserves To gnow ™

Perhaps nothing was quite so much to the point, however, as some remarks
found in Shattesbury’s Characteristicks, a book that Hume acquired some-
time 1726, It s easy to suppose that Hume's attention was drawn to this
work because 1t includes such obvious discussions of morals as Aw Tnguiry
coticeriiig Virtue, or Meril, That supposition may be correct, but the Charae-
teristicks also includes Soltfoguy: or Advice to an Authar, and one can equally
well suppose that the young Hume, whenever it was that he began to try his

W Elementsof Law, 1.1, = The Search after Trath, poxxv

W A General Scheme, or fdea of the Presert State of Nodweo! Phodosophy, 7.

¥ dn Tngairy inte the Origival o our Tdegs of Beawty awd Firtee, poix. The Hume Library included
acopy of the 2nd adn, {1726) of this work (item 677,

W A Ssvay ow the Nalnre and Condest af vie Pacseons and Affectwoms, po i,

1 PMhelrseplical Kiswys on Vioreens Sabjects, po v,

¥ Berayron Man 2.2, 4,398, For further lackgroumnd, see Editoes” Annotations, ann. 4.3,

W Charicterisoks of Men, Manuers, I!'J‘lrrl':rr'urr.'.. Fomes. Hume's COpY aof the 3rd edn. of this wark
{17237, now n the collection of the Unmversity of Nebraska, is signed and dated *David Home 1720°,
This valume also bears Flume's '|:|||||'|-:|'|-|:l|."..~:|.'1.' Miortom and MNorron, feord e f.l.."l.l'l'l'.l'.]'., 165 1 e
citations that follow are from the edition of 1714,
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hand at becoming an author of moral philosophy, would have found this essay
of great interest for its extensive advice about writing such philosophy.
A “Swady ot Haman Affection’, of the passions, Shaftesbury says in the
Soltloguy, ‘cannot fail of leading me towards the Knowledg of Human
Nature, and of My=3£1F". Furthermore, a philosophy that achieves this end
*has the Pre-eminence above all other Science, or Knowledg. .. it presides|
over all other Sciences and Occupations; teaching the Measure of each, and
assigning that just Value of everything in Life. By this Science Religion itself
15 qudg’d, Speries ave search’d, Prophecys prov'd, Miracles distnguish’d.” But
this endorsement comes with a qualificacion. T'he *Study of human Nature’
can reach these valuable goals only af 1015 pursued with the appropriate moral
engagement: the true moral philosopher must be engaged n an effort to
know and improve himselt, Those who, like Descartes, although engaged in
astudy of human nature, discover only the effects of the passions on the body
or only the different wavs in which the ditferent passions atfect the limbs or
muscles, could by their efforts become gqualified “to give Advice to an
Anatomist or a Limner’, but they would not become qualibied to give gen-
uinelv philosophical advice to humankind or even to themselves. ™

Advice of the sort Shafiesbury gives may have ficted well with Hume's
mid-teen effores toimprove hisown “Temper & Will, along with [his] Reason
& Understanding’. As we have seen, however, Hume at some point con-
cluded that this form of self-concern was wasting his spirits, Rejecting all
authority, Shattesbury’s included, he undertook exactly the enterprise—a
descriptive moral anatomy—that Shaftesbury thought unessential and even
wrong-headed.* Near the end of Book 1 of the Treatise, having finished his
‘examination of the several systems of philosophy, both of the intellectual
and natural world', and having “fully explain’d the nature of our judgment
and understanding’, Hume 15 ready “to proceed in the accurate anatomy of
human nature” {1.4.6.23). When he had finished that undertaking, he argued

B Nofdfeguy 3.1 [297, 293, Later in the Characteristacls Shafteshury adds: *00W LITTLE regard
soever may be shewn to that serad Specnlation or iNoUiRy, which we call the Sredy of sur-selves; it
s, in striciness, be vielded, Thatall Knowled g wharsoever de pends wpon this peevdon s—oane: il
that we can in reality be assuc’d of nothing, till we are first assur’d of What s eee 0UR-5ELVES." For
by this alene we can know what Certaanty and Assweamce 1" (Mescelamens Beflections 4.2 [192]0

# Bhaftesbury appears to return a similar verdier on the kind of philosophy found in Locke's
Euay concerning Human Usdeestanding, on, that is, philosophy which studies ‘the Fermarion of
Idcasf—their Com posifons, Comparisons, Agrecment and Disa grecment £ What, e asks, “can have a
hetter Appearance, or bid Tairer for gessine and reae PHILOSOFRY? Corne on then .. Let me examine
my fdeas of Space and Sebstance: Let me look well mte Maiter and its Awdes; 1 this be looking into
v -SELE F this be to improve my Lsdeestanding, and enlarge my s, Bueif, after pursuing these
studies, ‘T am sill the same Mystery to my-selt as ever: to what purpose 15 all this Beasoning and
Acureness? (Salifogryr 3.1 | 299300 ], Hutcheson was also suspiciows of moral philosophy that Tl
ne straightforwardly moral end i view. See Sect. 5.
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that 1t would be of benefit to the practical moralist, the moral painter or
limner. In response to Francis Hutcheson's complaint that Book 3 of the
Treatise lacked “a certain Warmth in the Cause of Virtue', Hume suggested
that one can examine the mind either as an anatomist or as a painter, and that
he had chosen the former approach, but not without supposing that in doing
50 he would be giving assistance to the practical moralist,” In the final para-
graph of Book 3, Hume abruptly ends an already brief reflection on how his
hndings might contribute to *the fapporess, as well as of the digrity of virtue”
Such reflections, he savs, have no place in the anatomy of human nature he
has undertaken. “The anatomist’, he savs, ‘ought never to emulate the
painter; nor in his accurate dissections and portraitures of the smaller parts
of the human body, pretend to give s hgures any gracetul and engaging atn-
tude or expression.” But he again insists that an anatomist “is admirably fitted
to give advice to a paimnter...the most abstract speculations concerning
human nature, however cold and unentertaining, become subservient o
practical morafity; and may render this latter science more correct in its pre-
cepts, and more perswasive in its exhortations’ (3.3.6.6).

Hume's search for a new means *by which Truth might be establisht” led
him also to look for a new method. Ancient philosophers had relied on genius
and magination, a lively but unsatstactory approach. The *tedious hingring
method’ of their modern successors, 1s equally unsatisfactory, It dawdles in
the provinces when it should march directly to the capital, directly to the
philosophical heart ot things, *human nature itselt”. Moreover, this new and
sorely needed toundational science of human nature itself requires a rehable
method. As we know trom the subtitle of the Trearise, this is the ‘experimen-
tal Method of Reasoning’. Just *as the science of man 1s the only solid founda-
ton for the other sciences, so the only solid foundation we can give w this
science itselt must be lawd on experience and observaton’ (Intro, 65=7).

That Hume would be impressed by the use of the experimental method in
natural philosophy is not ditheult to understand. As he saw it, this method
had been, tor more than a century, widely and successtfully emploved in that
domain—so successtully that by the 17305 1t had virtually no opposition,
while the person perceived to be its most accomplished practitioner, Sir Isaac
Newton, was a Briosh icon. Who or what may have put into Hume's mind the
idea of wsing this method in moral philosophy 15 the more interesting
question. In the Frearise he sugeests that some recent British philosophers
(he mentions Locke, Shaftesbury, Mandeville, Hutcheson, and Butler) had

7 Letter of 17 Sept, 17349, Letters, 12 333, The relevant text s quoted in Sect, Jarnn. 120 and
121 helow.
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begun to “put the science of man on a new footing” (Intro, 7}, but it 15 not
obvious thar any of these five explicitly recommends the use of the experi-
mental method i moral philosophy. Indeed, as we have seen, Shaftesbury
questions the vsefulness ol disengaged observation. Some may suppose that
Newton's remark, if natural Philosophy in all its Parts, by pursuing this
Method [*of Experiments and Observations’|, shall at length be perfecred,
the Bounds ot Moral Philosophy will also be enlarged’, provided Hume with
the relevant hint. But Newton savs only that nataral philosophy correctly
pursued will improve our knowledge of the First Cause and of our duties
toward thar Cause.* He makes no recommendation concerning how best to
do moral philosophy. Alexander Pope, in las Exsay o Man, suggests that we
*Account for moral as for nat’ral things’, but read in context, the remark fals
to make the relevant point about method.*

Two other possibihities come to mind. One of these 1s Edme Mariotte, a
French experimental philosopher who in his Logigue argues that one class of
moral propositions, those having tw do with *les mocurs & les inclinations
des hommes' (* Nows sommes curieny dapprendre co gue nous fenarons” or * Nous
frafssons cenx gut wous contredisent’ | for example), derive from ‘induction &
experience’, but, although this work was available to Hume, there is no direct
evidence that he was aware of 1t°" The more hikely possibility 15 Francs
Bacon, of whom Hume clearly was aware, and who was himseli ready to
extend his new method to moral subjects. It may be asked, Bacon sad,
whether he means to improve

only Natural Ph'l]-:J:«mphj.' h}' out method or also the other sciences, I.ul.'."ll..', Ethics and
Politics. We certainly mean all that we have said to apply to all of them; and just as

 fhprecks 3.1, qu, 31 [403],

o Fesay on Moo 1,162, Barh thas vemark and that from Mewton’s O pets 30, are guoted on the
title-page of vol. 1 of George Turnbull's Priscipdes of Morad Phifosapdy, a work published in the
gamve vear as Yol. 3ol the Trearese,

W Fesar de Togegue, Part 2, are. 3 [109]. Home had acoess to the works of Mareocte through the
Physwlogtcal Library, See Barfoot, "Hume and the Colture of Science’, 13 1—80; and e Physialog-
seal Lebrari fh;rr.l.rr By e Niewaet, sud Nodiee r.!.l"n'.lln.' SNiwalenis r.'_||"."l.'|r.':rrm" P |'£'r.lrr.l||:l.r1_]' it Ll wen araity
af Edinburgh, Apeed 20 17240 And angreenied By some Gentlemen ) and the Sindents of Natural Phideso-
iy Decenpber 1724, Tem 147 in this catalogue s Oeppres de M Marorte (Lewlen, 1717}, contain=
ing the Haai de fopigue. The preface to the catalogue of the Physiclogical Library shows this
collection to have included works on a wide range of subjects, many of which are touched on in the
Treatige. The complete list of subjects coversd: *OF Mararal History, OF Animals, Planes, Metals
and Minerals: OF Amaromy, Botany and Chymie: OF Stones, Gems, Glass, &c. OF Husbandrsy,
Planting and Gardening: OF Natural amd Experimental Philosophy; OF Astromomy; OF Opticks
and Perspective; OF Acousticks and Muosick; OF Mechanicks and Hydrosiaticks: OF Geomerry,
Arithmetick, and Aleghra: Of Book-keeping, Trade and Manofactore: OF Navigation, Geographs,
arl o "r'll:l.':ls_i.'ﬁf U Arvcltecture, Foroificaraom and {'i'llr'll'un_'.'! CH the Power, Wisdonm amd Ciomlness
of Grod manifested in the Works of Creation; OF the Truch of the Christian BEeligion.”
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common logic, which governs things by means of the svllogism, is apphicable not
only to the natural seiences but 1o all the sciences, so also our science, which proceeds
by amduction, covers all. For we are making a history and rables of discovery about
anger, fear, shame and so on; and also about instances of political affairs; and equally
about the mental motions of memory, composition and division, of judgement and
the rest.”!

Whatever it was that led Hume to attempt to introduce the experimental
method into moral philosophy, he opuimistically expected substantial results
from this novel approach. By the 1730s, British pride in the achievementof its
natural philosophers, most notably Newton, was great indeed. ™ Yet Hume
could suggest that the use of the experimental method in the science of man
would result in no ‘less honour to our native country” than did its use n
‘natural philosophy’. We ought, in fact, to suppose that this new science will
result in even ‘greater glory', both because of 1ts “greater importance ... as
well as the necessity...of such a reformation’ in moral philosophv. We
cannot expect an experimental moral philosophy “to discover the ultimarte
original qualities of human nature’ (the “essence of the mind’ is as unknown
to us as ‘that of external bodies™), and thus we must be content with a tunda-
mental ignorance. None the less, ‘from careful and exact experiments, and
the observation of those parncular effects, which result from [the mind’s|
different circumstances and situations’, we can expect t lorm a *‘noton of its
powers and qualites’. Indeed, when experiments of the appropriate kind are
“udiciously collected and compar’d, we mayv hope to establish on them a
science, which will not be inferior in certainty, and will be much superior in
utility to any other of human comprehension” (Intro. 5-10).

B New Qrganer 1127, At Frearie Intro, 7, Hume takes Bacon to be the father of the modern
experimental method, Hume's early familiarity with Bucon's work 15 also suggested by an essay he
Arst published in 1741 "The prose of pacos . s altogether soff and pedancie’, although his *sense
be excellent” (*OF Civil Liberty” 7} Items 46, 61, and 395402 of the Physiological Tibrary wers by
Bacon. In additson, the Hume Library included a copy of Bacon®s works, Otpera, suralicn of sival-
iees [ London, 1638); see Morton and Morton, Dveid lasee Lifvary, 73, mem 83, See also Editors’
Annotations, ann, 5.3,

ST e 1704 theses ac the University of Edinburgh included one staring that *Wise Newton isan
example of how indebted the human race can be to one man, and what great achievements are pos-
aible for maortals secking the truth; with his principles of graviry alone he unravelled mumerous and
weighty mysteries of nature” (quoted from Shepherd, “™Mewtonzanism m Scottish Universities’, 74).
Pope's well-known “Epitaph” for Meswton aptly sums up this bero worship: *Nature and Nature’s
Laws Jay hid in Night £ God said, *fer Newton be 7" and all was fghe” That in early eighteenth-
century Britain no clear distimction was made between the ‘experimental philosophy’ and the
natural philssophy of Mewton can be seen from some of the marenals found in the annotations t
the Trearse. See Editors” Annotations, anns .40 4484 5.3, 5.15; 46 2% and esp.n. 1218 (470,
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In 1734 Hume was so discouraged that he was ready o put aside his
philosophical work, Four years later, ‘carry’d away by the Heat of Yourh &
Invention’, as he was later to say,™ he sent to press the frst two volumes (and
proposed three others) of a philosophically vast book that confidently ottered
solutions to long-standing philosophical disputes and to problems not hith-
erto noticed by philosophers. On the issue of infinite divisibility, *philosophy
and common sense’, he said a tew months later, have *waged most cruel wars
with each other’ (Abs, 29). Treatise 12 (0 the ideas of space and time) attempts
to reconcile these warring parties, The work of previous philosophers 15
defecrive in so far as they fail to give an account of the form of probability or
beliel on which hife and acnon depend (Abs. 4), while substanaally different
and unsanstactory accounts have been given of necessary connection and of
the origin of our wdeaof it Treatise 1.3 (OF knowledee and probability) under-
takes to remedy these defects by providing an original account of behief, then
links this account to our idea of necessary connection, and provides us, for
good measure, a set of rules by which to judge of causes and effects’. Trea-
rise 1.4 analvses and criticizes important forms of scepticism and both
ancient and modern philosophy, argues that previous accounts of the nature
of the mind and of the origin of our idea of the self are woefully inadequate,
and proposes an alternative account of the latter as well as of our beliet n
external objects, Indeed, so confident had Hume become that he found it
advisable to close Book 1 by warning his readers that certain expressions, * 'iis
evtdent” and s certany’ | for example, were ‘extorted’ from him by the heat of
passing philosophical moments, and should not be taken as evidence of either
a ‘dogmarical spirit” or a ‘conceited idea’ of his own judgement. Book 2 (0
the Passions), he tells us, contains opinions about the passions that are *new
and extraordinary’, and along the way puts the issue of liberty and necessity
ma ‘new light’, a light strong enough, he suggests, to setele this long disputed
matter (6. 30, 34). Book 3 (0Of Moerais), published nearly two vears later,
considers two leading accounts of the foundations of morals, rejects one,
supports a second, and then goes on to give a novel account of the nature and
origin of the virtues, We know that the Treatise of 1739-4H) 15 in some way
related to a schoolboy’s loose papers of 17267, and to the many pages, to
maimed for public scrutiny, that this same individual had produced by
1733-4; but we are still left to speculate how these early ettorts are related two
the work making ‘great pretensions o new discoveries in philosophy” (A8
43) that Hume published i 1739—4).

- Letters, 10158, letter of spring 1751 for a fuller citation, see Sect. 1 below.
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2. PUBLICATION OF VOLUMES 1 AND 2

In his autobiography Hume says that it was during his *Retreat in France,
fhirst at Reims, but chiefly at La Fleche in Anjou, I composed my Treatise of
Human Nature’ ™ Consequently, 1t 15 sometimes supposed that when he
arrived in London in the autumn of 1737, he carried with him a finished
manuscript of the entire work. Perhaps he thought that he did—Dbur there
were important differences between that manuscript and the manescripts
(Volume 3 was not published unaol November 1740) that were handed over o
the two booksellers who first published the Trearise as we know i,

At Treatise 1.2.2.4, for example, Hume speaks of “the present vear 1738,
thus indicatng that some part of the work was written or revised after his
return to London, More importantly, there 15 his report that he had been
‘castrating my Work, that is, curting off its noble Parts, that is, endeavouring
it shall give as little (Mfence as possible’, this with the intention of giving a
copy of the manuscript to Joseph Butler. Although he went on to suggest that
such expurgation constituted an act of cowardice, Hume also may have seen
it as an opportunity to give his work a less zealous tone: *1 was resolv'd not w
be an Enthusiast, in Philosophy, while T was blaming other Enthusiasms.™
The effects of such a resolve may be seen in the Introducaon o the Treatise,
and again i the hnal paragraph of Book 1% Thus 1t 15 hkely that Hume was
even then working on those parts of his book. In this same letter, Hume also
reports that it is unlikely that his book will

appear in publick before the beginning of next Winter, For besides that it woun'd
be difficult to have it printed before the rising of the Parliament;™ T must confess
[ am not ill-pleas™d with a little Ddelay, that it may appear with as few Imperfections as
possible, I have been here near 3 months alwise within a Week of agreeing with
Printers, & vou may imagine [ Jdid not forget the Work itself during that Time, where
| began to fecl some Passages weaker for the Stvle & Lhiction than | cou’d have wisht.
The Mearness and Greatness of the Event rouz’d up my Attention, & made me more

difficult to please than when | was alone in perfect Tranguillity in France.

Oty Own Lafe’, 2.

5 Letter of 2 Dee, 1737 m H. Home, New Letters, 2-3, Hume did not present the manuscript to
Butler, but he did later send a copy of Yaols, | and 2 of the Trearde to him. It is not known if Butler
responded, See Hume's levter of 13 Feb, 1739, Letrers, 1027, A fragment of a Hume manusceript on
evil, now in the Natiomal Library of Scotland, 15 sasd to have “strong links with Book 1 of the
Treweese’, burappears not to be one of the *noble Paves” excised from the manuscripr of Book 1. For
the text of this tragment and 3 discussion of its relation to the Frearse, see M. AL Stewart, "An Farly
Fragment on Evil’. # SeeIntro 3, 1.4.7.15; Editors’ Annotations, anns. 178.%, 110,

o Hume's remark mav reflect the faet thar, while Parlament was in session, many London
printers would have been occupied with printing materials sssociared with i
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We also know that Hume managed to make a set of important alterations
to the text of the first two volumes while the work was in press.™ Thus,
independently of his claim that he once considered including his essay “Of
Miracles” in the Treatise ™ 10 18 clear that the manuscript of these two volumes
underwent significant revision between September 1737 and January 1739,
when they were published by John Noon,

How it was that Hume came to be published by John Noon (or Noone), a

bookseller with a shop in Cheapside, not far from 5t Paul's churchyard, the
centre of the London book trade, 15 not known. In December 1737, as we
have seen, Hume wld Home that he had been for nearly three months *within
a Week of agreemng with Printers’. This may be an example of a not uncom-
mon conflation of provang and pablishing, a possibility made more likely by
the fact that some eighteenth-century printers were also publishers or book-
sellers. Bur as we know that it was only in Seprember of 1738 that Hume
signed a contract for the publication of two volumes of the Treatise, it is at
least reasonable o ask it at one tme he thoughe that he himself would be
required to bear the cost of publishing the work, and consequently reason-
able to suppose that he did bargain with, literally, pristers. Although there
15 no known evidence that bears on this question, we do know that on
26 September 1735 Hume and Noon agreed to terms for the publication of a
first edition of the Treatise. The contract signed and wimessed that day has
survived:
Articles of Agreement made concluded and agreed upon the twenty sixth day of
September in the vear of our Lord One thousand seven hundred and thirty Faght,
and mn this twelfth vear of the Reign of our Soveraign Lord King George the second
between David Hume of Lancaster Coort of the one part,” and John Noone aof
Cheapside London Bookseller of the other part as follows.

Whereas the said John Noone hath contracted and agreed with the said David
Hume for the sole Benefit and Advantage of printing and publishing the first Edition
of a Book tn two Volumes in Octavo Intituled a Treatise of Human Nature upon the

o Ree below, Editing the Texrs, Secr, 1.2.2,

# Hume's letter to H, Home of 2 Dee, 1737 enclosed *some Beasonings concerning Miracles,
which Lonce thought of publishing with the rest’, An anticipation of & Jdscussion of miracles in the
Treatiee moay remain at 131004, Whar 35 likely a revised version of these same ressonings was first
published in 1748 as Essay 10, “OF Miracles®, in Phifosophical Essays cowcerning Homwan Usdersand-
ing. Hume gave the Pidfosophical Exsaps its more familiar vitle, Anx Evguier concernimg Fluman Under-
erandorg, in 1758, For information regarding this change, sce Beauchamp, Introduction, SA7L
(Clarendon Editon ], p. oo,

“In March 1738 Hume reported to Home: 'T lodge ar present in the Rainbow Coffechouse,
Lancaster Court” { Ledfers, 12 2a). In a note to this letter, Greg deseribes the Rainbow as *the regular
e ring-phm of an i1|'||!|||1 fant group of French Protestant |'|.'|'|:l|5|:|.'.=t:. i|'|1."||.'u.|'i||__q Faerre | des
Matreaux.
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Terms and Conditions hercinafter mentioned (that is 1o sav) First the said David
Hume doth hereby covenant and agree to and with the said John Noone, that for and
in Consileration of the Sum of fifty pounds, payable by the said John Noone 1o the
sand David Hume or order, at the End of six Months from the date hereof, and of
twelve Copys of the sand Book ready bound, to be delivered by the said John Noone
tothe said Dravid Hume, when and as soon as the same shall be published. He the said
Dravid Hume shall and will permit and suffer the said John Neone to have hold and
enjoy the sole property Benefit and Advantage of printing and publishing the first
Edition of the said Book not exceeding one thousand Copies thereof, And that uneil
the whole Impression of the said first Edition of the said Book shall be sold and Jis-
posed of he the said David Hume shall not repring or publish, or cause to be reprinted
or published asecond Edition thereof, unless he the said David Hume shall pay to the
said John Noone for all the Bocks remaining in his Hlands unsold at the nme of the
publication of such second Edition according to the Pnce then pand for the same by
Boaksellers, in which Case, and no otherwise, the sad David Hlume shall be at
Liberty to print and publish such second Edition.

And the said John Noone for the Consideration aforesard doth hereby covenant
and agree toand with the said David Hume that he the said John Noone shall and will
pay or cause to be paid unto the said David Hume at v End of six Months from the
Dhate hereot the said Sum of fifty pounds so agreed to be by him paid to the said
Dravid Hume as atoresaid. And also shall and will deliver to the said David Hume or
his Order twelve Copies of the said Book bound when and as soon as the same shall
be printed and published as aforesaid.

And Lastly for the true performance of all and singular the Covenants and Agree-
ments herein contained on the part and Behalf of the said David Hume, He the said
Dyavid Hume doth hind himself his Executors Administrators and Assigns unto the
said John Moone his Executors Administrators and Assigns in the penal Sum of fifty
pounds of lawful Money of Great Bntam brmly by these presents, In Witness
whereof the said Parties to these presents interchangeably have set their Hands and
Seals the Day and Year above named.

Sealed and delivered (heing hirst duly stamp’d ) in the Presence of os—
|signed | Edward Kimber® John Free™ John Noon™

Little has been written about John MNoon or Noone, who published and
sold books at the White Hart, near Mercer's Chapel, Cheapside, He was well

U This is likely to have been the Edward Kimber (171969 who worked for London booksellers
as a corrector, editor, and ndexer; contributed to the Lewder Magezine and other periodicals; and
publihed, amoeng other things, accounts of his time in the American colones, For details, see
=.AL Kimber, “The Belaton of a Late Expedition to St Augustme’ { 1533),

AT Least two different individuals of this name conbd have passed through Noon's bookshop on
i Sepr. 1738: John Free, vicar of East Croker, and John Free, vicar of Buncorn. Both men published
with other London booksellers and held affices that would have brought them to London.

o Hume MES of the Koval Bociery of Edinburgh, Mational Library of Scotland, M5 Z31549,
iteim 3.
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enough known that both the Gentleman's Magazime and the London Magazine
noted his death in January 1763, The standard reference work on eighteenth-
century booksellers and printers suggesis that he began publishing about
1726, and that he published philosophical and theological works, but this
description is mistaken in several respects.™ Although Noon’s name is not to
be found among the published records of the Stationers’ Company, and
hence it 15 not known when he became a bookseller, his name appears on
imprints (where it 15 infrequently spelled *Noone', a5 it 5 in the body of the
contract for the Trearise) dated as early as 1708, After a sprinkling of further
such appearances in the next decade, he began o publish with great regular-
itv. For the period 172062 approximately 600 imprints bearing his name
have been recorded m 5T

Muaore than four-fifths of these works are overtly concerned with religious
issues, Many of them address 1ssues of philosophical theology, Noon pub-
lished Thomas Morgan's The Absurdety of Opposing Fatth to Reason: or, a
Defence of Christianity agamst the Power of Enthusiase (1722), Thomas Bort's
replv to Willilam Wollaston's Refizion of Natwre Delineared (1723), John
Jackson's A Defense of Human Liberty (1725), and, in 1729, two anonymous
works, The Matertality or Mortality of the Soul of Man, and The Plan of the
Muoval Society. .. To which s Added the Moral Catechism, During a tour-year
period, 1725=8, he published, in partnership with others, noe fewer than nine
of Thomas Chubb's works, one of which, Chubb's brief” The Previons Oues-
tron with resarvd to Relizion, was republished three times during this same
period, A similar interest in philosophical aspects of rehigion 15 evinced by
Noon in the following yvears, In 1737, for example, he published Bott's
Remarks wpon Dr Butlers. . Analogy of Religion, & ¢ concerning necessity; and
advo wpon the Dissertation of the Nature of Virtue; Phillips Glover, The Argu-
mrent a priorl concerning the Existence and Perfectrons of Ged; and Joseph
Hallet, The formorality of the Moral Philosopher, a reply to Thomas Morgan’s
Moral Philosopher. In 1740 Noon published the work of another Scottish
philosopher, The Principles of Moral Plifosopliy, by George Turnbull ™

Moon was also interested in other subjects, During the early part of his
career he published several short works on topical political issues, a few bits
of poetry, including Tebacco (1718) by Raphael Thorius, an anonymous verse

“ H. R.Plomer e al., A Dietivnary af the Printers and Booksefiers, . 1726t TT75, 5.8, Noon, (]

# Moon often published, as 15 oypical for the period, in partnership with ather booksellers, These
include, namong many others less well known, James and John Knapton, Thomas Longman, and
Andrew Millar.

# Jsabel Bivers has pointed out to me that Noon also published works by such well-known
I hssenters ag lames Preree, James Foster, Calel Fleming, Nathaniel Lardner, and Charles Hulklev,
ES T shows that Moon published these authors throughour his long caveer.

454



Histarical Account Sect, 2

novel, Philander and Sacharissa (1724), and an occasional ranslation trom the
French, Houdar de T.a Motre’s Romralus (1724) and D" Allais's The History of
the Sevarambians (1738, a work mentioned by Hume in his “Of Polyvgamy and
Drvorces'), tor example. Butas Noon continued he seems to have given up his
interest i polite literature for works on practical and theoretical mathemat-
ics and on natural philosophy, most notably anatomy and relared medical
topics. In 1735 he published the first edition ot Benjamin Martin’s popular
work, The Plhilosophical Grammar: Besng a View of the Present State of Exper-
imented Physialogy, or Nagwra! Philosophy, and followed this two years later
with Martn's Bibfietheca Technologia: or, a Philolorical Lilvarvy of Literary
Arts and Scrences. Hume's A Treavse of Human Nature, being, as its subtide
announced, ‘aw Arenmpr to pitrodace the experimental Method into Moral Sub-
Jects', may have appeared to Noon as nicely linking the works in natural and
moral philosophy that made up an important part of his List,

There is no directevidence w indicate who printed the hirst two volumes of the
Treatise. No printer's name 15 included in the imprint, which in Volume 1 reads:

LONDON: Printed for Jouy Noon, at the Whete-fHavi, near Mercer s-Clapel, in
Cheapside. MIDCCXXXTX AT

Nor were these two volumes printed by one of the three firms (those of
Charles Ackers, William Bowver, or William Strahan™) whose surviving
records indicate the work each did for John Noon. Fortunately, however,
cighteenth-century printers did sometimes mnclude their own names in
imprints, and about a dozen of those who printed tor John Noon, at about the
time that the rearise was published, did sign their work. In conseguence, it
has been possible to establish that all three volumes of the Treatrse were
printed in the shop of John Wilson, at the Turk’s Head, Gracechurch
Street.* OFf John Wilson we know that he set up for business in this location
about 1736 (joining a parmership with Marv Fenner), that he lived in a house
on London Bridge, that he was both printer and bookseller (the partmership
he joined had begun with Henry Parsons, another bookseller), that he worked
with John Noon on at least several publications, and that during the summer
of 1741, while stll relatively young, he died. Wilson's untimely death

¥ %al. 2 omits the apostrophe, giving Mercers-Chaped. At this period Moon's imprint is found in
four forms, including also Mercer s Clapel and Mercers Chapel, and hence it would be incorrect 1o
conclude that there 5 a mistake on one of the otle-pages of the Frearie, See Ed, App. 1.

B hee A Ledger of Charfer Ackers, @, L3 F Mekenae and J. € Boss; The Bowper Ledpers, @l
K. Mazlen and J. Lancaster; amd the Strahan ledgers, British Library Add. MS 43800 [ 17 39—08;
croedits and paveosents o 1773).

* For evidence that Wilson printed all three volumes of the Treasoe, see below, Edinng the Texis,
Sect. LA o, for a more detailed account, DL F MNorton, *John Wilson, Hume's Fiest Pranter”.
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brought an end to a promising career of mterest to us here because ot his role
in producing Hume's work. Following the publication of the Trearise, John
MNoon was to advernose the work, with jusnfication, as ‘beaunnfully printed’.
OUne need not exaggerate and suggest that the work rivalled the best printing
of 1ts age, but, as a piece of printing, the first edition of the Treatise 1s clearly
better than the average of its time and a pleasure to handle and o use, No
hitherto unknown author would have grounds w complain about the stan-
dard of production maintained by Wilson, nor would Hume see any of his
work as handsomely produced betore the Essays and Treanses of 1768,

By January 1739, a little over three months after the contract with Noon
was signed, the Treatise was ready for pubhication, It 1s hsted among the new
hooks of the month in the January 1ssues of both the Gewtfeman’s Magazine
in London, and the Scots Magazine in Edinburgh,™

Hume, his work as author completed for the moment, booked passage ona

ship bound for Berwick, thinking, as he wrote to Home, that it wou’d con-
tribute very much to my Tranguillity, & might spare me many Mortifica-
tions, to be in the Countrey, while the Success of the Work was doubrtful’.
The winds, however, proved contrary, and it was still from London, a fort-
night after the first appearance of his work, that he wrote. The two weeks had
not encouraged the uncertan author, for in the same letter he went on
predict that the success of his work would not be rapid:
Those, who are accustom’™d to reflect on such abstract Subjects, are commonly tull of
Prejudices; & those, whoare unprejudiz’d, are unacquainted with metaphysical Rea-
sonings. My Principles are also so remote from all the valgar Sentiments on this
Suhbject, that were they to take place, they wou'd produce almost a total Alteration in
Philosophy; & vou know Revolutions of this kind are not casilv bronght about, Tam
voung cnough tosce what will come of the Matter; but am apprehensive lest the chict
Reward I shall have for some time will be the Pleasure of studying on such important
Subjects, & the Approbation of a few Judges., Among the rest, you mav believe |
aspire to vour Apprabation; & next to that, to yvour free Censure & Cnticism, ™

‘1'his same letter shows that Hume's primary concern at this time was not
with sales, but with getting the knowledgeable and unprejudiced hearing he
supposes unlikely:

In looking over yvour Letrers | iind one of a twelve-month’s Date, wherein vou desire

me to send down a great many Copys to Scotland. You propos’d no doube to take the

Paing of r-;.'l_'umm:.'nding them, & pushing the Sale. Bur to tell the Truth there i5 50

little te be gain'd that way in such Works as these, that I wouo'd not have vou take the
W For details, see Sect. 6 below,

PoLetter of 15 Feb, 1735 10 Home, New Leriers, 34, The Tresafoe was firstaddverfised an the final
week of Januwary 1730, See Sect. 6 below.
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Trouble, I vou know any body that 15 a Judge, vou wou'd do me a sensible Mleasure
in engaging him to a serious Perusal of the Book. Ths so rare to meer with one, that
will take Pains an a Book, that does not come recommended by some great Name or
Authority, that, I must confess, [ am as fond of meeting with such a one, asif [ were
sure of his Approbation. T am, however, so doubtful in that particular, that 1 have
endeavour’d all Teoud to coneeal my Name; the' [ believe I have not been so cantious
in this respect as [ ought to have been.™

Henry Home i due course did his best to answer his vounger friend’s
request by sending a copy of the work to Francis Hutcheson. ™ Unfortun-
ately, the latter’s duties as Professor of Moral Philosophy at Glasgow were
demanding, and he was unable, at least i the spring of 1739, to give the work
the kind of attention Hume desired. Has mnial response, found inoa letter o
Home, was generous, if non-committal:

[ deferred acknowledging the mast obliging Present | received of vour Friends Book
upen human Nature, by my Lord Kilmarnock, till T could find Leisure to peruse it
and unluckily Imet with more than ordinary interruptions by unavoidable business.
I ]}l..'rl_'l-'wd the first volume, & a greal part, inndecd almoest all the second. And was
every where surprized with a grear acuteness of thought and reasoning in a mind
wholly disengaged from the prejudices of the Learned as well as those of the Yulgar.
[ cannot pretend to assent to his tenets as vet, these metaphysical subjects have not
been much in my thoughes of late; tho” a great many of these sentiments and
reasonings had emploved me about 10 or 12 wears ago. The teaching in a
College, and a more important work of inspecting into the Conduct of several
voung folks commirted to me, leaves very litt| e Leisure tor close attention toa long
scheme of Philosophy not in my Province, This Book will furnish me matter of a
good deal of thought next vacation, now coming on in less than 6 weeks. | shall have
the greatest pleasure in communicating to the Ingenious Author whatever acours
probable teme on these subjects: | have for many vears been more and more runming
into the Od Academny, desparning of Certmnty in the most important subjects, bt
satisficd with a sort of Probable knowledge which 1o an honest mind will be
sulficient for the Conduct of Life. [ should be glad to know where the Author could
be met with, it a lazy Umbratick, very averse to motion, ever makes a ramble in a

vacation.”™

F Ihid. 4. A few months later Hume appeared somewhat less high-minded about sales. Writing
from Minewells to H. Home, he said: *Tam not much in the Humour of such Compositions [essays)
at present, having receiv'd Mews from London of the Success of my Philosophy, which 1 burt indif-
ferent, i I mav judge by the Sale of the Books, & if I may believe oo Bookseller” {(letter of 4 June
17349 New Lerters, 5=00. For the balanee of thas lecter and s assessment of the Treatose, see helow,
=ect. 100, T have no evidence to suggest that Home sent the work o others.

# Huotcheson to Home, Apral 173%, National Archives of Scotland, GI24517533, folio 158,
guested here, with miner eorrections, from L5, Kess, “Hueteheson on Home's Trearise: An Linnoe-
ticed Letter’. The dating of the letter & that suggested by Boss.
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In all ikelihood, Hume was shown this letter, for, although we do not know
exactly when and where, he did meer Hutcheson, and the latter did make com-
ments about ssues arising in Book 1 and in a manuscript version of Book 3.7

In the meantime, Hume had approached Pierre Des Matzeaux, hoping to
get comments and criticisms from him, Des Maizeaux frequented the
Rainbow Coftee House in London, where Hume lived ar the time he signed
the contract with Noon, and thus the two men, the old scholar and the voung
philosopher, may have been well acquainted. Hume would certainly have
sought out opportunities to talk with Des Maizeaux, for the latter had been
associated with a set of writers whose works were of great interest to Hume
during his tormative vears. These included Bayle, Shafiesbury, Saint Evre-
mond, and Anthony Colling™ In any event, it is clear from the following
letter that Des Maizeaux knew who had written the Treatise, and that he had
said that he would, if he had time, find out what other proper *Judges’” made
of it. By April 1739, Hume could contain his concern no longer:

Whenever vou see my Name, vou'll readily imagine the Subject of my Letter
A voung Aurthor can scarce forbear speaking of his Performances to all the World:
But when he meets with one, that is a good Judge, & whoese Instruction & Advice he
depends on, there ought some Indulgence to be given him. You were so good as to
promise me, that, 1f vou cou’™d find Leizure from vour ather Occupations, vou woud
leok over my Svstem of Philosophy, & at the same time ask the Opinion of such of
vour Acquaintainee as vou thought proper Judges, Have vou found i sufficiently

intelligible? Does 1t appear true to yvou? Do the Sevle & Language seem tolerable?

i This corr esponadence s discussed i Sect. & haelow,

“ Bayle s mentionsd by Hume in his letters of March 1732 and 26 Auvg, 1737; see n. 34 above,
His Deprenmary 15 cited af Trearse 1,4.5.220 n. 47, and Tis views appear 1o have contribuied to posi-
tions taken elsewhere in the Treasisg see csp. L2 1=3, and for additional details, Editors’ Annota-
toms, anns. 23l 23,1 25,15 26008 338 35,13 34 14, 34,36, 30,349, n, 1207 (47 125,33, 129.4;
146,25, T4 1A, Shafteshury s mentioned at Treatese, m, 1 (5 amd o, 30001665, On Hume's imterest in
Shaftesbury, see Sect, | above and, among others, anns, 163.17; m. 30 {1660 171.38; 193.40; 2965,
02 e, Saime-Evremomd s cited at Treaiiee 352,12 (see alsoanm, 382, 307, and o copy of his Tk,
edited and cranslated by Des Mazeanx (with his life of Samt-Evremond), was m the Hume Library
(Morton and Morten, Devid Heme Libvarp, 89, item 444 The Treatise discussion of hberty and
necessity [2.3.1-2) may owe debis to Colling, see Editors” Annotations, anns. 260.%; 262 15-1%;
262345 263 30,

Des Matzeaus's associations with the four free-thinkers mentioned were close ones, Bavle and
Shaftesbury were instrumental in his establishment m England. For his part, Des Mageaux (1)
wrote the life of Bavle which prefaces the 3-vol. edn. of the fistercad aod Critiead Dectevnary that he
i credited with translating, (2) ranslated into French a part of Shafveshury’s Charecrersticks; (3)
prepared the edition of Saint-Evremond’s works just mentioned; (4 was from L1715 to 172%a protege
of Anthony Collins, with whom he also resided from time to time, Dies Mazeaus also contributed o
the two Frapco-Lhutch literary journals that were o review the Trestire. For additional details, see
E. Lahrousse, 'Bavle et Uetablisserment de Desmaizeaus en Angleterre’, 232; B, Lagarrigue, L
Lemple de la cnlivee curopdenne., o Bibliothéque rusonnee, 08 [ Almagor, Preree Der Maizenar
(R6F3-1745), 3=T and 1. Rivers, Beason Grace and Septineent, 2: 72 and Sect. 7 below.
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These three Questions comprehend every thing; & | beg of vou to answer them with
the utmaost Freedom & Simcerity. | know s a Costom to flatter Poets on their
Performances; but Lhope Philosophers may be exempted: And the more so, that their
Cases are by no means alike. When we do not approve of any thing in a Poet, we com-
monly can give no Reason for our Dhishke, but our particalar Taste; which not being
convincing we think it better to conceal our Sentiments altogether, Bur every Error
in Philosophy can be distinetly markt, & prov'd to be such: & this is a Favour [ flatter
myself vou'll indulge me in with regard to the Performance I put into vour Hands, |
am, indeed, afraid, that it wou’d be too great a Trouble for vou to mark all the Errors
vou have observ'd., Tshall only insist on being informd of the most material of them,
& vou may assure vourself will consider it as a singular Favour.™

It Des Matzeaux replied to thisletter, his reply has been lost, and so we do not
know if he brought any errors to Hume’s attenoon. His briet’ nouce or
summary of the first two volumes of the Treatise, published in the spring
173% 1ssue of the Brbfiothé gue rasonnée, savs only that the author is thorough
and original

3. THE ABSTRACT OF THE TREATISE

In the fall of 1737, Henry Home, understandably curious to know maore
about the work which provided the central topic of the letters he was receiv-
ing from Hume, requested a summary of the Treatige. ‘1 have’, Hume
responded, ‘a greater Desire of Communicating to vou the Plan of the
Whale, that [ behieve it will not appear in publick before the begmnmg of next
Winter’, bur he expressed this desire only atter he had apologetically but
firmly pronounced such a summary impossible:

[ am very sorey 1 am not able to satisfy vour Coriosity by giving vou some general
Motion of the Plan upon which 1 proceed. But my Opinions are so new, & even some
Terms Lam ablig"d to make Use of, that T cou’d not propose by anv Abridgement to give
my System an Air of Likelvhood, or somuch as make ir intelligible. Tis a thing 1 have
in vain attempted already at a Gentleman's Request in this Place, who thoughr it wou''d
helphim to comprehend & judge of my Motions, if he saw them all at enee before him. ™

T Faetter of 6 April 173, Lerters, 1 2930, Klibansky and Mossner { Mew Letters, 4 n.) suggest
that Hume had Des Maizeaos in mind when he tells Home that he has not been sufficiently careful
in keeping his authorship a secret; see above at n. 72,

® For the complere text of this nonice, see Sect, ¥ below,

¥ Letteyof 2 Dec. 1737, New Letters, 1 The gentleman mentinned has aot been identified, but
if b in this Place” Hume means the Ranbow Coffee House, then he nuay have meant either his
friemd Alexander Cunningham {later Sir Alexander Liek) or Des Maazeaus, for both frequented
that place. If he meant London, then the possibilities are greatly increased.
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Less than two years later, however, Hume had changed his mind and
attempted something like the *Abridgement’ he could not manage in 1737,
This short work, An Abstract of a Bool lately Published; entituled, A Treatise
of Human Natwre, &c. wherein the CHIEF ARGUMENT af that Boeok is farther
illustrated and explained, was published in March 1740.%

Exactly when Hume undertook to write the Afstract 15 not known, but it
was most likely during the summer or early autumn of 1739, That the brief
work was well under way before the end of 1739 can be interred from Hume's
letter to Hutcheson of 4 March 1740, the letter that provides us with the first
and only reference Hume 15 known to have made to the Abstrace. Four sen-
tences make up the entire comment:

My Bookseller has sent to Mr Smith a Copy of myv Book, which T hope he has
recelv'd, as well as vour Letter, I have not heard vet what he has done with the
Abstract. Perhaps vou have, T have got it printed in London; but not in the Hords of
the Learwed, there having been an Article with regard 1o my Book, somewhat abusive,
printed in that Work, before 1 sent up the Abstract.™

Hume's remark, assuming as 1t does thar Hutcheson knows about the
Abstract, suggests that at least the mam text of this work had been written
betfore the two met, and that it or its publicanion had been among the topics of
their discussion.® We know that the meeting in question took place some
time hefore this letter, bur how much earlier we can only surmise, for Hume's
carliest extant lerter to Hutcheson, that ot 17 Seprember 1739, does not indi-
cate that such a meetng had mken place, while that of 4 March 1740 does do
so. T'his brief remark about the Abstract also indicates that Hume and Hurtch-
¢son had discussed sending it to the review journal, fistory of the Works of the
Learned. From this we can infer that theiwr meeting took place before either of
them had seen the review of the Treatese that began to appear in the Novem-
ber 173% 1ssue of that pournal, for otherwise Home would not have found 1t
relevant to inform Hutcheson of that review and of its *somewhat abusive’
nature, This sugeests that the main texcot the Abstract was more or less com-
plete by mid-autumn 17349, although we know that it was not printed unnl
earlv February 1740, [ts publication was announced in the Daily Advertiser of
11 March 1740, On the other hand, the Preface of the Abstract, noting as it

MK Smith, satisfied thart the Abgrried 15 Hume's work, 15 also sansfied thar i shows Hume oo
have been true to his claim that he was unable to provide an intelligible abridgement of the whole of
the Frearse, As its subtitle indicates, the shorter work attempts only to reconstruct, illustrate, and
expand the ‘CHIEF ARGUMENT of the longer one; see Smith, *Review of the Kevnes—Srafta Edition
of the Absrass®. T turn w the evidence that Home 15 the author of the Aharracd just below.

A fefters, 10 37—4,

2 Hutcheson had proposed such  meeting in April 173%; see his letter at n. 74,
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does that the Treatise had been “complained of as obscure and difficult to be
comt prefended”, may have been written, or ar least revised, only after Hume
had seen the review in the fistory of the Works of the Learned, for that review
does complain that the Treatise 1s dithcult o comprehend.®

T'he more pressing question, however, has been about the authorship of
the Abstract. John Hill Burton was apparently the first to suggest that the
‘Mr Smith” of Hume’s brief remark was ‘notwithstanding the universalir
of the name’, Adam Smith, ‘then a student in the university of Glasgow™
Eventually this conjecture was embellished by the suggestion that Hutcheson
tvpically set his students to abstracting philosophical works, that he in this
case set Adam Smith to work abstracting the Treatese, and that Hutcheson
was subsequently so pleased with the result that he sent it to Hume, The
latier, equally pleased, the conjecture runs, sent the manuscript oft
London to be printed, while also asking John Noon o send Adam Smith a
copy ol his book.® As no copy of the Afstract was available to Burton, it was
perhaps not entirely unreasonable tor him and those who embellished his sug-
gestion to guess that Adam Smith wrote the Abstracr.™ Butwhen J. M. Kevnes

o Along with substantive objections, the anonymaous reviewer of the Treatsse in the ks o) the
Lewrmed complained of the ‘Inscrutabiliey” of the work, See History of the Works of the Leaveed, 2:
362, For further discussion of this review, see below, Sect. 7,4

“ Burton, Life and Correspordence of David Fluare, 1; 11617,

¥ There & no known evidence for the claim that Hutcheson set his students to writing abstracts
of phalosophical works, "That he did so was appacenty first comjectured by W, B, Seme, Agreeing
with Burton and others that Adam Smith had wotten the Absteaer, Scott attempts to explain how
this came abowr, ‘From [Alexander] Carlyle’s dwradigraphy we learn”, he writes, “thar i was
customary for Hutcheson and Leechman mo require promising members of their classes oo prepare
abstracts either of new or standard works, and that these summaries often attracted conswlerable
nerice in the Universics, In this case, Hutcheson evidently sent the absract to Hume, whoe though
it worthy of being printed” {Frawcs Hrtcheser, 120=1). In support of this story, Scott refers
his readers o Carlvle’s report of incidents that ok place in 1744, These inculents may tell us
something of Hutcheson's character, but they tell us nothing whatever about what he required of
students, promising or ordinmary, Briefly stated, Carlvle reports that after he had volced the opinion
{in the college lirerary club) that Hutcheson™s Koy was unintelligble, he was assigned, by a Mr
{later Reval) Thomy, o summariee this work so ‘that [ might understand 1t better. T acoordingly
Eeviewd it in s few pages, and took much Pains to unravel Certain Intricacies both of thowght and
expression .. tho’ not without Respect to the Author. This Essay pleas’d my Friends—and one of
them, by Thom's Instigation Carried a Copy of it to Hutcheson', On another sccasion Carlyle gave
a lecture, a copy of which eventually mude itz way 1o Hutcheson, *When he read i, he retuened i
with ungualified applause, the' it containd some things [eritical of] his Favourite Doctrine of 2
Moral Sense® (Anecdvres and Characters of the Tiwer, 32} Scott’s embellished account has been
uneritically repeated by those ready o conclude that Adany Smith was the author of the A6 racr;
set, e, Direlg, Letrers, 1237, and [ O Nelson, *Has the Authorship of As Abiract af A Treatie of
Humaw Natwre Really been Decided "

A copy of the et was probably obtained and aceessioned by the British Library in Mo
L8], a5 part of a purchase that included 2 complete set and an additional copy of Vol 3of the Trea-
Fise, The Akerract was bound inat the end of this sdditsonal Vel, 3, o, o the latrer was not properly
catalovued, this copy of the Abstract was effectively lost until put in Bobert Connon®s hands e 1975,
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and P. Sratfa tound a copy of the Abstract and examined the text of it, they
concluded on the basis of nternal evidence thar it was clearlv the work of
Hume, and that *Mr Smith’ was likely John Smith, Hutcheson's Irish
publisher, whom Hume hoped would bring out a second, Irish edition of the
Treatise. With thas in mind, they conjectured, Hume had arranged for Noon
to send a copy of the Treatise to John Smith, a Dublin publisher, while for his
part Hutcheson had apparently written to John Smith encouraging him to
publish an Irish edition of the work *

Keynesand Sratfa make two distinet suggestions; one about the wdentity of
the author of the Absrract and the other abour the identity of Mr Smith. The
primary issuc 15 that of authorship, although by now one needs to know who
Smith was, and how he hgured in the matter, for the mystery regarding him
provides the only foundation for the hypothesis that someone other than
Hume wrote the Abstract. Fortunately, the Mr Smith in question has now
been identibied as William Smith of Wetstein and Smith, publishers ot the
Mibliothegue rasonnée des suvrages des savans de L'Ewrope ™ and Hume's
authorship of the 4bstract 1s beyond reasonable doubr, as evidence of several
kinds shows.

(1) Some of the most telling evidence that Hume wrote the Afstract is the
fact that the work so clearly echoes views tound in Hume's private
correspondence. In 1734 Hume informed the unnamed physician that
‘the moral Philosophy transmitted to us by Antiquity, labor’d under the
same Inconvenmience that has been found m their natural Philosophy™—
the meonvenience, that 1s, ‘of being entirely Hypothetical, & depending

See K. W, Connon, *Some Hume M5 Alterations on a Copy of the “Abstract™’, or below, Editing
thee Texs, Secrs. 1.2,3, 17,0, On knowledge of the Abstrasr amd 115 authorslop in the e eighteenth
and early nineteenth centuries, see item (3) in the resumé of evidence thar follows here,

7 Kevnes and Sraffa, Aw Abstvaer of A Treatize of Human Natwee 17490, A Pavwepliler fethersi
ardmay By Davad Hwpre, pp, svi-xxim, In epposition o this conpectare about an Irish edinon, itwas
argucd that anv such scheme would nvalve Hume and Flutcheson in an unethical conspiracy to
deprivie John Moon of the benehts of the contract he had made with Hume (Nelson, "Has the
Au r|'l||!|'.-i.|'|i|'| of Au Abstrast r.!.l".f Treatise f.g.l".f.lrem.'urr N Feide RL“M]} heen |JL"|.'"I1J1.'|J:'".I BT “l.ll, as it
was Hume's bookseller who is said to have dispatched the book to Snaith, it should be noted that the
Revnes=Sraffa reconstruction also calls for John MNoon to be imvolved in what would no longer be a
‘conspiracy’ against him.

1 first learned the likely identity of *“Ar Smith" from Janwes Moore. His view has since been
published i M. A, Stewart and ], Moore, “William Snoath ( 1698=1741) and the Dhissenters’ Book
Trade’, and Moore and Stewart, *A Scots-Irish Bookseller in Holland: Willsam Smith of Amster-
dam {1695-1741Y. Davul Ravnor, following another line of research, also concluded that “Nr
Smith” was Hurcheson's "ancien & intime Ami’, William Smith of the Biffatkégee raisonnde; see
‘Hume and Berkeley®s Three Dbalogaes’, 248 n. From 1728 to 1741, William Smith was director of
Bedlierhégue radronrde. Hig journal reviewed Vols, 1and Zof the Treatize, making extensive use of the
Abstraet, mthe spring of 1740, For further details regarding this review, see Sect. 7 below.
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more upon Invention than Experience’ and of *erecoing Schemes of Virtue
& of Happiness, without regarding human Narure, upon which every moral
Conclusion must depend’. In contrast, as we have seen, Hume undertook two
make human nature his ‘principal Study’. The first paragraph of the
Abstract lodzes a similar complaint about the method, or lack thereot, of the
ancient moralists:

Most of the philosophers of antiquity, who treated of human nature have shewn
more of a dehicacy of sentiment, a just sense of morals, or a greatness of soul, than a
depth of reasoming and reflecnion. They content themselves with representing the
common sense of mankind in the stromgest hghts, and with the best turn of thoaght
and expression, without following out steadily a chain of propositions, or forming
the several truths into a regular science. But "us at least worth while to try if the
science of man will not admit of the same accuracy which several parts of natural
philosophy are found susceptible of.

In a letter of February 1739 Hume spoke of remaining in the country
while the success of the Treaiise was doubrful but he went on to say that this
uncertainty would not soon be resolved because, most notably, those *who are
accustom’d to reflect on such abstract Subjects are commonly full of Preju-
dices’, while his own ‘Principles are also so remote from all the vulgar Senti-
ments on this Subject, that were thev to take place, they wou'd produce
almost a total Alteration in Philosophy; & vou know Revolutions of this kind
are not easily brought about”. He concluded by reminding himself thae he
could atford to be patient, and that perhaps a tew qualihed *Judges” would
approve of hisattempt to remake philosophy: *lam young enough to see what
will come of the Mater; but am apprehensive lest the chiel’ Reward [ shall
have for some time will be the Pleasure of studving on such important Sub-
jects, & the Approbaton of a tew Judges”" The Preface of the Absiract
repeats these themes in remarkably similar language. The author of the Trea-
lise SUZTCSLS, 1T SaVs,
that were his philosophy recetved, me must alier from the foundation the greatest part of
the sciences. Such bold attempts are almays advantageous in the Republic af Lelters,
because they shake off the yoke of authority. .. The Author must be contenied to wait
wth puﬁw:.:'uﬁu' o line .f?njn:.ln' the fearned morkd can ayree in their sentimenis rJ_,lr'.llm:
performance. . e must be judged by the Fevw, whose verdict is more api to be corrupted by
partiality and prepudice, especrally asno one 13 a proper judge i these subjects, who has wot

r.g.lrh:*u H:r.lng,: fat r.g,l"f.i'n.'m; and such are apl h.lﬁ-'.rrr: i themselves syslenis :.IJIr'.I'.i'rt'.'r o, wdrecdy

they resofve soi to relurguish.

" New Letfers, 34 See above Sect, | for a longer excerpt from this lerter, Hume's letter wo es
Maszeauy, quoted in the same section, also menticns 1 ‘good Judge”.
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(2) There is further evidence of the same kind. It is clear that the author of
the Absiract not only knew the Trearise extremely well, but also had the con-
fidence to state that he had *tarther illustrated and explained” the *Chier
ArcumenT” of that work, Moreover, he provides illustrations and explana-
tions that, at the beginning of 1740, were not a part of the ‘larger work” he
hopes to make more intelligible in this way. The Abstract appeared more than
eight months before Volume 3 of the Treatise was published,” and vet it
fanticipates most of the points discussed in the hrst part’ of the Appendix
contained m that volume, and another from the *second part’—points that
were not made in the Treatise as published in 1739, These textual anticipa-
tions are sirikingly close, even to the pointof repeanng disunctive phraseology.

(a) The argument showing the falsity of the claim that *beliet 15 some new
idea. .. which we join to the simple conception of the object’, found in the
second paragraph of the Appendix, paraphrases that published ecarlier at
Abstract 17-21.%

[Abstrace  17] What then 15 this  [JAppendix 2] what the nature s of that

Belif |in any matter of fact]? And how
does it difter from the simple conception
of any thing: Here 15 a new guestion
unthaught of by philosophers. .| 1%] Ta
account for this, there are only two
hypotheses. [t may be said, that belief
jping some new idea o those which we
may conceive without assenting to them.
But this hypothesis is false. For first, no
such idea can be produced .. [20] See-
atzdly, The mind has a faculey of joining
all ideas together, which involve not a
contradiction; and therefore if belief
consisted in some idea, which we add to
the simple conception, it would be in a
man's power, by adding this 1dea to g, to
believe any thing, which he can conceive.

[|'||.I.I|'.l|l.l|'|'|'||' i e J o ELiNY]

belief, which arises from the relation of
cause and eftect, few have had rthe
curtosity to ask themselves, In o my
opmion, this dilemma s inevitable.
Fither the belief is some new 1dea, such
as that of n'f.'."n'l]; or extstence, which we
juin o the simple conception of an
object, or it 1s merely a peculiar feefing or
senttomentt, That it is not a new idea,
annex'd to the simple conceprion, may
be evine’d from these two arguments.
First, We have no abstract idea of exis-
tence,  distinguishable  and  separable
from the idea of particular objects. ..
Secondly, The mind has the command
awver all its 1deas, and can separate, unite,
mix, and vary them, as it pleases; so that

[emirhipaed oe ool 2, i ELik) ]

®On the publication of Vol 3 of the Treatire, see Sect, 5 below,

Kevnes and Sraffa, ‘Introduction’, pp. sxiv—xxvii, These authorsalss sav that, “Apart feom con-

siderations of stvle, the contents could not have been contribured by anvone bur Hume himself, simce
they imvolve an anticipation of Hume's additions o the Treatie which were not published ontil b
segentfy" {pooxxav]), Kevnes and Sraffa see the Appendix asdividing into a *first part’, discussing belief
anad eluching five related segments (o be mseried into the texr of Freatine 1,3, and o tseconsd part’,
made up of adiscussion of personal ientity and four additional segments, on three further topics, te
b mserted i Treadise 11 and 1.2, This onginal disposition of the elements of the Appendix may be
seen below, Fal, App 2. " kevnesand Seaffa, Introduction’, p.ossy
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| Afsrraet 17] {rame.)

[21] Simce therefore belief implies a con-
ception, and vet is something more; and
gince it adds no new idea to the concep-
tion; it follows, that it 15 a different
MANNER of conceiving an object; some-
thing that is distinguishable to the feeling,
and depends not upon our will, as all our
tdeas do. - [ the mind| not only conceives
that motion, but feeds something different
in the conception ol 1t from amere reverie
of the imagination ... This belief joins no
new tdea to the conception. [tonly varies
the manner of conceiving, and makes a
difference to the feeling or sentiment,

Seer, 3
[ Appendis 2] {roune.)

it belief consisted merely in a new
idea, annex'd to the conception, it wou'd
be ina man's power to belicve what he
pleas™d, We may, therefore, conclude,
that belief consists merely in a certain
feeling or sentiment; 1n something, that
depends not on the will, but must anse
from cerfamm  dJeferminate causes  and
principles, of which we are not masters.
When we are convine’d of any matter of
fact, we do nothing but conceive i, along
with a certain feeling, different from
whar attends the mere reveries of the
imagination.

{b) Abstrace 22, which points out the difficulty of finding a term that aptly
describes the feeling that *constitutes belief”, is paraphrased in that portion
of the Appendix added as Treatise 1.3.7.7.

[Abstrace 22| Our author proceeds to
explain the manner or fecling, which
renders helief different from a loose
conception. He seems sensible, that "tis
impaossible by words to deserthe this
feeling, which every one must he con-
scious of in his own breast. He calls it
Li I‘F.|'IL'|.[]'I'.|‘L‘H a & FI'.I‘.I'!‘E'["'F' Cikmn L'L"]'!Ill-ﬂ 1, SOTTRG -
l[]T.IL‘h.' d TTIETS .Irﬁ'{".ll:}'.l i ITLETE l-l.t-rﬂi'.l il
ﬁ?']'.l‘éf.'f.l Or d mire J.Hllt'H.'l't' L ] IJ[i.EJ Il. .|'1|.]'Il.]
indeed, whatever name we may give to
this feeling, which constitutes belef, our
author thinks it evident, that it has a
more forcible effect on the mind than
fiction and mere conception. This he
proves by its influence on the passions
and on the imagination; which are only
moved by truth or what is taken for such,

[ Trearse 1.3.7.7] I must own, that [ find
a considerable difficulty in the case; and
that even when I think I understand the
subject pertectly, Iam at a loss for terms
to  express my meaning...An
assented to feels different from a fict-

idea

rrows 1dea, that the fancy alone presents
to us: And this different 17;:u|in§_; I
endeavour to explain by calling it a supe-
rior foree, or t'rt'.:.rn'fl}-', T _-r;,,ﬂ;,-!,.':_]r1 nrﬁrm—
wess, or sieadiress. This variery of terms,
which may scem so unphilosophical, is
intended only to express that act of the
mind, which remders realities more
present to us than fictions, causes them
to weigh more in the thought, and gives
them a superior influcnee on the pas-
sions and imagination.

() Abstract 22 also anticipates the Appendix discussion, added at Treatise
1.3, 10,10, of the difference between the feelings produced by poetry and
those that characterize belief in reality,®

1 Revnes and Sralla moght also have pointed ot that Abs, 22 antcipates, although lessserkingly,
the Appendis discussion, added ar 13,545, of this same difference.
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[ Adstract 22| Poctey, with all its art, can
never cause a passion, like one in real life
It fails in the original conception of its
objects, which never feel in the same
manaer as those which conumand our
belief and opinion.

Histarieal Account

| Treatise 1.3.10010] poetry ... never has
the same feeding with that which arisesin
the mind, when we reason, tha' even
upon the lowest species of probability. ..
the jeelings of the passions are very dif-
ferent when excited by poetical fietions,
from what they are when they arise from
belief and reality,

(d) Abstrace 26, which notes that we do not derive the idea of energy (or
power) from observaton of the operation of our own minds, anticipates the
paragraph of the Appendix that has become Trearse 1.3.14.12:

[Abstraer 267 Mow our own minds afford
us no mare notion of energy than matter
does, When we consider our will or voli-
tion a prien, abstracting from experi-
ence, we are never able to infer any effect
from it. And when we take the assistance
af experience, it only shows us objects
contiguous, successive, and  constantly

conjorned.

| Treanse 1.3, 14.12]. Some have asserted,
that we feel an energy, or power, in our
awn mind. .. In short, the actions of the
mind are, in this respect, the same with
those of matter, We perceive only their
coNStant conjunction; nor can we over
reason bevond it. No ointernal impres-
sien has an apparent encrgy, more than

external abjects have,

(¢) Fmally, Keynes and Sratfa now that the Absrract anticipates two
additions, both concerned with equality as it pertaing to geometry, made near
the end of the Appendix. The most striking of these parallels is that between
parts of Abstract 2% and TNreatise 12431 and 1.2.4.22.%

[Abstraer 291 Mow there is an exact
standard of cquality, if we suppose
that guantitv is composed of indivisible
points, Two lines are equal when the
numbers of the points, that compose
them, are equal, and when there 15 a
point it ane corresponding to a pont m
the other. But tho' this standard be exact,

' Fl‘.'l]'[ EJF

ts useless. .. The greatest
philosophers, when asked what they
mean by equalty, say, that the word

{eomifanneed nor cwlainr 1, po 650

-

| Frearse 1.2.4.31] If they judge of
equality, or any other proportion, by the
accurate and exact standard, iz the
enumeration of the minute indivisible
parts, they both employ a standard,

which i1s useless in practice. ..

| Treatise 1.2.4.22] There are many
philasophers, who refuse to assign any
standard of eguality, bat assert, that "us
sufficient to present two objects, that are

{eomnbamaed far colurer 2, o F67)

" Whale Kevnes and Sraffa correctly note that the Abstrass 15 more tentative than the Appendix
Cleaving it o “the learned world oo judge” what Hume in the Appendin openly agrees m], the rele-
vant passages again show remarkable similarivies of content and phraseslogy.
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| Abarraet 29 o) | Frearies 1.2.4.22] (com.)

admits of no defimtion, and that it is  equal, in order to give us a just notion of
sufficient to place before us two equal  this proporton. All definitions, say they,
bodies, such as two diameters of acircle,  are froatless ..

to make us understand that term.,

In addition, Kevnes and Sraffa point out thar the Abstract anticipates
material found in what Hume described as a recasting of Book 1 of the Trea-
tise that was published eight vears later: the Philosopliical Essays concerning
Fluman Understanding.” They note that /b, 6 anticipates the discussion of
Locke on innate ideas found at EAALD7 2.9 n. 1, and that the use made of the
cxample of billard-balls in Abs, 9-12 anticipates EH L 4.8-10. They maghte
also have mentoned that AU 4.2 includes a revised version of a sentence
found in Afs, 18, and that the hrst sentence of EA L 4.4 15 a variant version of
the hrst clause of Afs. 8.

(3) The Abstrace, although said to be ‘Printed tor C, [Clorbet,™ at Addison’s
Head, over-agamst St, Dunstan’s Chureh, n Fleet-street’, was printed for
none other than John MNoon, the publisher of the Trearise, by William
Strahan. Which is to say that in February 1740 Strahan charged 1o Noon's
account the cost of printing 500 copies of the Abstract. This we know from
Strahan’s ledgers, preserved in the British Library,”

We also know that Corbett solicited opportunities to keep publishing
secrets. On 19 and 20 April 1739, Corbett placed this advertisement in the
Lowdon Daily Post, and General Advertser:

GENTLEMEN,
As L have very lately wndertakbes the Business of a Poblishes, so woll Las fasthfully execute
i, i af any Time you please te eneplop,

Your most Obedient, Humble Servant,
CHARLES CORBETT,

Whe wall Tnviolably beep secret all Names of Authors, Proprietars, &5, mhatever,

Do the chan e of this title o fr f:'i-.'.:fru'.r.;.' rrrrn'rrm'.ug Huwan { 'r.'urrnl'rru.:.l'l':rg, see . 3.

# The mprint of the work names C. Borbet as the publisher. This, despite the apparent attempt
at secreey reganding the roles of Hume and Moon, & nothing more than o simple tvpographical
ervor, O e, Charles) Corbett did do business ar the address found on the imprint: viz, ar Adddse's
Head, over-against 5t. Duwstan's Charch, n Fleei-steeer”. Moreover, advertisements of the Abitrac
correctly give the name, "G Corbert’; see Sect, & below,

* Bratish Library, Add. MS 48800, fo. 16: dated *Febry O and under the heading *T Account of
Mr Joho Moon® there 18 the entev: “To printing an Abstract of a Treanse on Human MNamore 2
Sheets English Octave @ 14 per Sheet 300 Copies 1587-" Strahan’s ledger entry i mentioned by
Wo B Todd, ‘David Hume, A Preliminary Bibhography®, 191; Connon, ‘Some Home WS
Alterations on 3 Copy of the *Absiract™”, 353 n. K. W, Connon and P M. Polland, “On the
Authorship of Hume's dbareact’, 66,
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The fact that Corbett sohicited opportunities to keep publishing secrets gives
all the explanation one needs tor his willingness to become front man for an
analysis produced by Hume, and billed, as the Absiract was, to Hume's pub-
lisher."® The fact that it was Noon who arranged for the London printing of
the Abstract does not establish that the work was written by Hume, but it is
another bir of positive evidence in so far as it indicates that Noon was a part
of the plan to use the Abstract o publicize the Treafise.

{4) Robert Connon found, in the Briush Library, a copy of Volume 3 of the
Trearise contaning extensive amendments in Hume's hand, As he has also
reported, a copy of the Abgtract 1s bound together with this copy of Volume
3, and this copy of the Abseract also includes amendments. There are six such
amendments, iive of which are in Hume's hand and which have the character
of authorial amendments,™ Amendments of this sort, found in such close
physical proximity to the substantial authorial amendments which Hume
made to a copy of Volume 3 of the Treairse, substantially strengthen the
grounds for attributing the Abstract to Hume,

{(3) Some of Hume's contemporaries knew or assumed that he had written
the work. An extant copy of the first edition of the Adstract, a copy inscribed
‘Cowbridge Sociery 17407, bears also, in what I judge w be a second and
later eizhteenth-century hand, the turther note, “This tract was published
by 1), Hume to draw the attention of the public to his first work which tell
dead born from the press”.'"™ Mark Spencer has found that the Abstracr was
discussed and attributed to Hume in 1818 in the New Meonthly Magazine,
and again in 1821 in the tourth edinon of the Universal Brographical Dicrio-
nar). " Most importantly, an anonymous review of the Trearise, pubhished in

It may be that Hume himself ultimately bore the cost of publishing the 4seact, this being one
reasonable mlerence from his cemark o Hotcheson, *T have got i [the Absraet] printed in London®
{ Letlers, 10377,

" Connon, *Some Hume M5 Alterations on a Copy of the “Abstract™", The sixth hand-written
amendment found in this copy (substituting ‘reasoning’ for ‘question” ar +15.013) i fownd inall of
the copies of the Abstract T have examined or had reports of (including Hume"s own copy], and was
Likely made on copies before they were sold. All six amendments are recorded in Editing the Texis,
Sect. 3.3 (Register B).

T has copy 15 nthe collection of the brary of Union Theslogical Semimary; T am mdebted to
John Cosoof the U'TS Labreary for g reproduction of the urle-page of thiscopy, The phrase Tell dead
born from the press’ 15 used in Humies desceription of the history of the Trearse in his autobiogra-
phy, a work Arst published in 1777 "My Own Life’, 2}, Thus it i safe to conclude that this note was
written after that date.

WAL G Spencer, “Another “Curiows Legend ™ about Humes Adw Abstracr of o Trearise of Hamas
Matwre, =4, N, K. Smith pointed out that the Ukiversal Siageaphical Dicrismary of 1827 reported
that Hume had *princed a small analyvss of it [the Preaties], ina sis-penny pamphlet, to make itsell’.
Smith, finding that this dictionary had been first published i TB00, mistakenly assunwed that the
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the Bibliothégue raisonnée for the spring ot 1740, implicicly attributed the
Abstracr o the author of the Treatise: substantal pornons of this review
derive directly from the Afstract, but are presented as discussions of the
Treatise " Why would this reviewer have made such an assumption, or
how, even, have received a copy of the Apsiract? Perhaps because Hume
himself had sent a manuscript copy of the Akstract to Willlam Smith, This
15 one likely reading of the admittedly meagre remarks in the letter of
4 March 1739." Hume hopes that *Mr Smith’ has received the copy of the
Treatize sent by Noon, and a letter sent by Hutcheson, He then says: *1 have
not heard vet what he has done with the Abstract. Perhaps you have.” This
last remark suggests that Hume himself, because he sent the Abstract w
Smith, has reason to hear about 1t from Smith. Because he has not so heard,
he wonders if Hutcheson has, In short, Hume seems to be saving: Noon sent
the Treatise to Smith; vou (Hutcheson) sent a letter to Smuth; T sent the
Abstract to him; I haven't heard if any of these missives have reached their
destination; have you?

Alternatively, the anonymous reviewer may also have had a printed copy of
the Afstract thar had been sent to William Smith by Noon, for the latter had
been sending books for review in the Biblrothe gue raisonnée since 1ts inception
in 1728, Indeed, Noon had more books reviewed in the Bibiiothe gue raisonneée
than any other British publisher."™ It would be surprising, then, it Noon,
who had sent the two volumes of the Treatize to Smith, had not also sent him
acopy of the Abstract. Moreover, it is indisputably the case thata notice of the
publication of the Aéstract appeared in the spring 174) 1ssue of the Biblio-
thégue raisonnée, the issue in which the review of the Treatize appeared. '™
Consequently, it may be that both Hume and Noon sent copies of the
Abstrace to Smith.

However the Abstract reached the Biblrothé gue rassonnée, one thing 1s clear.
Assuming that *Mr Smith” 1s William Smith accounts i a convincing way for
all the otherwise puzzling elements in the situation: a Mr Smith known w

authorship of the Abstract hod been continuously atiribeied to Home from thar dore; see Smith,
‘Review of the Kevnes—Sraffa Edition of the Akdrace’,

" The wse of the Absrace m this review was first noted in J. W, Yolton, "Hume's _dfstrect in the
Bebliotledgue Ruimmwde’, The Hebliothégie hritarsigne alzo supposes the Abstrecd to be the work il the
author of the Frestize, but attributes both works to the wrong philosopher; see below, Sect. 7.

W Assuming the Absteact was sent to the Bebliothiégue rasonnde by Hume, the reviewer of the
Treative would perhaps have worked from a manuscript copy of the fksrace, tor printed copies of
that work were notavatlable before % Feb 1740,

e For o complete list of books reviewed in the Bibfiothégre raismrnde, see Lagareigue, U feople
de b caltwre enropdenne. . fa Bibliothéque raisonnée, 2858-354.

WA translation of this notice of the Abstract is reproduced in Sece, 7.8 below:
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Hutcheson and to whom his letter has been sent; the dispatch of acopy of the
Treatise to this Mr Smith; John Noon's co-operation in the affair; the strong
sense of morals of both Hume and Hutcheson, which would indeed have
prevented them from arranging for a pirated edivon of the Treatise, but
which would have been no barrier atall to concerted eftorts {involving Noon)
to arrange for a review in a well-known journal.,

If this evidence confirms that Hume's authorship of the Abstract 15 now
beyvond reasonable doubr, then that work can be trusted to tell us some-
thing about his conception of the Treatise. Recognizing that many poten-
tial readers ot his longer work were unaccustomed to abstract reasonings
and disinclined to pursue them with the etlort required, Hume took a step
that he thought might *seem somewhat extraordinary’. He attempted to
make a much longer work *more intelligible to ordinary capacities, by
abrideging it"; or, more accurately, he focused on what he in his title calls
the chiet argument of the Treatise, and this he ‘carefully traced from the
beginning to the end” {Afs. Prefl 4). Asa consequence, once he has set the
stage with necessary background (A#s. 1-7), the following ninereen para-
graphs are given over to what 1s described asan *explication of our reason-
ings from cause and effect’, mcluding ‘probabilities, and those other
measures of evidence on which hife and action entirely depend, and which
are our guides even in most of our philosophical speculations’ (40s, 4).
This explication culminares with a discussion of the origin of our idea of
necessary connection or power, and concludes that “either we have no wdea
at all of force and energy, and these words are altogether insigmificant, or
they can mean nothing but that determination of the thought, acquired by
habit, to pass from the cause to 1ts usual effect’ (Ads, 26). Another four
paragraphs inform the reader “of what our author says concerning free-
will’, noting that he *has laid the foundation of his doctrine in what he said
concerning cause and effect, as above-explained’, and quoting the
summary of the analvsis of cause and effect found at Trearise 2.3.1.3—4
{Abs. 31—=4). In sum, two-thirds of the Abstract 15 devored to a discussion of
the matters relating to cause and effect and causal inference, thus leaving
little doubt abour what Hume in late 1739 took o be art the core of the
Treatise, or, at least, of Book 1.

Along the way, as we saw earlier, the Abstragt makes other interesting
remarks about the ¥reanize and its author, Book 1, for example, is said to be a
logic’ and is intended to remedy a defect found in other logics: their failure
to deal with probabilities. More generally, the Treatise is said o contain *a
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oreat number of speculations very new and remarkable” ( 4hs. 4). T'he philos-
ophy in it is said to be *very sceprical’, ending *to give us a notion of the
imperfections and narrow limits of human understanding’. And:

Almast all reasoning is there reduced to experience; and the belief, which attends
experience, 15 explained to he nothing but a peculiar sentiment, or lively conception
produced by habit. Noris this all, When we believe any thing of external existence, or
suppose an object to exist a moment atter 11 15 no longer perceived, this belief 15
nothing bura sentiment of the same kind, Our authorinsists upon several ather seep-
tical topics, and upon the whole concludes, that we assent to our faculties, and
employ our reason only because we cannot help it. Philosophy would render us

entirely Pyrrfomian, were not nature too strong for in (ks 27)
T'he final paragraph begins with another important interpretive comment:

Thro" this whole book, there are great pretensions to new discoveries in philosophy;
but if any thing can enttle the author to so glorious a name as that of an rventar, 'tis
the use he makes of the principle of the sssociation of wWeas, which enters into most

of his philosophy. (Abs, 35)

4, REVISING BOOK 1

Hume began revising Book 1 of the Treatise even as Book 2 was being
printed. Sensing that his wse of the term magivation could confuse his
readers, and concluding that the note on this same term at 2,2.7 6 was both
poorly placed and inadequare, he prepared a new and longer note (now n, 22
o L3 10 19 and had this inserted, by means of acancel, at theend of 1.3.9.7%

In the nearly two years that elapsed berween the publication of the first
two and the third volumes of the Treanse, Hume was able to assess reactions
to the earlier volumes and thus added to Volume 3 an Appendix *Wherein
some Passages of the foregoing Volumes are illustrated and explain’d’. As
it happens, it is only passages from Volume 1 that are illusirated or
explained,

In mid-March ot 1740, in a letter to Hutcheson asking for advice about the
publication of the third volume of the Trea fise, Hume gave clear signs of his
dissatistaction with the two volumes already published. 1 wait with some

U= Hecawse they have mispercerved the physical evidence, previous editors have suppaosed that
Hume arranged o add notes at the end both of 1.3%and of 227, While it is true that a cancel was
printed o replace pp. 1678 (M4 of the Tst edn, of Vol, 2, this cancel remates Pre sate, For further
mlormation about this change, see below, Editimg the " lexrs, Secr, 1,22,
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Impatience for asecond Ediion’, he said, *principally on Account of Alteranons
I intend to make in my Performance’, then added thar he wished he *cou’d
discover more fully the particulars wherein I have fail’d’, as this would give
him the opportunity of ‘frankly confessing [his] Errors™."™

This last sentiment 1s repeated in the Appendix: *There i1s nothing I wou'd
more willingly lav hold of, than an opportunity of confessing myv errors; and
shou’d esteem such a return to truth and reason o be more honourable than
the most unerring judgment. A man, who 15 free from mistakes, can pretend
to no praises, except from the justmess of his understanding: But a man, who
corrects his mistakes, shows at once the jusmess of his understanding, and
the candour and ingenuity of his temper.” And, although Hume goes on w
say that, with one exception, he has ‘not yet been so fortunate as to discover
anv very considerable mistakes’ in the first two volumes of the Trearise, he
has *found by experience, that some of my expressions have not been so
well chosen, as to guard against all mistakes in the readers’. It is *chiefly w
remedy this defect’, he explains, that he has “subjoin’d the following
appendix’ (App. 1).

A survey of the Appendix reveals that its twelve distinguishable elements
are concerned with eight substantive topics. Ed. App. 2 presents these
twelve elements in the order of their original publicanon. To see the same
elements in the same order, but as dispersed in accordance with Hume's
instructions, see, in thisorder: App. 1-9, 1.3.5.4-5, 1.3.7.7, n. 21 at 1. 3.8.5,
LA 10.10-12 {on belief); 1.3.14.12 (on the source of the idea of power
or necessary connection); App. 10-21 {(on personal identity); App. 22
{on the means by which we know the distance between objects, and the dif-
ferences there may be between two ideas of the same object); n. 5ac 1.1.7.7
{on simple ideas and resemblance); 1.2.4.22 and 31 {on the standard of
equality in geomerrv); n. 12 to 1.2.5.26 (on the intrinsic hmitations of our
enquiries).

It has not been possible to account for Hume's concern to clarify some
of these 1ssues."® But the occasion of interest noar least one of them s
clear, In his letter of 16 March 174), Hume reters to his conversation with
Hutcheson, saving thar this *has furnish’d me a hint, with which I shall

e etrer of 16 March |T.-'!-'.|I ||'_..-'.'|'.-'r1'I 1: Ax=U, |hi= letter 15 |.|_I:l||r|_'|.|. Imnare I'_lJ]|'| i Meer, JiF
helow.

ME T he review of Vol, T ol the Prearse i the Bebliorhéque resonnde (for detnils, see Sect., 7.6
below) ratses some of the issues dealt with in the Appendix, but as that review draws heavily on the
Absteact, sorting out its influence on Hume, in contrass o Hume's influence on it s 8 complex
matter that cannot be pursued here.
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augment the 2d Edmon’. The hint had to do with ssmilarity and separability
as these apply o simple ideas. As Hume pur it

The Word, ssmple Idea, 15 an abstract Term comprehending different [ndividuals
that are similar. Yet the point of their Similarity from the very Mature of such ldeasis
not distinet nor separable from the rest. Is not this a Proof, smoeng many others, that

there may be a stmilarity without any possible Separation even in thought?

The Appendix expands on this issue in the paragraph that now constitutes
note yar1.1.7.7.

‘expressions’, or with the alleged unimtelhgibility of some of his discussions,
The review Hume called ‘somewhat abusive’, that in the fisiery of the Warks
of the Learned, had complained, sometimes scathingly, about the inscrutable
stvle of the Treatise. By the avtumn of 1740 (when the Appendix was
printed}), Hume 15 likely to have known about the review in the Biffiothe gue
raisennee, where 1t 15 said that Hume's dehnition of belief, “A lively wdva,
refated to or associated with a present mpression”, would be unintelligible had
we not been prepared for it by the extensive argument that precedes it Even
with this background, the reviewer adds, perhaps one snll needs to say, *Frar
Sl Then, taking his cue from a copy of the Abstraci, he goes on to be
more specihe about the additional illumination needed:

some will doubtless ask fora clearer and more developed account of what constitutes
the peculiarand distinctive character of this fvely rdea that our philosopher makes to
be the essence of heliell To say that when we felieve that a ball struck with a certain
measure of foree acquires a certain measure of motion, we have @ bvedier idea and one
that is more sensibly £4r by the mind than when we anly conceive it—that is surely to
speak a language in great need of explanation. What is this feefing? What is this rdea
that s frvelier thaw a merve r{-'u.:'a'jrfrrm:: The author has greal difficulr ¥ duﬂn:in__l.{ it. He is
unable o find terms that precisely represent his views, The feeling of beficf, when
compared with the mere idea of a thing, he calls sometimes a more anomated concep-
Frake, SOMEtimes a strasger concepiion, and sometimes a more iptensive concepfion, But
none of this adequatelv explains what he wants to sayv, He admits this, and in order to
supply what is lacking he appeals to experience.,..|which shows that belief] makes
the mind feef what would otherwise only be more faintly cancerved, '

e Letter of 1O Marvel 174, Leriers, 13 3819,

M Review of the Treaties in the Bibliethspue radonnde, April-June 1740, in Fieser (ed.), Harly
Responses, 35 538, Another review complaming of the obscurity of these volumes appeared i the Cer-
fengesche Keitungen von gelelrien Sachen, 7 Jan, 1740 (see Sect, 7.2). There is no evidence thar Hume
saw this review.

M Review of the Freatise in the Bebliotheque radsonnde, in Fieser (ed.), Farly Resparses, 30 58,
Bvapring 1740 Hume had made the admission mentioned only in 46, 22, which the reviewer is here
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It 15 also lhikely that Hume's views on central epistemological and
metaphysical issues were challenged in discussions among his friends and
acquaintances. According o James Boswell, Home (that 1s, *Lord Kames'),
who had encouraged Hume in his philosophical endeavours, was pressed by
the latter to give his opinion of the Treatise, and finally did so;

[When David Hume returned home from his travels, he had two velumes of his
Trearise of Human Natwre printed and published. He brought them to Lord Kames,
and begged he would read them. My Lord told him he was guite out of the traimn of
Metaphysicks, in which he never got more light, and declined reading them. Abouta
Month after, David came back and begged he would read them o oblige him. Said
My Lord: “T'll do any thing to oblige vou. But vou must sit by and try to beat your
Book into myv head.”™ He did so, Yer My Lord had no more than a ghimmering of what
was his meaning. Some time after this, My Lord, who had a farm in the country and
had got up at six in a Mayv Morning when there was nothing to do in the fields, took
up David’s Book, and as a proof that thoughts ripen in the Mind imperceptibly, he
read it, to his astonishment, with the clearest understanding, And he sar down and
wrote Observations upon it, David, who used to come frequently to him, came soon
after. “Well, Davd, 'l tell vou Mews, lunderstand your book quite well.” He shewed
him his Objections, and David, who was not very ready to vield, acknowledged he
was Tight in every one of them. He sard he Nev<Zer> did think as David=2do>esn

that Treatise '

The *Observations’ made that May morning have not as such survived,
but in 1751 Home published his Essays on the Principles of Movality and
Natwra! Relimon, and there, hnding epistemological and metaphysical
matters of mterest, made objections to Hume's views on beliet, the idea of
power, and personal identty, Although Home credits Hume's ‘acuteness and
penetration’, he cannot, he savs, accept the view that *a lively idea and belief
are the same’, for then ‘credulity and a hively imaginavon would be always
connected, which does not hold n fact. Poetry and painting produce hively
ideas, but thev seldom produce belief.”"" Supposing that events something

paraphrasing. There are other such atmibotions of discwssions or points of view, found only m
the Adstrace, to the author of the Dreatre, Consequentls, s clear that the reviewer supposed that
the Absiracr and the Treatue were the work of the same person.

U Boswell, Provare Pepers firom Malakide Castle, 15; 273—4 The reliability of this account must
b questioned. This interview berween Boswell and Home took place on 31 Jan, 1778, nearly forty
yvears after the events reported, and Boswell waited a week to recond his account. Thar Hume
acknowledged the soundness of all Home’s objections & no more hkely than that, on a May
morning, there was nothing to doin the fields of a Scortish Farm. Home's copy (known as the Kames
copylof the Trearize 15 now lecated in the Hoose Library of Philosophy, University of Southern
Californsa, For further information abourt this copy, see below, Editing the Texrs, Secrs, 1,21, 3
and 1.7.5. WE Feegys ont the Prisi r'}:'.l'.-.':. r.l_||".lfr.lr|r|".ll'_;.rdr.'r|r MNaruial Hn.'.ra:q fai, 223,
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like those Boswell described took place in 1739, and that Home made this
same objection on that occasion, we can then readily understand why the
Appendix contains two substanoal addioons (1.3.5.4-5; 1.3 10.10-12) that
attempt to clarify precisely how it 15 that behel differs from the heightened
ideas characteristic of poetry and painting,

Home may also at some time have raised with Hume questions about
Treatise L4, Of personal dentity, tor in a lengthy segment of the Appendix
Hume reviews his discussion of that topic and concludes that there s
somethimg—something he cannot put his finger on-—wrong with it, At the
beginning of his discussion he savs that
upon o more steict review of the section concerning personal edentity, [ find myself
invely'd in such a labyrinth, that, I must confess, I neither know how to correct my
former opinions, nor how to render them consistent. If this be not a good general
reason for scepticism, “tis at least a sufficient one {if I were not already abundantly
supply’d) for me to entertain a diffidence and modesty in all my decisions { App, 10},

And at the end he says:

[d our perceptions either inhere in something simple and individual, or did the
mind perceive some real connexion amonyg them, there wou’d be no difficulty in the
case, For my part, I must p|1.“.1|] the pri'.'i]:.'l.',t' of a sceplic, and confess, that this difh-
culty 1% too hard for my understanding. | pretend not, however, to pronounce it
absolutely insuperable. Others, perhaps, or myself, upon more mature reflection,
may discover some hypothesis, that will reconcile those contradicnions, {(App. 21)

I Home's objections led Hume to these selt-doubts, one would very much
like to know what these objections were. They seem not to be, however, meluded
in Home's Eways, tor, although that work includes a section entidled *Of vhe 1dea
of Sell” and of Personal Identity’, the position taken by Home appears to be one
that Hume had already tound wantng in 1.4.6.1-2. Home writes:

[t 15 an undoubted truth, that [a man]| has an orginal feeling, or consciousness of
himself, and of his existence; which, for the most part, accompanies every one of his
impressions and ideas, and every action of his mind and bodv. . Tris this perception,
or consciousness of sclf, carricd through all the different stages of [ife, and all the
varicty of action, which is the foundation of perseral identitp.,'™

The last item in the Appendix appearsas a note (now n. 12 to 1.2.5.26) near
the end of Hume's discussion of the vacuum and of the possibality of anidea

M Tkl 231=3, I must be poted, however, that Hume was Inver oo tell Home that e “Tikn exceed-
ingly vour Method of explaining personal Identity as more satisfacrory tham any thing that had ever
oocur'd tome’ { Letter of 24 July 1746, ¥ew Ledrers, 201}, The precise text on which Flume 15 come-
menting is not exiant, bt i may have been o draft of the marerial lnter published in Fesaps on Hhe
Prineiples of Morality and Narural Religing, 231-6. See also Sect. 9.1,
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thercof. This discussion of these topics may ke on added sipnificance
because it is Hume's last known revision to Book 1 and because he incorpo-
rates into it remarks abourt the appropriate goals and expectations for narural
and moral forms of the Newtonian philosophy. He begins the note by sug-
gesting that:

As long as we confing our speculations to the appearances of objects to our senses,
without entering into disquisitions concerning their real nature and operations, we

are safe from all ditficulties, and can never be embarrass’d by any guestion.
He then goes on to suggest that:

If we carry our enquiry bevond the appearances of objects to the senses, [ am afraid,

that most of our conclusions will be full of scepticism and uncertainty.

And he ends by remarking that, so far as ‘the Newonian philosophy' s
concerned,

nothing is more smtable ... than a modest scepticism te a certamn degree, and a fair

confession of 1gnorance in subjects, that exceed all human capacitv,

Seen as a part of the story of the writing and publication of the Treatise,
the Appendix is in some ways more important than s brief length would
sugeest, For all its brevity, it reveals something about Hume, about his will-
ingness to clarifv his positions and to admit philosophical shortcomings, It
also tells us something abour the kinds of amendment he would have made
had he been able to produce the second edition, which he awaited with impa-
tence in March 1740, On this projected edition he may have done substan-
tially more work than has vet been found, As late as 184 there were in
existence copies of both Volumes | and 2 of the Treatise containing extensive
marginalia m Hume's hand. These two volumes were a part of the Hume
Library catalogued by an Edinburgh bookseller after the death of Hume's
nephew, David Hume the Younger (1757-1838). A far-reaching search (well
over 2,000 libraries were approached, and advertisements were published in
literary and bibliographical periodicals) located several unrecorded copies of
the first edition, but we still have only the bookseller’s brief and tantalizing
record of these volumes and the revisions they contain, or contained:

Hume, David. A Treanse of Human Mature, 2 vols. 8 Halfhound uncut. Lond|on, |
1734,

#EE This Copy has got a Vast of Corrections and Additions in the handwriting of the
Author*

5 For further derails, see Movton and MNovton, Dewd Hame Libeery, 1023, item 647
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5. REVISING AND PUBLISHING BOOK 3

Sometime during the summer of 1739, Francis Hutcheson read and com-
mented on the manuscriptof Book 3 of the Treatise. These comments, which
Hume “perus’d. . with Care’, are lost, but from Hume's reply to them, the
peneral nature of Hutcheson's comments may sometmes be inferred. '
This reply also provides us with some helpful ideas about the revisions w
Book 3 made as a consequence of these comments.

From Hume's letter of September 173% we can infer that Hutcheson's
comments were substantial, and that they included ar least an imphet
demand for clarification and the expression of some important disagree-
ments,' Hume begins by thanking Hutcheson for his useful *Reflections on
my Papers’, and then goes on to add: *You have mistaken myv Meaning in
some Passages; which upon Examination Lhave found o proceed from some
Ambiguity or Defect in my Expression.’

For the most part, we are left without any way of knowing which passages
Hutcheson was supposed to have misunderstood, but in a substanual post-
script to this same letter Hume twice suggests that his discussion of certain
centrally important topics 15 in need of clanification, He first writes:

[ cannot forbear recommending another thing to vour Consideranon. Actions are
nol Virtuous nor vicious; but only so fur as they are pnrn‘l?s of certain Cualitys or
durable Principles in the Mind. This is a Point I shou'd have establish’d more
expressly than [ have done. Now [desire vou to consider, if there be any Cruoality, that
15 virtuons, without having a Tendency either to the public Good or to the Good of
the Person, who possesses it [f there be none without these Tendencys, we may con
clude, that their Merit is derivd from Svmpathy I desire vou woa'd only consider the
Tendencys of Qualitys, not their actual Operation, which depends on Chance, '

e Ledrers 12 32, For Hutcheson's earlier response to Vols, 1 and 2, see Sect. 2 abowve.,

W Letrers, 10 323,

1% Tt muay be more difficult than some have supposed to reconstroct Hotcheson's objections.
Hutcheson also saud that it 15 not actions, but qualities of mind, that are virtuoos or vicious: ‘Every
Action, which we apprehend as either morally good or s3al, is always suppos™d to flow from some
Affection oward sensitive Matures; and whatever we call Firtae or Fiee, is either some such A ffee-
feorey oo some Acteon consequent wpon 8 [ Degeory 2.2, 15 0f, 25,1, 12 14). He also sopposed that svm-
pathy is a feature of our psychelogical makeup, and a feature that has a rele in our moral assessments.
In am early work he said that the *“Observation of the Happiness of others, 5 made the necessary
Crocasion of Pleasure, and their Miserv the Occasion of Pain®, and then added that such “Sympatiy”
i= an “Effect of the Constitution of our Natwre” (Erey 11L3) And even after his exchanges with
Hume he was stll abde v say: © Uhere ave other still more noble senses anad more useful: such s that
spapatfy or fellow-feeling (sympathia, siee sensns comuanmie), by which the state and fortunes of
others affect us exceedingly, so that by the very power of nature, previous to any reasonimg or med-
srabion, we rejoce in the |!||‘||.-\'.|'|u|"il:|' il cotBvers, and sorrow wirh them m ther mosformemes™ and that
‘hy our natural sense of vight and wrong, and our sympathy (eesew . . eosmenes) with others, we
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In view of what Hume has said here, we may reasonably suppose that he
went on to revise or amplifv what he was to publish as 3.3.1, O the origin of
the watural virtues and vices. In support of this hvpothesis there are the
explicit claims found near the beginning of that section:

If any action be either virtuous or viciows, "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. Acrions them-
selves, not procecding from any constant principle, have no influence on love or
hatred, pride or humility; and consequently are never consider’d in morality
(3.3.1.4)

In addition, this same section 18 dominated by a concern for the
subjects rased in Hume's letter: character, quahities of mind, tendencies,
and the principle of sympathy, In the course of the section rendency or
temdencies occurs  thirtv-one times, characfer(s) twenty-six times,
frinciple {s) twenty-two times, and guality or gualitres ifteen times, and *the
nature and force of spmpathy’ 1s considered anew. We can reasonably con-
clude that 3.3.1 was either written or rewritten in response to Hutcheson's
criticisms. '

Hutcheson appears to have raised at least five objections to the views set
out in Hume's draft, One of these, that having to do with the reladon of
motive and virtue, 15 broached by Hume in the second and fimal paragraph of
his postscript. Again, Hume indicares that the manuscript which Hurcheson
has read 15 in need of revision:

You are a great Admirer of Cicers, as well as Lam, Please to review the 4th Book,
de finibis foworim & maloram;, where vou find him prove against the Steics, that
if there be no other Goods but Virtue, tis impossible there can be any Virtue;
because the Mind woud then want all Motives to begin its Actions upon: And
tis on the Goodness or Badness of the Motives that the Vietue of the Action
depends, This proves, that to every virtuous Action there must he a Maotive or
impelling Passion distinet from the Virmue, & that Virtue can never be the sole
Motive to anyv Action. You do not assent to this; tho' | think there is no Proposition
more certain orimpaertant. | mustown my Proofs were not distinet enough, & must

be alterd.

imirmealistely appeove of any persons procuring to himsell or his friends any sdvantages which are
neit hurtful to others' (Shart Tstraductien ta Maorad Plidasephy 11,59 cf, 2.2.1). Thus it was apparently
s detal of Hume's gse of svmpathy, notsyvmpathy per se, that motivated Hurcheson's comment,
For further diseussion, see | Meore, "Hume and Hutcheson, 475 1L B Nocton, *Flume and
Hutcheson; The CQuestion of Influence’, esp. 230, 234-3,

P T hias s nor i seggest thar Home had not alveady adid ressed these subjects, or that they are non
taken up elsewhere in the Trearse see, ez, 211119223 3-5: 33532 3341,
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In the opening paragraphs of 3.2.1, Tusiice, mhether a narural ov artificial
virtue?, Book 3 as it was published explicitly addresses this point about
motives on no less than three occasions, In 3.2.1.2 we are wold:

"Tis evident, that when we praise any actions, we regard only the motives that
produc’d them, and consider the actions as signs or indications of certaim principles
in the mind and temper, " The external performance has no merit.

Andm 3.2.1.4:

[t appears, therefore, thar all virtuous acticns derive their merit only from virtuouos
motives, and are consider’d merely as signs of those motives. From this principle |
conclude, that the first virtuous motive, which bestows a merit on any action, can
never be a regard to the virtue of that action, but must be some other natural motive
or principle. To suppose, that the mere regard to the virtue of the action, may be the
first motive, which produe’d the action, and render’d it virtuous, is to reason in a
circle. Before we can have such a regard, the action must be really virtuons; and this
virtue must be deriv'd from some virtuous motive: And consequently the virtuous
motive must be different from the regard to the virtue of the action, A virtnous
motive is requisite to render an action virtuous, An action must be virtuous, hefore
we can have a regard to its virtue, Some virtwous motive, thercfore, must be
antecedent to that regard.

And if these remarks are not sufficiently explicit and adeguare grounds for
supposing that Huome has altered his text to make both his position and his
proots more distinet, there 18 the single sentence that constitutes 3.2.1.7:

In short, it may be establish'd as an undoubted maxim, that ne action can be virtnous,

or meorally good, unless here be i loman nalure sone motive bo produce o, distanet from

the sewse -rg}'-.'.l'_t THE A'H_}'-

More generally, the term gerron(s) appears torty-three times in 3.2.1, and 15
supplemented by two occurrences of acis; motive(s) and motivation are used
forvy-one tmes; virtie(s) and virteoss a total of thirty-seven tumes. Roughly
a third of the section 15 given over to the precise point of the postscript: *that
to every virtuous Action, there must be a Motive or impelling Passion dis-
tinct from the Virtue, & that Virtue can never be the sole Motive to any
Acnion’, while nearly all of the remainder (3.2.1.10-28) is concerned with
tinding *some motive to acts of justice and honesty, distinct from our regard
to honesty’. Thus we can also reasonably conclude thar 3.2.1 was written, or
rewritten, in response to Hutcheson's criticism.

Turning to the main ext of Hume’s letter of Seprember 1739, we can see
that Hutcheson must have addressed ac least four addinonal 1ssues, He must
in etfect have smid that the account of morals ottered was excessively cool and
abstract, lor Hume, after acknowledging Hutcheson's obliging assistance,
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responds with a lengthy description of the point of view he has taken. In
doing so he articulates a distinction he was to offer, In varying guises, on a
number of occasions. The *Warmth in the Caose of ¥Virtue' thar Hutcheson
misses would be out of place in a work (such as the Trearse 15 meant to be) of
abstract, metaphysical reasonings that purports to provide an anatomy of
human nature, ' This reply tells us still more about the conscious intentions
that shaped Book 3 of the Freatise:

Whart affected me most in vour Remarks is vour abserving, that there wants a certain
Warmth in the Cansc of Virtue, which, you think, all good Men wou™d relish, & cou’d
not displease amidst abstract Enguirys, I must own, this has not happen’d by Chance,
butisthe Ettect of a Reasoning either good or bad. There are ditterent wavs of exam-
iming the Mind as well as the Body. One may consider it cither as an Anatomist or as
a Painter; either to discover its most secret Sprnings & Prnciples or to describe the
Cirace & Beaury of 11s Actions, | imagine it impossible to conjoin these two Views,
Where vou pull off the Skin, & display all the minute Parts, there appears something
trivial, even in the noblest Attitudes & most vigorous Actions: Nor can vou ever
render the abject graceful or engaging but by cloathing the Parts again with Skin &
Flesh, & presenting only their bare Outside. An Anpatomist, however, can give very
good Advice to a Painter or Statuary: And in like manner, [ am perswaded, that a
Metaphysician may be very helpful to a Moralist; tho' I cannoet easily conceive these
two Characters united in the same Work, Any warm Sentiment of Morals, T am
afraid, wou'd have the Air of Declamation amidst abstract Reasonings, & wou'd be
esteem™ contrary to good Taste, And tho' T am much more ambitious of being
esteem’d a Friend to Virtue, than a Writer of Taste; vet [ must alwavs carry the latrer
in my Eve, otherwise [ must despair of ever being servicable to Virtue. 1 hope these
Reasons will satisfy vou; tho at the same time, intend to make a new Tryal, if it be

possible to make the Moralist & Metaphysician agree a little better'!

Hume does not here or elsewhere provide details abour the “*new Tryal” he
mentions, and thus we do not know whether any of the works he published
later, the Ewngurry concerning Human Understanding or the Enguiry concermng
the Principles of Morals, for example, constitute, as some have conjectured, all
or part of such a trial. We do know, however, that during the winter of
1739—4) Hume made at least one further highly significant change in his
manuscript; he *alter’d’ the conclusion to Book 3. Of this we have the incon-
trovertible evidence of an explicit comment tound in the second of his letters
to Hutcheson, that of 4 March 1740, and also what 15 hkelyv to have been the

"™ Hume first ikens his efforts in the Treadise to that of an anatomist at 146,23, where, having
completed an “examination of the several sysrems of philosophy®, he savs that it s ‘now time .t
proceed in the aceurate anatomy of human nature, having fully explain®d the nature of our jude-
ment and understanding’. His earlier resolve 1o make homan natwre os ‘prineipal Soudy & the
Sowrce [of] Truth® was noted in Sect. 1 above. 2 Ferters, 1D 333,
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tour-page manuscript of the conclusion sent to Hutcheson along with that
letter. *Since | saw vou', Hume said in this leter,

| have been very busy in correcting & hmishing that hscourse concerning VMorals,
which vou perus™d; & | llatter myvsell, that the Alterations | have made have improv'd
it very much both in point of Prodence & Philosophy. . the Book is premy much
alter’d since vou saw it & the' the Clergy be alwavs Enemys to Innovations in Phi-
losaphy, vet I do not think they will ind any great Martter of Offence in this Volume.
O the contrary [ shall be disappointed, if Impartial Judges be not much pleas™d with
the Seundness of my Morals. T have sent vou the Corelusion, as T have alter’d it that
you may see Ddesive to keep on good Terms even with the strictest & most rigid. '

The altered conclusion, that 15, the conclusion as actually published,
makes it clear that, however much he may have attempted to meet Hutche-
son's other objectons, Hume generally resisted the tempration to add
declamatory warmth to Book 3. Having briefly at the outset of the conclusion
restated his views about the importance of sympathy in morals, Hume goes
on to say that, ‘were it proper in such a subject to bribe the reader’s assent, or
cmplov any thing but solid argument’, there would here be an abundance of
materials suited to the purpose. *All lovers of virtue {(and such we all are in
speculation, however we may degenerate in pracoice)’, he contnues, ‘must
certainly be pleas’d to see moral distinctions deriv’d from so noble a source’
as sympathy, for this *gives us a just notion both of the generosity and capacity
of our nature’ (3.3.6.3). But after an additional two paragraphs in this vein,
Hume abruptly ends what threatens to become a declamation inconsistent
with the work he had written, *But [ forbear insisting on this subject,” he says,
and explains why: “Such reflections require a work apart, very ditferent from
the genius of the present.” This sad, he addresses himselt directly to Hutch-
eson’s complaint that *Of Morals' lacked warmth in the cause of virtue, He
does so bv concluding Book 3 with a paraphrase of the relevant portion of his
letter of September 173

The anatomist ought never to emulate the painter; norin his accurate disscctions and
portraitures of the smaller parts of the human body, pretend to give his figures any

B Tkl 30—, Hume goes on o say of the text he has enclosed, *You need not vetwen this Copy,
unless vou point out any Passage, which you chink it proper for me to alter.” The manuseripe of the
conclusion of Book 3 now found in the papers of the Boval Seciety of Edinburgh deposited in the
Manonal Library of Scotland (M5 2305%, item 15) seems likely to be the copy sent to Hutcheson,
and to have escaped the general destroction of Hume’s papers (carried out by both Home and, at has
msrruetion, Adam Smith ) enly becanse Hutcheson did not send i back, bur kept o with the leners
he had received from Hume. These marerials were likely given to Hume's nephew, David Home the
Younger, by Hutcheson's son. The four-page manuscript of this part of the Treatie is reproduoced
below, Ead, App. 1. On Humes apparent falore to keep on goad rerms with Hurcheson (zee n, 245)
or the *strictest & most righl’, see Sect. 3.
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graceful and engaging artitude ar expression. There is even something hideous, orat
least minute i the views of things, which he presents; and "tis necessary the objects
shou'd be set more at a distance, and be more cover'd up from sight, to make them
engaging to the eve and imagination. An anatomist, however, 18 admarably fitted to
give advice to a painter; and "tis even impracticable to excel in the latter art, without
the assistance of the former. We must have an exact knowledge of the parts, their
situation and connexion, before we can design with anv elegance or correctness,
And thus the most abstract speculations concerning human nature, however cold
and unentertaining, become subservient to practical maorafity; and may render this
[atter scicnoe more correct in its precepts, and more perswasive in its exhortarions,
{3.3.6.6)

Hutcheson must also have taken excepiion to Hume’s claim that there are
virtues—ijustice, for example—that are, in Hume's werms, fartiiicial’ m so far
as thev are in essential ways developed or conventional, and not, like benevo-
lence, straightforwardly natural fearures of human nature. In contrase,
Hutcheson supposed, as Hume's letter indicates, thatall the virwes could be
resolved into one master virtue, benevolence.

Hume answers this objection by challenging what he saw as Hutcheson's

insufficiently critical use of that important concept, #atural. Hume began by
saving:
[cannot agree to vour Sense of Natwral. Tis founded on final Causes; which s a Con-
sideration, that appears to me pretry uncertain & unphilosophical. For pray, what is
the End of Man? Is he created for Happiness or for Virtae? For this Life or for the
next? For himself or for his Maker? Your Definition of Nesral! depends upon
salving these Questions, which are endless, & quite wide of my Purpose,

Only then, however, does Hume turn directly 1o the objection that his
account of justice sugeests that this virtue 15 unnatural: ‘I have never’, he
msists, ‘call'd Justice unnatural, but only artificial.”*

T'his response also has a parallel in the Treatise as published, Ar 3.2.1.19
Hume wrote:

To avold giving offence, | must here observe, that when I deny justice to be a natural
virtue, I make use of the word, satural, only as oppos’d to artificial. In another sense
of the word; as no principle of the human mind 15 more natural than a sense of virtue;
s0 no virtue 15 more natural than justice. Mankind s an inventive specics; and where
an mvention 15 obvious and absolutely necessary, it may as properly be sad 1o
be natural as any thing that proceeds immediately from original principles, without
the intervention of thought or reflection. Tho' the rules of justice be artifical, they

are not arbtrary. Nor is the expression improper to call them faws of nature; i by

b Letl £FE, 1: ..Ej
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migtural we understand what 15 common ta any species, or even if we confine it to

mean what is inseparable from the species.

Moreover, at 3.1.2.7-10, Hume carefully distinguishes several senses of
safurad as the term apphes to morals. There 15 that which 15 watural rather
than muracelous; morals, the sentments of right and wrong, are certainly
natural in this sense. There is that which is warera! rather than rare or
unnsual,a distinction, he adds, that is often difficult to make, but *if ever there
was any thing, which cou’d be call’d natural in this sense, the sentiments of
morality certamly may,’ for they are umversal (3.1.2.8). There 1s that which
15 mareral rather than arnfioaf—that which 15 done without design or con-
scious intention (and thus 1s appropriately called sateral), and that which 1s
done as a result of design and conscious intention (and thus s appropriaely
called artificial). *Whether the sense of virtue be natural or arttheial’, Hume
says, C'ts impossible for me at present o give any precise answer . Perhaps
it will appear afterwards, that our sense of some virtues is artificial, and thart
of others natural’ (3.1.2.9). There is, inally, that which 1s s furaf rather than
anna tural, Hlume notes that some moralists have argued that virtue 1s natural
and vice unnatural, but this position he dismisses as untenable on the
grounds that both virtue and vice are natural i the first sense of the term
(that 15, neither is miracudons), while if it should happen that vice 15 more
common than virtue, then vice would be, in the second sense of the term,
more natural than virtue,

Would Hutcheson have posed the same objection had these discussions of
the various senses of watwral been included in the manuscript he read?
Perhaps not, 1 do not suggest that, had these remarks been in place, Hutche-
son would have been satisfied by them. | sugeest, rather, that had they been
in place, his objection would have been different, more nuanced, and would
have called for a different kind of response from Hume. It is possible, of
course, that Hume's comments on the diverse meanings of watural were n
place, but that Hutcheson overlooked them. A later critic of the Freatise,
Willhlam Wishart, did just that. But had Huatcheson overlooked the discus-
sions of watural found in the Treatise, would not Hume have replied, as he did
to Wishart, that his clarifications had been overlooked? ' Hume's response 15
limited to denying thar he has said thar justice 15 unnatural, Given thar this
denial follows his remark, “You have mistaken my Meaning in some Passages;
which upon Examination 1 have tound to proceed from some Ambiguity or
Defect in my Expression’, it seems likely that discussions of the concept

15 For Hume's response to Wishart, see Sect. 8 below.
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matural, found at 3.1.2.7-10 and 3.2.1.19, were added to the Trearize in
response to Hutcheson's objections.

We need not be tentative about Hutcheson's part in leading Hume to make
a further comment about the distinction between the artficial and the natural
virtues, for a further discussion of this topic is found in the conclusion to
Book 3, a part of the text we know to have been rewritten with Hutcheson in
mind. Hume's discussion situatesa clarification of this important distinction
within a brief account of the role of sympathy in the development of the
artificial virtues, Thus, after repeating a central thesis of 3, 2—that justice is
fapprov'd of for no other reason, than because it hasa tendency to the public
good™—Hume goes on to insist on two points that he supposed had not been
clear to Hutcheson:

Tho' justice be artificial, the sense of its morality i1s namaral. "Tis the combination of
men, i a system of conduer, which renders any act of justice beneficial to society.
But when once it has that tendency, we saturalfy approve of ir; and of we did not so,
"tis impossible any combination or convention cou’d ever produce that sentiment.
(3.3.6.1,4)

And, Hume continues, though justice 15 a human invention, it is not, as are
most such inventions, dependent on “humour and caprice’. Justice 15 on a
“footing .. . widely different’ from these other inventions, Justice depends on
‘interest’, but the mnterest that gives rise to 1t 15 of a different order and
ubiguitous:

The interest, on which justice 18 founded, is the greatest imaginable, and extends 1o all
times and places, [t cannot possibly be serv'd byvany other invention. It is ebvicus, and
discovers itself om the verv first formanion of society, All these causes render the rules
of justice stedfast and immutable; ar lease, as immutable as huoman namare. And if they
were founded on original instinets, cou’d they have anv greater stability? (3.3.60.5)

In response to what 1s likely to have been Hutcheson's objection that he had
conflated the distinctly moral virtues with such natural abilities as strength,
mtelhgence, and wit, Hume, n his letter of September 1739, replied:

Whether natural Abilitys be Virtues is a Dispute of Words. | think T follow the
commaon Use of Language. Ferius signify’d chiefly Courage among the Romans. T was
just now reading this Character of Alexander the 6th in Guicaardin, In Alessandro
Sesto fu solernia & sagacita singulare: consigho eccellente, efficacia a persuadere
maravigliosa, & a tutte le facende gravi, sollicitodine & destrezeza incredible. Ma
erano queste virmd avanzate di grande intervallo da vied &c."** Were Benevolence the

5 Hume quotes, with minor changes, Francesco Guicetarding, Sierery of faly 1.2 "Alexander

VI was singularly derermined amd sagacious, ourstamdingly judiciows, [endowed with 2] wonderful
power of persuwasion, and he performed every task with solicitude and an incredible skill. These
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only Virtue no Characters cou’d be mixe, but wou'd depend entirely on their Degrees
of Benevolence. Upen the whaole, T desire to take my Catalogue of Vietues [rom
Cireera s Offices, not from the Whele Dty of Mawe [T had, indeed, the former Book
i my Eve in all my Reasomngs.'*

In addition to underscoring the importance of classical sources, especially
Cicero, in the formation of Hume's moral theory, this last comment alerts us
to the likelihood of another set of revisions, to, in this case, the discussion of
the natural virtues and natural abilities found in the third and final Part of
Book 3. Perhaps Treatise 3.3.5, Some farther reflections concerning the natural
abifities," was added to buttress or clarify the material published as 3.3.4, O
nadural abifities, which Hutcheson had read, but bevond the fact that these
are called “tarther reflections’, there 15 little in the text to support this particu-
lar conjecture. Indeed, 1t may be that section 4 was written or revised
response to Hutcheson's objections. Its opening paragraph makes reference
tw “a dispute of words’; the next paragraph menvons “the catlogue of
virtues', and tocuses on Caesar and Cato as deseribed by Sallust; the third
paragraph continues to speak of the ancient moralists, and of the *qualities
which form the greal man’ in terms not unlike those found in Guaiccarding’'s
deseription of Alexander the Sixth, Perhaps, then, section 4 was added w
meet Hutcheson®s objection, and an existing section was merely rettled,
Nowre farther reflections. ... The evidence available leaves a number of possib-
ilities open, but the central point remains: Hume's alterations to Book 3 of
the Treanse, made in direct response to Hutcheson's criticisms, likely
included significant revisions to his discussion of natural abilines.

virtues, however, were [always| preceded by long pertods of vice, erc.” The vices in question are then
lisred and show Alexander’s characrer to Tave indeed been mived,

1 Two works with this title were available to Hume. The older of the twe, and the likely target
of Hume's reference, 1= The hele Dty of AMan, an ant-Calvinist, Anghican work now widely
atrributed o Richard Allestree, This wenk was first published n 16538 with the longer otle, T
Prasrice wf Chroatian Graces, ov, te T hafe Duty of Mar_ That the voung Home was familiar with thas
wiork is confirmed by his last conversation with James Boswell, when he spoke of having made an
aharract of the ‘catalogue of vices' tound ar the end of the work; see above, n. 2. Hlume was later to
write: I suppose, if ClcERe were now alive, it would be found difficult to fetter his noral sentinvents
b marrow syatems; or persuade himg that no gualities were to be admitted a8 wripes, or acknow-
ledged o bea partof persewal sreeds, but what were recommended by The TFhale Dty of Man® {EPM
Appx. 4 n. 72). Hume would also have been familiar with Sanouel Pufendor™s D affcie bomines of
civis et fepea mataralem, first published in 1673, a work translated and published as The IFede Daly
af Maw aceording to the Lawe of Nature in 1691, Home wouald likely have read this book imone of the
many Larim editaoms available at the time, and thus would Likely have referved o ar by ars Latin oile,

BT Fetrers 1334,

1% We have emended the title of this section, which follows 3.3.4, OF nateral abifiees, from Yo
ﬁ.'.l'é ber r;:.."!;u']’.'r.-m wr fhe mataral vertees. Uore reasons for r'l'l.ﬂiil'l!{ thisclian e A ST OuE iz |y, |".-:.'|iT5r'|E
the Texts, Register B, entry 391 vitle and n. 160 there.
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Finally, Hutcheson had pointed out certain passages that struck him as
imprudent or irreligious. 1 shall therefore conclude with telling yvou’, Hume
wrote in response, ‘that [ intend to follow vour Advice in altering most of
those Passages yvou have remarkt as defective in Point of Prudence; tho’ |
must own, | think vou a hittle wo delicate. Except a Man be in Orders, or be
immediatly concern’d in the Instruction of Youth, [ do not think his Charac-
ter depends upon his philosophical Speculations, as the World is now
model'd; & a little Liberty seems requisite to bring into the public Notce a
As Hume is here principally

L ell]

Book that 1s calculated for so few Readers,
concerned with removing possibly offensive passages from a version of his
text no longer extant, we obviously can torm no precise ideas of the passages
m question. I, however, 1t was a matter of removing passages that might
offend the religious, we can remark the thoroughness with which he per-
formed this excision, for terms referring to a supreme being (Denty, God, and
cognates) occur only mfrequently in Book 3, and the few discussions of
matters that impinge on religion seem designed to appear uncontentious to a
predominantly Protestant audience. '™

Hume's first letter to Hutcheson reveals an author eager to win the
approval of a highly regarded older philosopher, and to reach serious readers.
To achieve this end he was prepared o alter or expand his arguments, but not
to abandon the philosophical conclusions to which he had been led by his
long period of study. He appears generally to have addressed Flutcheson's
objections by holding his ground whale offering clartheation and amplifica-
tion, His willingness to delete those passages that could be oftensive o the
religious may sugeest the contrary, but such deletions cannot be assumed to

v Fetters, 3 Hume was indeed later to find that che perceived character of those “immediatly
comeern'd in the Instruction of Yourh® does in fct depend on their *philosophical Speculations”, for
in 1745 the philasophical views set out m the Treefoe provides] a focos for the opposinon to his
appoiniment to the Chair of Moral Philosophy at the University of Edinburgh. For further details,
soe Sect, & below,

1 The Desty iz explicitly mentioned only in 5.1 1.4 and 22, where the shorteomings of a reason-
hased account of morals are discussed, and in o note in the Appendix (now o, 3006 L3 1412), Seem-
ingly innecuous references to religion are foand at 14713, 3127, and 3.2.4.2. Hume may alse
have made small additions meended to show that he wished no quareel with the religious. For
example, to his sugpestion that the myvstery surrounding a promise can be comparesd to that of tran-
substantiation or holy orders (3.2.5.14), he may have added his brief n. 78: 1 mean so far, as holy
orders are suppos’d o produce the sdefidle character. In other respects they are only a legal
gualification.” And, having said ‘thar many religious declaimers decry” the heroic virmees as ‘purely
pagan amd natoral’, and that these individoals ‘represent to ws the excellency of the Chraas reli-
wion, which places humality in the rank of vartoes, and corrects the judgment of the world, and even
of philosophers, who so generally admire all the efforms of pride and ambition”, he may have later
added: "Whether this virtue of humility has been rightly underseood, 1 shall noe pretend to deter-
ke, [ am content with the concession, that the world ||.:|r'|I|:J.||:|.' enteens 1 well-re |:|:lI|.:|T|.'-|.'| [+ i,
which secretly animates our conduct’ (3.3.2.13).
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show that he was willing to alter his fundamental views i order to gain either
Hutcheson's approval or a greater readership. In fact, in assessing this round
of prudential revision, we should bear in mind that the majority of Hume's
contemporaries supposed morals in some manner dependent on the Deiry
and rehigious belief, while the account of morals found in the Treatise 1s
entirely secular. The removal of those passages Hurcheson thought likely o
offend would 1n no way alter this fact, but Hume could hope that with the
excision of passages overtly critical ot religion or the religious his readers
would better appreciate his anatomy of morals,

In another letter to Hutcheson written later in the same month, Hume asks
for advice on what he called a “Point of Prudence’
[ have concluded & Reasomng with these two Sentences. When you provoance any
Actran oy Character to be vecrons, you mean wotfog bat that froor the particelar Consii-
tuteons of your Nature pou have a Feeling or Sentiment of Blame from the Conteaplation
af it Vice & Fretwe, therefore, may be conspar 'd to Sousds, Colours, Heat & Cold, iwhich,
accarding to modern Philesoply, are ot Qualitys in Obgects bt Perceptions in the Mmd':
Andd this Discovery in Morals, fike that other m Physicks, s te be rerarvded as a mighty
Advancement of the specalatrve Sciences; the’ fike that foo, i fas fitle or we Influence on
Practice. Is not this ladd a lictle [too stro|neg? 1 desire vour Opinion of it, tho [ cannot
entirely promisc to conform myvself to it

We do not know 1if Hutcheson made any reply regarding the two sentences.
The textof 3.1.1.26 ncludes two sentences very like these, but the reasoning
or argument of which they are a part does not end with them, Rather, Hume
ends the paragraph with a brief explanation of why it is that this ‘Discovery
i Morals’ has no significant effect in practice:

Mothing can be more real, or concern us more, than our own sentiments of pleasure
and uneasiness; and 1f these be favourable o virtue, and unfavourable o vice, no

fmoTe Can be ruqu:i:iil-..' ta the regulation af gur conduct and behaviour

In the first of his March 1740 letters to Hutcheson, Hume, after reporting
that he had been busy correcting and finishing Book 3 of the Treatise, takes
upan entirely ditferent topic, a suitable publisher for his third volume. *Tshall
setout for London in three Weeks or a Month with an Intention of publish-
ing it', he wrote, and he then went on to say:

The Bookseller, who printed the first two Volumes, s very willing to engage (or this;
& he tells me that the Sale of the first Volumes, the' not very quick, vet it improves,
[ have no Acquaintaince among these Folks, & very little Skill in making Bargains.
There are two Favours, therefore, T must ask of vou, viz to tell me what Copy-Money

U Letiers, 12 3840, Hume goes on in this lerter to give further insight inte his moral views, For
hism additicnal remarks, see Editors’ Annotations, ann, 200 28
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| may reasonably expect for one Edition of a thousand of this Volume, which will
miake a four Shillings Book;"™ And, if vou know any honest Man in this Trade, tosend
me a Letter of Recommendation 1o him that T may have the Choice of more than one
Man to bargain with. Tis with Reluctance | ask this last Favour; the’ [ know your
Authoraty will go a great Way to make the Matter easy for me. 1 am sensible, that the
point is a little delicate. Perhaps vou may not care to recommend even toa Bookseller a
Book that may give Offence to religious People: Perhaps vou may not think it caleulated
for public Sale. L assure vou, therefore, that 1 shall not take [it] in the least amiss, if vou
refuse me. Ishall onlv say with regard to the first Article, that the Book is pretty much
alter’d since you saw it; & tho’ the Clergy be always Enemys to Innovations in Philoso-
phy, yvet I do not think they will ind any great Matter of Offence in this Volume, '

Twelve davs later Hume was to ask again itor the desired letier of
recommendation:

[ must trouble yvou to write that Letter vou was so kind as to offer wo Longman the
Bookseller,'™ T concluded somewhat of a hasty Bargain with my Bookseller from
Indolence & an Aversion to Bargaining, as also because [ was told that few or no
Bookseller wou'd engage for one Edition with a new Author. [ was also determin’d to
keep my MName a Secret for some time tho ©find 1 have fail’'d in that Point, 1sold one
Fdition of these two Volumes for fifty Guineas'** & also engag’d myself heedlessly in
a Clavse, which may prove troublesome, viz, that upon printing a second Edition |
shalltake all the Copvs remaining upon hand at the Bookseller's Price at the time, Tis
in order to have some Cheek upon my Bookseller, that | wou’d willingly engage with
another, & 1 doubt not but vour Recommendation wou'd be very servicable fo me,

even tho vou be not p::rr.'unn”]. ‘.'lL'LllJ:J'iI'.I[L'IJ with bm. "™

Hutcheson apparently did give Hume the assistance he had requested, for
i November 1740, Volume 3 of the Treanise was published by Thomas
Longman, This volume, like the precedmmg two, was printed by John Wilson
and published anonymously.

6. ANNOUNCEMENTS AND ADVERTISEMENTS

The first two volumes of the Treatise were published in London in January
17395 A5 snon as possible thereafter, Hume decamped to Scotland and the

ST here s no further evidence indicating the number of copies publshed.
W Fetters 10 30=7; see alsohid, 1: 32-3, quoted above,
Hutcheson's principal early works, his fogary and his Eseap, were both published by Longman.
15 Hume's contracr with Moon, quoted above, Sect. 1, calls for a pavment of “fifty pounds”.
Ve Fetbers 12 38,
T Hume's remark that *In the End of 1738, | published my Treatise’, may only have meant that
he zaw the work throuzh the press at the end of 1738 "My Own Life’, 23, More strictly speaking,

I

458



Historical Account Sect, 6

country, there to await the pubhc’s verdict on his work, For his part, John
Noon, in time-honoured fashion, set about making his new property known.
We can infer that information about the work was sent to the Gentleman s
Magazme and the Scots Magazme, and in due course to the Gattmgische
Aeitungen von gelehrien Sachen, The British periodicals announced the work
along with the other new books for January 173Y; the German one announced
iton 5 March of the same vear."™ The Gentleman’s Magazine announcement
reads:

A Treatise of humane Natare. In 2 Vols, 8vo. Printed for T Noesw. Pr. 105,
The other announcements include only ttle and price:
A Treatise of humane Matuee, Pr. 105,

The carhwest advertisement of the Treatse 1 have seen s that in The London
Evenimg-Post for 257 January 1739

Fhes Day ds pubdishd, Price s
Beantifully printed in tweo Volumes, Octave,

A Treatise of Human Nature; Being an Attempt to Introduce the Expenimental
Method of Reasoning inte moral Subjects. Vol I Treating of the Understanding.
Vol 11, OF the Passions.

Rara temporum felicitas, whi sentire, guer velis, & gua sentias dicere licel. Taciv,

Printed for John Noon, at the White Hart near Mercer's Chapel in Cheapside.

Where may be had,

The Rev. Mr Jackson's Defence of Human Liberty, in Answer to Caro’s Letters,

and other Pieces on that Subject.

Omn 20, 21, and 23 February 1738 advertisements bearing a shghtly difter-
ent message regardmg the Trearise appeared in the London Daily Post, and
Ceneral Advertiger, On 3, 10, and 17 March 1738 this modified text also
appeared in the Cowsiry Journal: or, the Crafisman:

This Dav is publish’d, Price 10k
Beautifully printed im two Volumes, Octavi,
A lreatise of Human Mature; Being an Attempt to Introduce the Experimental
Method of Reasoning into moral Subjects; wherein the MNature of the Understanding

and Passions is examin’d and explain’d.

however, the remark i acewrare, Sceording to the unreformed calendar then in wse, 17 3% would have
begun on 23 March. As can be seen in Sect. 6 below, two of the periodicalzs carrving carly advertise-
ments of YVols, | and 2 are dored Feb, and March 1735810,

12 Information about the German announeement is taken from M. Kuehn, "“Hoame i che G-
fingische Axzeigen: 1730180, 48-9, 63, The Carirgische Zeidturgen von gelehrten Sachen, afver 1753
known as the Geatfimgische Awzeipen von gelelrfen Sachen, may have received itz mfor mation from one
of the British journals.
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Rara temporum felicitas, ubi sentire, guae velis, & guae sentias dicere licet. Tacit.

Printed for lohn Noon at the White Hart in Cheapside, near Mercer’s Chapel.
Where may be had,

The History of the Sevarambians, a People in the South Continent . ..

In April, Noon ceased giving the book top billing, but included it, in both the
London Daily Post (1ssuesof 2, 3, and 4 April 173Y9) and the Lendon Eventig-
Pose (1ssuc of 1012 April 1739), as the second half of an adverusement prin-
cipally given over to a new edition of Bichard Haves's Negotiaror's Mamgazine
now available at the Whate Hart near Mercer's Chapel in Cheapside:

Where may be had, Price 105, (Beautifully printed; in 2 valumes, 8va.)

A Treatise of Human Nature; being an Attempt o introduce the experimental
Method of Reasoning inte Moral Subjects; wherein the Nature of the Understand-
ing and Passions 1s examin'd and explain'd.

Rarva temporum felicitas, bt sentive gua velis, & quee sentias, dicere ficet. Tacit

In March 174) both the Gentleman's Magazime and the Seors Magazine
listed the Abstracr among the month’s new books; the larter read simply: *An
abstract of the treatise of human nature. bd’. The Daily Adveriiser of 11
March 1740, * and the London Evening-Post tor 22-5 March and 15317 April

1740 carried advertisements of the work:

Thras Day as peckelesl ", Prace 6.

An Abstract of a late Philosophical Performance, entitled, A Treatise of human
Mature; being an Attempt to introduce the experimental Method of reasoning into
moral Subjects. Wherein the chief Argument and Design of that Beok, which has
met with such Opposition, and been represented in so terryviving a Laght, is farther
illustrated and explain®d. "

Printed for C. Corbett at Addison’s Head, over-against St. Dunstan’s Church in
Fleet-street,

In 1ts 1ssues for 2830 Ocrober 1740 and for 30 October—1 November 174)

the Londan Eveming Post carried an advertisement for Volume 3

Thes Dy is pabiesh 'd, the Trmn Vorume of A Treatise of HUMAN NATURE,; being
an Attempt o introduce the experimental Method of reasoning inte Mora

W The advertizemnent in the Dwily Adverriser was brought oo my attention by Jane
Boscoe.

w0 Mosmsner speculated thar the title of the Afstracr found in this advertisement was Hume's
original title for the work, but that he later *cooled of T and eliminated the phrase, “eka® fas meet ool
srechk arppagil o, awd Feen represented iv so terepfong a Light”;see Life el David Hame, 124, In response,
WB. Todd pointed out that Strahan’s printing records show that the dkaraer was in print before
the advertisemnents were distributed’, and then suggests that, as *“Hume was then in Scotland, the
e |'|-|'-u'|.'|||_':|r'i'l.'|: title iy fuave been devised '|'|:'.' the |!|ll|'||'i5»:||.|:|' o enhance haw sales”, o ‘nol oneem-
mion practice’; see ‘David Hume: A Preliminary Bibliography®, 204,
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SuniEcTs: With an Appevinx, wherein some Passages of the foregoing Volumes are
tustrated and explain’d.
Printed for T. Longman at the Ship in Pater-noster-Row. Where may be had,
Dhiscourses concerning the Being and Narurar PerFecrions or Gon. . By Jous
AnerneEThy, M. AL

Omn 29 Cetober 174H), and agam two davs later, the London Daily Post, and
Ceneral Advertiser carried the same advertisement, as did the faily Post for 3
NMovember, the Dadly Gazetteer of 1 and 13 November; the Country Fouwrnal:
ar the Craftsman of 15 November; and Commongense: or the Englishman's
Journal of 22 November, of the same vear, None of these advertisements
indicated the price of the book.

No further advertisements of the Treatise or Abstract have been found in
London-based periodicals of the period 17394, and none has been found
in Scottish and provincial periodicals for these yvears. There was, however, an
advertisement in the issue of Reilly's Dbl News-letier tor 13 January 1741:

JUST PURLISHED, and 5010 by 10HN s6MITH, Bookseller on the Blind-Oray near Cord-lld,
A TREATISE OF HUMAN NATURE: Being an Attempt to introduce the Experimental
Method of Reasoning into Moral Subjects, Vol of the UnpERST ANDING. Vol. 1L OF
the passioms, Yol Lol morans.

ALED,

The surrrary HisToRY of CHARLES X11.. . by Gustavas Alderfeld [ie. Adlerfeld |

Among the more interesting advertisements tor the Treatise are those that
appeared roughly hfteen vears later, after Hume had become a well-known
author. In the issue of the Lendon Eventng-Post for 3-7 December 1754, and
of the Daily Advertiser tor 79 December, John Noon advertised the Treatise
with no concern for chronological accuracy:

This Day mwas publish'd, Price 10 5.
In TWO VOLUMES DOTAVE,
ATREATISE on Husan Nature: Being an Attempt to introduce the Experimen-
tal Method of Reasoning inte Moral Sobjects: Wherein the Nature of the Under-
standing and Passions are explain’d.
By the Author of The History of Great Britain,

S ueted from Connon amd Pollard, *On the Authorship of “Hume's™ Abaorce’, 645, The
John Smith mentioned in this advertisement 15 the same bookseller whom Keyvnes and Sraffa sup-
praseal g be the “Mr Smath” of Hume's remark about the Absrrace {see above, Sect. 3). Connon amd
Pollard, whe discovered this advertisement, also argue that *it should almost certainly be inter-
preted as announcing that John Smith had imported to Doblin copies of the London edition” of the
Treadise, not a5 an indication of 2 pirated edition, Thes same Johin Smarh had co-operated with
Thomas Longman in the publication of Hutchezon's Frguiry and Eizayp.
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Now publishing in Quarto,
Printed for J. Noon, at the White Hartin Cheapside, near Mercers Chapel '

In early 1736, Noon and the irm of Longman,'* clearly hoping w take
advantage of Hume's growing tame, collaborated on advertisements in the
Wiitehall Evemng-Post; or London Intelligencer (1ssues of 3-3 and 37 February
1756) and the London Evening Post (1ssues of 10-12 February 1756):

Thrs ﬂ:.'_}' s per.l':.":':rﬁ.-.'.r.lr, Price 14 5.
In Three Volumes, Octavo
ATREATISE on HUMAN NATURE.
Being an Attempt o introdoce the experimental Method of Reasoning inte Maoral
Subjects: Wherein the Narure of the Understanding and Passions is examined and
explained.
By DAVID HUME, Esq;

Printed for [, Moon, in Cheapside, near Mercers Chapel; and M. and T, Longman, at
the Ship in Pater-noster-Row,

In November and Dlecember 1756, a simalar adverusement appeared in three
more 1ssues (237 and 27-30 November; 30 November—2 December) of the
London Evening Post," In the meantime, in the Edinburgh Lvening Courant
for 15 April 1756 the bookselling firm of Yair and Fleming advertised four
new titles, and then added:

Where mayv be had,
A Treatise on human nature, being an Attempt to introduce the experimental
Method of reasoning into Moral Subjects, by David Home, Esqg; 3 vols 8vo, 15 8.1

Whether by accident or design, this advertusement uses the form of Hume's
name, ‘Home', that he had discarded more than twenty yvears earher, ™

In addition to advertisements in the periodical press, John Noon also adver-
tised his books another way, He included as back-matter in s publications
lists of books printed for him and available from his shop. Eighteenth-century

HE Mo new edition of the Treatose was published in the mid-1730s, or at any other time during
Hume's life; nor has there been found any physical evidence (a cancel title-page hearing a later dare,
for example) suggesting that there had been a new *issue’ in the technical sense of that term.

' Thomas Longman, the publisher of Vol, 3, Jdied in 1733,

W These London advertisements of 1730 are apparently the only ones drawing attention oo all
three volumes of the Freatise, even though they use 3 deseription that ignores Vol. 3. These sane
ines of the Fvening Post also advertised the newly pablished second volume of Hume's History of
Fngland,

M7 Tam indebted o Richard Sher for bringing this advertisement to my attention.

B In 1756 Home (then Lord Kames), David Huome, and John Heme the playwright were all
under attack by some of the Edinburgh ministers (see 1. 5. Ross, Lord Kames and the Scatland af liz
Dy, TA2-05), The advertisements of 1730 [ London amd Edinburgh) are the only ones known oo
have included the name of the author of the Treafie.
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books were often sold in boards, or temporary covers, and only later more
permanently bound. Many binders apparently discarded these adverrise-
ments if they happened to be printed as a separate gathering. Consequently,
it i5 impossible to determine just how regularly Noon advertised in this way,
but, given the number of his hists that have survived, it is likely that he regu-
larly included them in the wide range of books he published. In any case,
without attempting an exhaustive search, I have tound more than twenty dis-
tinct hists or adverosements that include the Treatise, These include one each
of lists contmining twelve, twenty-one, twenty-two, twenty-three, forty-four,
and torty-nine titles; two distinct lists of seven, eight, nine, thirteen, four-
teen, and hfteen ttles: and three distinet hists of seventeen utles cach ™
There 15 also evidence thar Noon published a twelve-page catalogue histing
the Trearise among 132 titles available from his shop. "™ The lists themselves
are undated.
The typical list begins:

BOOERS proted for JOHN MNOOM, af the White-Hart, pear Mercer's Chapel, Cheapside,

The ensuing notces of the Treapse may give only utle and minimal
information:

A Treatise of human Nature; beimg an Attempt 1o mtroduce the experimental

Method of reasoning into maral Subjects, in 2 vol. Pr. 105

W7 The works m which 1 have seen the lists mentioned;

{]] The :»:i:ug]u lists of twelve: M. Lowman, .I':'..-l'.uf.'knu.-' arnd Noter on the Revelation .-1_||'_.‘:3'I. I:I-l.l'm
(1743); of twenty-one, G. Turnbull, Prseiplos of Hore! Phifoephy, vols. 1 and 2(1740); of twenty-
twin, &M, Towgood, Charles §and the Cawses of the Civdd War {1748); of twenty-three, . Jackson,
Defenee of o Boet .. Beliet of a Future Srate (1746 of torty=four, A, Cakes, Ooctrime of Felfi-
Tormeents (1740%, I Cardale, Gospel-Sanctwary (1740 T, Mole, Sermer (1743); of fortv-nme, 1.
Murtn, Elements of Geapretry { 1739],

(2} The rwodifferent lses of seven: (@), M. Lowman, Ratdomalefthe Ritwalafthe Hebreo Harehap
{1748); (5], C. Bulkley, Dizeonrser (1732) of eight: (a), 1. Foster, Foap or Fardamentals (1734); (F),
| 1Y Hooker L Beearioer r.!_."'é ke Masr .|r;'r.'.lrr_lﬂnr.:_."l'q'nf{]?sl"r].; af me: {:.':I,H]. _"l.iilnr_'[I Praciical CGrapmamar r.!_||"
Creeel (17400; (), 5. Carkeet, Eseayp on the Covversion of St Paad {1741); of thirteen: (a), Lockman,
Trwvels of the Jesmate (17431 (8), M. Lowman, O Geversment of the Hebrews {17437 of fourteen:
{al, K. Haves, Moderr boek-keeping {1730 (8), 1 Scott, Sermens (1752); of Gifteen: {a), | Tasker,
Sufliceent Beasons for o Sepavadion from Hee Chaeck of England (17310508}, T, Moore, Firs Visior of 51,
Feetew (17500},

(3} The three different lists of seventeen: (o), 5. Coller, Practical Paraphrose of Romans, Grala-
tans, Hebrews (1744 ) (0, A Monsanto, A Tonr from England (1732); (), 1. Heineccius, Syatem of
Uweperead Law (17635 this work was publihed by Noon in 1741, and reissued by kenh with 2 new
title-page in 1763, but with the advertisement, *Books printed for John Meon® in place at the end of
the work; T have not seen a copy of the 1741 1ssue),

T he forty-nine ftems in the four-page list found in B, Martin, Elemeats of Goametry, are
numbered consecutively {as iwems B4-132) with the eightv-three items mn the eight-page st found
in some copies of the Treatire and |, Seott, Sermons (1743}, The Treadise 16 item 854 0 thas gronp, and
thus by the narrowest of marzing is not advertised in itself
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On occasion, however, there 15 a longer entry using the longer subtitle tound
in the periodical advertisements of 17349, 1754, and 1736, T'hese entries also
include the motto found on the tide-pages of the volumes of the Treaiise
published by Noon:

A Treatise of human MNature; being an Attempt to introduce the experimental
Method of reasoning into moral Subjects: Wherein the MNature of the Understand-
ing and Passions is cxamin’d and explain’d. In 2 vol, Ocravo, Price 1 s,

Rara temporum felicitas, ubi sentive gua velis, & quee sentias dicere licet. Tacit, ™

It may be that Hume at one ome intended to use this longer ntle, which
also appeared m some of the advertisements mentioned above, but
changed his mind late in the printing process, It is perhaps more likely that
Noon expanded the title in order to give a clearer idea of the contentsof the
work.

Asearly as 1741 some hists report the Treatise to be in three volumes octavo,
and the price to be fourteen shillings,"™ thus indicating that Noon and
Longman co-operated in the sale of the book, and that Hume was right to think
that Volume 3 would make a*tour Shillings Book”. { The carlier two-volume set
sold for ten shillings, )

7. NOTICES, REVIEWS, AND CRITICISM, 1739-41

In addition to advertsements and the briet announcements in three hiterary
magazines, the Trearise was also noticed or reviewed, sometimes at consider-
able length, and more than once, in six periodicals, and was also in the
summer of 1740 the subject of a 2,500-word *Letter’ in Commonsense: or The
Englighman’s Journal. Although Hume may have been unhappy with much of
what was sad abour his work, he could have had no just grounds for com-
plaining that the Trearise failed to receive attention or excite responses in the
journals of the period.™ Indeed, the attention devoted to the Treatise by
review journals appears to have been unusual. George Turnbull's Pronciples
of Maral Phifesaphy, for example, a work of a similar sort published by John
MNoon in 1740, was not reviewed in any of the periodicals that published
notices or reviews of the Treatise,

M For advertisements in this form, see the lists in Martin's Efemeenis of Gesmelry (1739), the two
volumes of Turnbull’s Proccsples of Werad Plrdasapip (1780), and vol. 2of ] Scorts Sermons (1745).

¥ See the list in 5. Carkeet, Esay on e Conversion of 51, Pand.

U L eligewss Hume's frmvoues claim that the Trewtie Tell dead-borw from e Prees” at the end of this
BECEIG.
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Betore turning to the content and authorship of the notices and reviews of
the Treatise and Afsrrace, 1ist them in approximate order of appearance. '™

= A notice of Volumes 1and 2, Bibdiathégue raisonnée des anveages des savans
de L Ewrope, 22 (April-June 173Y), 4581-2."%

« A notce of Volumes | and 2, Newe Zeitungen von gelelirten Sachen, [23]
(May 1739), 381,

* A notice of Volumes 1 and 2, Nowvelle bibliathe que, on histoire litterasre des
privcipany éoriis gui se pablient, 3 (Ocr, 1734), 302,

« A notice of Volumes 1 and 2, Bibliotheque broitammigue, on histoire des
onvrages de seavans de fa Grande-Bretagne, 14 (Oct.<Dec, 1739), 215,195

o A review of Volumes 1 and 2, The Hlistory of the Waorks of the Learned, 2
(Nov. 1739), 353-90; (Dec. 1739), 39140477

» Anotice of Volumes 1 and 2, Gatangische Zeicungen von gelehrten Sachen, |
(21 Dec. 17349, 904

o A review of Volumes 1and 2, Gamringische Zeitungen von selelirten Sachen, 2
{4 Jan. 1740, 9-12.

* Areview of Volumes | and 2, Bibhothegue rarsonnee des onvrages des savans

de L' Ewrape, 24 (April-June 1740), 325-55,

B T hese nonices and reviews were ficsn lsted and discusses] by E. G Mossner, in “The Conti-
nemtal RL‘I_'L'FIriIII'I of Hume's Treatriae, 1 Taa=-174H "yl his Life of Dhord Hwwe, | 18-32 137K,

O As reported n Sect, 3 (prior to n, 88}, the Bbhotbdgre raserece was published by the Ams-
tepdam firm of Werstein and South, and was from 1728 1w 1741 overseen by William Smoth. The
principal contributors o the journal during this period were Jean Barbeyvrac, Pierre Dies Matreaos,
and Armand de La Chapelle, Barbevrac alone, sceording to Smith, wrote pwo-thirds of the reviews,
See Lagarrigue, L fempde de fe canltnre enrapdenne. e Bibliotheque rasonnée, 24 n. 26, 49,

¥ The Newe Zeatungen was published by the Lepese firm of Erben and Georgl, From its
fovmdanion i 1713 until 1746 01 was edited by Johann Gorlfried hravse,

T he Mowvelle fibfiorhdgne was published at The Hague from 1738 to 174, first by Pierre Paupic
(173842}, then by Prerre Gosse (from Jan. 1743) Iis principal contributors were Jean-Baptiste de
Bover, marguis J' Avgens; Charles Chais; Armand de la La Chapelle; and Jean Barbeyrac,

= The Sablothégue britamngue was published at The Hagoe from 1733 6o 1747 by the firm of
Pieter de Hondt, Aceordim to the Brivsh Libraey vecords, its contributors meluded L, de Beaufort,
T Bernard, P Des Maseaux, I, Doval, 'T% Lediard, and [ Rousset de Mussy. Lagarrigue has more
recently said that the Bibwrhdgue brivaswmigre was written by I O de Beaufort, J.-P. Bernard,
Ca. Canrier, P Dawde, F-F Do Val, AL Le Moine, [ B Steheling and others; see Lagarrigue, U
femple de Ta endtare envopdenne. e Bibliothégue raisonnée, 36%,

T The History of the Works of the Learned, Groing o Generad Foew of the State of Learnimg
Thranghowt Exrope, was issued monthly, in Londen, frem Jan., 1737 through Dec, 1743 This
pournal was in effect the resultof an amalgamation of The Present State ol the Repabliok of Lettersand
The Laterary Magezine: on, the History of the Works of the Learved, The first of these periodicals was
publshed from 1728 to 1736 by William and John Innys. The second was published for owo vears,
17356, by a *Sociery of Gentlemen’. Ephraim Chambers s credited wath being one of the prn-
cipal editors of the Lierary Wagazine (see WO'T. Lowndes, The Boblograpler's Mapaal, 1369), and
mav also have been an editor of The Hiatoery o the TForks af the Learned,

VR The Cratfamgische Zetfunpen vor pelefirier Sechen, o bi-weekly journal, began publicanion in
Jan. 173% and, although renamed, has been continuously published since; see also n. 166,
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o A review of Volumes 1 and 2, Nogvelle bibfiothégue, ou Fistoire litteraive des
principany forits guf se pubfient, 4 (July 1740, 291-316; 5 (Sept. 1740),
+5-63.

« A review of Volume 3, Bibliotheque raisonnee des owvrages des savans de
L Ewrope, 26 (April—June 1741), 411-27.

¢ A notice of the Abstract, Bildiotheque brivannigne, ou isioire des ouvrages
de spavans de la Grande-Bretagne, 14 (Jan.—Mar, 1740), 436.

o A notice of the Abstract, Bibliothégue rasonnee des ouvrages des savans de

L'Ewrope, 24 (April-June 1740), 451-2.
There was, in addition:

¢ Mg untitled letter “To the Author of Common Sense’ in Comrmonisense: or The

Englishnan's Journal, 178 (5 July 1740), [1-2].'

7.1 Notices of Volumes | and 2 in the Franco-Dutch Periodicals

The first notice of the Treafise was that published by the Bibliorhegue raison-
nee in the late spring of 173%. The notce appeared at the head of a column of
literary news from London. This column was regularly contributed by
Pierre Des Mazeaux, and we know that he was paid for writing the mstal-
ment in which the following short notice of the Treatise appeared.”™ As we
also know that Hume had walked to Des Matzeanx abour the Treatise, we can
mfer how it came about that, although the Treanise was published anony-
maously, this notice identified Hume as its author.™ Thus we can safely
conclude that Pierre Des Mazeaux was the author of the first published
response to the Treatise, and that even he, friend and editor of several well-
known free-thinkers, found the author to be *very original’;

From London
A gentleman, a Mr Hume, has published A Treatise of human Naiare: being an
.-f!.!'rrr.!pn', &, That is, Tramne de fa Nature humaine; od lon CESapE i introdumre fa
Meéthode expévementale de vaissoner dans les supets de Morale, In 8vo. 2 vol. This work is
divided into twoe volumes, of which the first, concerning the Understanding,
contains four Parts cach divided into several Sections, The first Part concerns ideas,
their origin, composition, ahstraction, connection, &) the second, the ideas of space

' Cemmenserse was a London weekly published by James Purser, It began 5 Febo 1737 and eon-
tinued to 16 Nov, 17435, Its principal contributors were Charles Molloyv; George Lytteloon, Baron
Lattelton; and Fhihp Dormer Stanhope, 4th Earl of Chesterfield.

v Wrirish Library, Add. Vs 4285, fol. 158, letter of William Smith to Des Maizeavs, quoted in
part by Lagarrigue, Uw feseple de fa cultwre curoplerne. . Ja Bibliothégque rasonnée, T4n, [ am
indebed ro Darie Perimneti for s transeript of this letrer,

b1 See Hume's letter to Dies Maizeaux, quoted at the end of Sect. 2 above.
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and time; the thivd, knowledge and probability; and the fourth, scepricism | Pyrekossme |
and the other svstems of philosophy. The second volume, concerning the passions, con-
arns three Parts, The first Part is concerned with pride and humility; the second with
love and hatred; and the thicd with the will and the direct passions. Those who desire
something new will ind what they want here. The author argues on his own terms, he
goes thoroughly into things, and he follows new ways of thinking. He is verv original.

The other early notces were even brieter, but managed to convey an
impression of the work, and especially of its originality and free-thinking
character. In an age when intellectual novelty was not widely reparded as a
virtue, this feature was often viewed with suspicion. Such was not the case
with the short notice tound in the Newvelfe bibliothé gue; '™

Although the ideas of the author are in several respects very similar 1o those of
D Hutcheson on the moral sentiments and the passions," there are certainly many
original things in this new treatise, which is only the beginning of a more extensive
and complete work.™

In contrast, the Bibfathe gue britanngae was concerned about Hume's *extra-
ordinary paradoxes’ or innovations. The Treatise, we are told,

15 a system of logic or, rather, of metaphyvsics, as origimal as one could want, in which
the author claims to correct the most capable philosophers, particularly the famous
Mr. Locke, and in which the most extraordinary paradoxes, even the denial that the
operations of the mind are free, are advanced.

7.2 Notices in the German Periodicals

The two German journals inivallv reached a stand-off The Newe Zertungen
wis clearly displeased:

A new free-thinker has published an extensive Dreatise of Human Natwre, 2 volumes
octavo, in which he attempts o introduce the proper method of philosophizing into
moral subjects, He first examines and explains the human understanding, and then
its cffects, The author’s evil intentions are made sutficiently clear by the motto, taken

2 Mossner argues that the early reviewers of the Treatiee were generally and unwarrantably
hostile to the work, He savs, for examiple, that the nottce just quoted from the Sabliothégoe rasonnde
s the only known contemporary aceount eompletely undismaved by the free-thinking implications
of the Trearie’ ("Continental Beception’, 35). David Baynor savs that, of the early reviews of the
Treeatise, the Bibliehdgue ralronnés review of Vals. | and 2 ‘s the only faveurable one’ (*Hume and
Berkeley's Three Dhalogres’, 248) 1 suggest thar this notice in the Neavelfe bibfiorhégue, the longer
Nawvelle hiblothégne review, and the notice in the CGatringscbe Seifungen von gelefirten Sachen are at
least newtral, amd in Some respects positive,

= T his isonly the earliestof the notices or reviews which sugiest that there are similariries between
the views found in the Preadive, including those found in Vols, 1 and 2, and those of Huotcheson,

- Des Maizeaux alzo contribured w the Nopvelle Mblidbégre, but, given that this notice does
not reveal the name of the author of the Trearse, it was perhaps not his work.
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from “Tacitus, of the work: Rara lemporum felicitas, ubi sentive, qua vels, & gua

senfias, dicere, fieet "

The Gottingische Leitungen, inanotice of only a few lines, joined the Nowvelle
fibdiothegue 10 hinking Hume to Hutcheson, but, unlike the Newe Zetinngen,
revealed no hosulity toward the Trea tise:

Anunknown author has prepared A freatsse af human native or Abhandlung von der
Menschlichen Natur, wherein he has sought, more than any other previous attemepr,
to introduce into morals the method of drawing inferences from sensations and
experiences. In this work he has dealt with the understanding and the passions. It is
only the beginning of a larger work, The author has indeed much in common with
¥r. Hutchinson, though [he has| also not a few new thoughts of his own, ™

7.3 Review in the Giartingische Zeitungen von gelehrten Sachen

Less than a month later, a substanually longer review in the Géttingische
Zeitungen was considerably more eritical, but not because of a concern about
free-thinking. The criticisms, although delivered with considerable irony,
are about substance and presentation. The Treatise must, writes the reviewer,
*be given such a high rank among extraordinary books that we cannot resist
eiving vou an idea of the main concerns of the work by providing intorma-
tion about the most remarkable thoughs ot the author’, " I'his work informs
us, he continues, ‘that all the sciences have a connection with human nature.
Theretore, the best way of accomplishing anything in them would be o learn
to know this nature itselt, and then build on its principles a new and unchanging
structure of all the sciences,” This is to be done by the experimental method,
but not by undertaking divectly experiments on ourselves or others, for these
would have a distorting effect on the phenomena being considered. “This will

B3 The Newe Aestunger vor gelebrter Sacken, published i Letpeig from 17135, was in 1740 edited
by I B, Mencke, This journal appeared twice weeklyv, Bt contmmed no long reviews, bat focused on
stholardy mews, and espectally news deriving from Mencke’s correspondence (J. Kirchner, e
Dentiche Zeitschrifferwesen, 41). The text of this notice is reproduced in B, Brandt and H. Klemme,
Daved Hunee i Desrsehlard, [ 31]. The translation i by Manfred Kuehn.

W& This notice and the review of the Treatise thatappeared in the Gartingiche Zednugen only two
weeks later may have been the work of W, B. AL von Sweinwehr, professor of philosophy and natural
law at the University of Gittingen, 173841, Steinwehr edited Oartingiehe Zeitungen from itz
inception in Jan. 173 uncil Ot 17HL Tam indebeed o Heiner Klemme for this information about
Steinwahr. I Steinwahr was not the author, these items could have been written by Albreche von
Haller, whir 15 said to have contributed to the carly numbers of Gammsiche Zeirvages and who later
(1747330 editedd 1. See Lagarmigue, Uw temeple de B cudinre earapienne. . o Bibliothégue raisonnee,
93 The translation is by Dario Perinetti.

5 Although the reviewer promises an additsonal “Tull discossion of this work” ata foture date, nio
Turther discussion of the Trearise appeared i Gatlingische Zeitumgen, Translation of this review is
by Manfred Kuehng see Fieser {ed ), Early Besporses, 32 41-3.
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not be considered entirely novel; nevertheless, its explication 15 sometimes
original enough, if only it were otherwise correct.”

This reviewer then, like most others, focusesentirely on Book 1 of the Treatise,
He notes Hume's view that ideas are *nothing more than images made by the lively
impressions’, that *all ideas originate thus from impressions, and thus correspond
precisely to them', and that *impressions comprise all sensations, passions, and
first motions of the soul." The reviewer complains, however, of Hume’s
“abstract, or more accurately, unclear notions of the deas of memory and the
imagmation, of the connection of ideas, of the concepts of substance and modes,
and of abstract ideas’. He doubts that we can *expect that [the author| will shed
more light on moral truths than previous thinkers have’, and permats himself an
ironical comment; It the reader can obtamn as good an opmion of the author’s
proofs as the author himself has, then the reader must allow himself to be
persuaded withour fail; otherwise, we doubrt this will happen.” Following a few
sentences on Book 1, Part 2, OF the tdeas of space and tome, the review concludes:

The author has peculiar thoughts about certainty and probability, and a great talent
for obscuring what others might have said clearly about these subjects, As clear as is
our experience that whatever begins to exist must have a cause, Just so obscure 1s
the proaf that the author gives of this. The necessary connection hetween cavse andd
effect s for him only [a connection | in thought and not in the thing itselt; he supposes
that all the necessity of causes and effects consists only in a determination of the soul
o think two objects as alwavs connected. Strange enough! We shall not even consider
the related conclusions which the author draws from this.

The fourth part, of the sceptical and other philosophical doctrines, 15 as extraor-
dinary as the ones that precede it. Evervthing is only probable, nothing is certan, if
we listen to the author, His ideas about the proof that bodies exist resembles in thor-
oughness those that he has given before. The proveipeonm indivsduationisis, as he finally
savs afrer [having offered | different intricate thoughts, nothing but the immutability,
and (if we may talk this way) uninterruptedness of a thing's existence between two
different representations of it, This will be sufficient for the reader to get some 1dea
of the other volume in advance.

7.4 Review in the flistory of the Works of the Learned

The one review mentioned in Hume's correspondence 15 that published in
what he called the “Worls of the Learned”. The author of this review is
unknown. " Whoever wrote it, it is more than merely *somewhat abusive’, as

1 should B noted that, except m the Bidfwrbdgree rasernée nobice mentioned above, these
early myaterials on the Trecarse never mention Home by name. He & alwavs the “author’ or the
fanonymious author®.

- Maossner, whoatmbutedd ths review to Willinm Warbuwrton, EI‘:II'I'H.'LI There ig g direet evidence”
to support his attribution. It “may be conjectured”, he zaid, that Warbueton was the author because he
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Hume characterized it in the second of his letters to Hutcheson, But, hosnle
as it is, the review is not philosophically empty, and cannot be fairly dismissed
as contamning only ‘rallery and falsification™."™ Granted, the reviewer is
scathing. He 15 outraged by Hume's necessitarian scheme. He 1s shocked by the
brash arrogance of an unknown author who more than once curtly dismisses
the efforts of Locke and Clarke and other respected philosophers, while just as
irequently suggesting that his own arguments and system show the way
through the most difficult philosophical mazes, As a result, the reviewer does
speak with unbrudled rancour about Hume's gemus, his method, and his self-
heralded originality. He says, for example: *See whatan extraordinary Light our
Author, by two or three Arguments, has cast upon a Point, which cost Mr.
Lodke and some other emment Phalosophers, no littde Pains in settling,” And:
*Whata prodigious Stretch of Invention is here? How vastly do these Specula-
tions exceed in Fineness the finest of the Aristorelinn Cobwebs:” Bur it 1s not
simply Hume who 15 attacked in this way. The reviewer mocks Hume's princi-
ple that all ideas are copies ol impressions, but so too does he mock Leibniz's
principle of sufficient reason."" Moreover, if remarks in this review struck
Hume as abusive, he may have realized that he was being repaid, though exces-
sively, inkind. The Treatise itsell 1s not without its scathing passages,

There 15, however, more to this review than a tone now seldom used, one
that we would likely judge inappropriate or unprofessional. We can agree that
the reviewer was abusive and that there are aspects of Volume 1 of the
Treatise that he did not understand, but we must also grane that he did

was ‘the oolessus of cighteenth-century controversy” (Mossner, L of Devid Hlume, 122-4),
Mossner's assessment seconids that of [ H. Burton, who desenbes this review as adopting o tone of
“clamorous jeering and valgar raillery that forcibly reminds one of the writings of Warburton®. Burtiosn
goes o, however, o sav that the review 18 “the work of one whe respects the sdversary bie has taken
arms againat’ [ Life aod Corregpomdence, 10 109 Mossner's attribution is challenged by BoM. Ryley,
I Warburton Review Hlume's A Treatoe of Human Natare? ;and Fieser (ed.), Early Respenses, 321,

Iin the Znad edn. of his Life of Daved Beere Mossner deaws attention roan editorial note appended
to a review of Thomas Morgan's Phpeicr-theadopy: "These Articles, on the Physice-Thealogy of
D, Morgan, were communicated by o Correspondent, who chuses, T find, we be concealed, wath
Regard po his MName, Profession, and Abede; all ean sav of him 3s, by the Simalioude of the HAS,
[ believe him oo be the Person who drew up the Account of the Treatise of Hwman Natare, which was
printed n the Months of Nevember and December 1730 (Fistory of the Works of the Learned, 4
(1741, 2570 Muossner then suggests further circumstantial grounds for supposing thar Warburmon
i5 the author of the review of the Trearse (Life of Dawd Hume, 617=18) Mossner mighit also have
mennoned that the Ay 'Innp; anal favourable 'rt.:'l."il.*'.l.:»'.{u:»::»:ur|['i:|.||:f abstracts) of Warburion's works
published in this journal indicate that he did contribute regularly to it, and that Warburton did Later
hide his wlentiey when attacking Humes Natwrad History of Religion, For details of this last, see
Beauchamp, Intreduction, P NHR (Clarensdon Edstion ),

™ Mossner, Lije of David Hwme, 122

Vi Hstery of the TRorks of tle Learned, 20 358 555, 370, This review is reprinted in Fieser (ed.),
F:'ur{;' H:'J:..':'h'n.n': 32 53—,
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accurately report several important claims made by the work., More than
one-third of the review consists of reasonably accurate quotations, used
without any obvious intention to distort. In addition, the reviewer candidly
tells his readers that he has made no effort o produce a systematic
summary of the work (something, as we know, that Hume himself had found
impossible), but has focused on those passages that have seemed o him
extraordinary. '

This reviewer also raises important substantive objections to some ot the
views espoused in these same passages. In response 0 Home's claim that
the mind may in its deliberations about minute quantities ‘reach a minimum’,
the reviewer suggesis that Hume “might more reasonably have said, the Mind
may reach @ Minmmum, or be convinced af the Existence of mdivisible Atoms;
for it1s certam the Imagination never forms an Idea of partial Extension, but
under some Figure™,"* The ten-plus pages devoted to Hume'saccount of our
ideas of space and time are not without value."™ It the reviewer misunder-
stands the point of Hume's discussion in 133, Why a cawse 5 alinays neces-
wrr)#, he does at least understand that Hume is claiming that experience leads
us always to believe that a cause is necessary, a fundamental point missed by
many subsequent commentators. The reviewer also savs that he cannot
understand Hume's hrst detimition of a cause; he objects to Hume's claim
that all ‘science’ degenerates into probability; he 1s unconvinced by the
claims that the mind s onlyv a bundle of perceptions or that matter may be the
cause of thought."* Many of these objections are recognieably phifosophical
objections, and the reviewer, though he 15 abusive, none the less recognizes,
and quotes at length, a number of important passages from, and takes seri-
ouslv important parts of, the Treatise, " while Hume himself came o agree
that the *manner’, the philosophical sivle, of the Treatise was defective, and
that the work was, as the reviewer sugpests, a * Jevenile’ one.'™

152 Histary of the Warks of the Learned, 22 375, 15 Thad. 3604 n. 1% Thil. 30474,

T Thidd, 377, 381-2, 385, 00,

e Mossner found the final paragraph of the review so ditferent in tone as to indicate a different
authorship. I suggest, however, that the softening of tone begins several pages earlier, at the pomt at
which the discussion of 1,40 {0F perspral ideninly) begins, 1 this suggestion 18 correct, it may tell
against the hypothesis that the review had two authors,

T Hstary of the Warks of the Learned, 2; 44, Hume's assessments of the Treatse are discussed
in Sect 10 below, The claim, first made in the Lewdon Revicn a vear after Hume's death, thar Hume
im a fit of anger challenged the publisher of this review to a duel, 5 unsubstantiated. The alleged
event 15, 05 Mossner has poamted ot (Lo of Deved fleere, 1230, mconsistent with all that we Enow
of Hume's character, and with the fact that it was while Hume was in Scotland that the review
appeared. Mossner s mistaken, however, in supposing that Humse did net retwen to London ontl
five vears after the review appeared. As we saw above, he was there, areanging for the publication of
Vol 3of the Treatize, in the sumimer of 17440,
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7.5 Review of Volumes 1 and 2 in the Nowvelle bibliothé gue

The anonymous reviewer for this journal provides his readers with an
extended and reasonably accurate summary of Book 1 of the Trearise ™
Hume's view of the unhappy state of philosophy, wherein the musicians, and
not the men at arms, win the day, is repeated, as 15 his comment about the
prejudice azamnstabstract reasonings, Nothing could be more natural, we are
told, than this new author’s reliance on experience: ‘the essence of the human
mind being unknown o us, it is impossible to form any notion of its powers
other than from the careful and repeated examination of the different effects
that result from the different circumstances in which these powers are
found’. England is singled our as having produced several philosophers, the
very ones Hume mentions, who have *excited the attention and the curiosity
of the public’. Such "a land of wlerance and liberty’, w retranslate a quota-
tion from Hume himself, *1s the only one able to produce learned men capable
of improving reason and philosophy”. '™

The long-standing dispute over the origin of ideas i1s mentioned, and
Hume's account of perceptions, impressions, and ideas 15 skerched, The
reviewer sees no dithculty in Hume's basic position, but asks it he 1s consist.
ent when he claims that impressions and ideas resemble one another in every
respect but their force and vivacity: Hume himself also savs that some of our
complex ideas never have corresponding impressions, and that many ol our
complex impressions are not copied exact/y by their corresponding ideas.

UE There s no direct evidence of the authorship of this review. I it s writen by ome of the four
principal contributors to the Nogvelle Bbmrhéque (see n, 133 above), then it was most hkely the work
ol J, B. ,"'Lrgvl,:;ms. The latrer™s P4 |'_|'.-_|;.-_|||'|,|f||'.;- du ber-gens, on R|:':.".|'|'\'J'r.lr.';r _Iﬂ.l:u'."r.l;rr.l_ll!l.l:lf.]lre.'.l: srr {wneeritade der
commsissances humaines (Phitosoplicad Disseriations en the Uncertamiy of Human Krewledge) shows
him o have hasd an interest in some of the issues raised in Book 1ol the Frentise, and tohave adepted
s rnoderate perspective non unlike that raken i this review, Chais, a Protestant pasior in | The Haguoe,
wrote religious works, but 15 not known to have reviewsed philosophical works for cither Newvealle
Deblothegre or the Beblochiégue rapsonnde, o which he also contributed, From 1717 10 1728 La
Chapelle reviewed extensively for the Bablisthdgne anglose, and from 1728 to 1742 for the B
Hhégne radsonnde. His attitudes and reviewing style can be well documented from his contributions te
those journals. This review & not in his stvle, nor is i in the sevle of Barbevrac, For moere on
Barbeyrac and La Chapelle and the reviews in the Bibliothdgee rassonnde, see nn. 1535, 190, 207, and
214, and Lagarrigue, Ly femple de fa cnltwre crapdenne e Biblicthégque ratsonnge, 49-68, T6=7

v Maorvelle bibliothdgne, trans, I F. Novtoen and R, Pates, in Freser (ed.), Early Besponses, 32 66,
Hunwe had written, *So true it 15, that however other nations may rival us in poctry, and excel us in
sorme other agreeable arts, the improvements in rexson and philosophy can only be owing 1o 2 lamd
of toleration and of lherty’ (Intro. 73 Quotations of the Preerse found in the translation of this and
the Sebivethigue rmsonnée reviews discossed below are all retranslations from the French, The
content of the “texts" of the Trearoe presented in the French-language reviews sometimes differs
signibeantly from the contentof the English origmal. Thus, despite the fact that the French review-
ers proviled what appear o be lengthy quotations of the Treatire, they Jdud nor always convey oo
their readers a reliable version of Hume's views.
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The reviewer recognizes, however, that Hume saw that he had minally
overstated his case, and quotes the general proposition thar resolves the
apparent contradicoon: viz. “all our simple rdeas, when they first appear tw
the mind, are derived from simple s pressions, that correspond to them and
that these ideas exactly represent.”™ The discussions of Hume on the
missing shade of blue, abstract ideas, and distinctions of reason seem equally
careful and temperate. Hume's views on this latter issue, and his views on the
inhinite divisibility of space and tme, are saad o nvolve paraderes, but here
that term appears only o denote, as 1t often did at the ome, g fereredor
apirion, an opinion wol generally received. Hume himself uses the term in this
sense, and was fully aware of the fact that the Freatise included such para-
doxes. " Nor would Hume have been surprised to find it smd that his “new
solution’ to the puzzle of the vacuum would satisty neither Cartesians nor
Newtonians, '™

Much of Treanse 1.5 18 also patently outlined. The seven kinds of
philosophical relation, and the ditferences among them, are noted. Hume's
climination of geometry from the class of exact sciences is reported and
passed by without comment. The view of the Trearise that we learn about
cause and elfect through experience, not through the analysis of ideas, is
noted. Moreover, the reviewer recognizes that only the relation of cause and
effect is ‘capable of persuading us of the existence or the action of an object
which is followed or preceded by some other object or action. . . It informs us
of the existence or of the action of objects that we do not [at present] see or
feel.” In 1.3.3, we are told, the author, as 15 his custom, rejects the generally
held opinion of philosophers; he claims that no one has ever demonstrared
that everythmg that beging to exist must have a cawse of existence. To show that
this ‘paradox’ should be taken seriously, the author again relies on his prin-
ciple “that all distnct ideas are separable’, and insists that the ‘ideas of cause
and eftect are clearly distinct and different. This makes it easy for us to con-
ceive of some object, non-¢xistent at present, which will exist a moment later,
without conjoining to this idea the distinet idea of a cause or of a productive
principle.” Given that the separation 15 possible in imagination, it is really
possible. Hume's arguments against the philosophers (Hobbes, Clarke,
Locke, and others) who have tried w demonstrate the principle that
cveryinng that beging to exist must kave a cause of existence, are summarized
and followed by a paragraph which explains *how experience has led vs
believe’ this principle. This paragraph 15 in effect a translation of Hume's

B Nowevelle bblistkégne, n Fleser (ed.), Earfy Besponses, 3675 cf. Treatse 1110,

N, &g, e use of the ternvar 1,314,724,
= ."l.'mr*.'e'."."r."u'u':'.l'r'-'.ln'.lln:nyrrr.l i Fieser [tl].}, Fa r.|f_|' H;':.,l:lr.'r-'u'x. 375
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own summary (found at 1.3.6.2) of this poimnt, the summary beginning *We
remember to have had frequent instances of the existence of one species of
object’, and mcluding a discussion of the effect of constant conjunction. To
this the reviewer added: *It is thus that the ideas of cause and effect are found
to be united in the mind.” The materials that remain to be examined, we are
told, are too interesting to pass over lightly, and too abstract o explain in the
present instalment and thus are left to another time. '™

The second instalment ot the Nowvelle bebfiothé gue review appeared in the
1ssue of September 1740, The reviewer turns immediately w Treanse 1.3.7
and Hume's account of opinion or beliet, or the *fively, corvesponding idea, or
ore that 15 associated with a present mpression’ "™ Agam, Hume's text 1s
mtelhigently and fairly abridged, largely by unannounced translation of key
sentences, Thus, tor example,

Il ome person sits down to read a book as aromanee, and another as a true history, they
plainly receive the same ideas, and in the same order; nor does the incredulity of the
one, and the belief of the other hinder them from putting the very same sense upon
their author, {1.3.7.8)

has become, without attribution to Hume:

UI'.IL' persunn li.l'.JL ]'il. un ]-ai".']'l_' COMmIne un ].Li]-m:!l'l., & une autre Llll:i |.L' |.l1. COMmImne une
histoire vértable, regoivent toures les deux parfaitment les mémes 1dées & dans le
meme ordre. Llincrédulitg de NMon, & la foi de Pautre ne les empéchent point
dlattacher le méme sens aux paroles de Auteur,'™

Hume 15 next reported to have explained the difference between believing
and not believing as a ditference in the manner of concewving, or of force and
vivacity; to have said that thas liveliness is communicated to the ideabelieved by
the impression with which it 1s associated; and o have attributed ths effect wo
custom, We are then told that this conclusion 15 consistent with Hume's prin-
ciples, shown how he proposes and meets objections, and how he explains the
probability of chance and of causes. At the end of this outline the reviewer
mterjects an equivocal assessment: “May [ be permitted o remark in passing
that if’ the principles of the author on impression, belief, and custom are not
sound, we must at leastagree that he makesadroituse of them to explain several
intellectual phenomena that are equally surprising and difhicult w explain,™™

B Woareelle Belfiotdagee, in Fieser (edl. ), Barly Resporser, T4—b. Avmore or less this same prednt of
exposition in the Aheact, Hume said of himself: *His reasoning seems o be curious; but coald
scarce be rendered intelligible, or at least prvbable to the reader, without a long detail, which woulil
exceed the compass 1 have preseribed to myselt™ (48, 233,

W Nawroelle hibfiothégie, in Pieser {ed.), Farly Resporses, 3276,

W Mowoelle bibliothagre . 1( 1741 43,
BE A mrvelle f-af-é'frn'fwf..rur._ in ]r!IL"S'L'r{I:"IJ.-}.I J".'n:er.':;' Hr.:ﬂl-'m.rr, 1B
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T'he reviewer devotes only the mmimum of attention to Trearise 1,314, OfF
the sdea of necessary commection, Hume's conclusion that the idea of *necessary
connection’ (#ecessaire fason) 15 derved only from impressions of contigu-
ity, succession, constant conjunction, and a determination of the mind, is
reported with complete sang-froid. Indeed, more space 15 given over to the
rules tor judging of causes and effects. The arguments offered by Hume in
his discussion of the reason of animals are said to be “so evident and so
commaon that 1t would be useless tw outline them here®. ™

T'he balance of the review 1s given over to the fourth and final partof Book 1,
Hume's scepticism regarding reason is outlined; his response to the
sugeestion that he may be excessively scepucal repeated: “Mawure by an
absolute necessity determines us to judge just as she obliges us to breathe and
to feel”; his insistence that it s ‘pointless’ to ask *if there are or ave not bodics’ 15
noted. In a rare burst of criticism, Hume's explanation of why we believe in
bodies 15 said to be

treated insuch an abstract manner that I would need to copy Section ITin its entircty
in order to make mysclt understood, and perhaps even then readers would not
understand much of it, so singular are the ideas of our anonyvmous author, and such
the air of singularity that he gives to the most common 1deas, '™

On the other hand, Hume 15 said not only to have explained the views of the
Peripatetics, but also to have shown how they came o add so many absurd
clements (forms and substances, for example) to their svstem. And he s said
to have turned “all modern philosophers into so many sceptics™.'™ There are
briet discussions of the sections on the immateriality of the soul and per-
sonal wdentity, neither of which evinee a reaction. Nothing 15 sad about the
conclusion to Book 1. The review ends by mentioning the second volume of
the Treatise, and reporting briefly the contents thercof.

To sum up, the readers of this review were given a surprisingly accurate
sketch of Book 1 of the Treatise, more accurate, perhaps, than anything
else written for many decades afterward, and were never discouraged
from taking the work seriously. The reviewer shows no hostility toward
Hume. He recognizes that the Treatise is highly original, without
suggesting that 1t represents an undesirable penchant for free-thinking,
Because he so often paraphrases the Treatise, he savs lirtle, in fact, that
Hume himself might not have said, for Hume was happy enough to think
that, although his work was original and singular, it was also abstruse and
dhitticult to summarize.

B Ihid. 1. 2 Thid. 82. 1 Thid. 83.
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7.6 Review of Volumes 1 and 2 in the Bibliothéque raisonnée

This review combines an attempt at accurate exposition with critcism that
treats the Frearse as a signiheant and original, but Hawed and worrsome,
contribution to philosophy.™ The reviewer expresses a general concern
about the effect of metaphysics on rehgion, and thus in his final paragraph
worries about some unspecihed negative consequences of the work, He
begins by noting the great progress that the Hritsh have made in
metaphysics, and praising them for their successful efforrs ‘to make
philosophy more useful by teaching men tw know themselves better than they
previously did’. The “science of man’ is a goal worth pursuing. The reviewer
then loosely summarizes the opening paragraphsof the Absrract (themselves
a summary of parts of the Introduction to the Freatise), mentoning Hume's
mtention to imitate Bacon, Locke, and the vsual others by replacing, in
philosophy, conjectures and hypotheses with experience and observation,
T'he goal of the Treatise is said to be “to provide us with an accurate anatomy

of human nature by following the experimental method in its most rigorous

form'. 1™

The question, the reviewer continues, ‘15 how to deal with such an
important subject with the clarity, precision, and comprehensiveness appro-
priaie to 1t'. Leibniz's complaint is repeated: previous philosophers have
been prolix in discussing demonstration, bat have given lictde attention to

P T here is no direct evidence of the authorship of this review (a8 a matrer of policy, virtually all
reviews in the Biblisthdégue raisonnde were anonymouns; see the ‘Avertisement’, Bebliothégue rassonnde
1:(1728), . x11), Logarrigue, alter o review of more than 7000 Jetters related to the Beblerhdque
sy, reports only one letter relevant to the question of the authorship of this review: viz, the
letter mentioned in . D60, See Dl terplde de la colinre enevpeenme e Bibliothésgue raisennée, 47,
Whoever wrote this review, he bad at hisdisposal, and mode ample wse of, 2 copy of Hume's Afstracr,
This fact was first noticed by John Yolton, who also suggested that Des Mateeaux coulid casily have
bl s eopy of the Abstrace wml used that as the basis of this reviesw (see Hume's Abstracs in the Bt
Hathegie roponnde” ), Lagarrigoe shows this artribution unlikely given that the review in guestion is
not imcluded inthe List of contributions o the Bbfisthégne raienrnde, vol. 24, for which Des
Maizeaus was paid, and that, more generally, Des Maizeaus's contributions te the journal were
nearly always limited to lterary news from London. Finally, critical passages of the sort found i this
review are uncharacteristic of Des Mateeaus™s work, Lagarngoe alsoe shows, incidentally, that e was
not unusual for the authors of books being reviewed to supply the veviews or ‘extrans’ published i
the Beblistlhégne rassonnde. Bee Lagarrigue, Uk temple de fa ondiwre envopdonve e Bibliothégque
ratsonnce, 70—, 2034 irems 3423, 3524, The review or ar least the eritical comments i ir, as well
a5 the Biblothdgne rasonnds review of Book 3, have also been atrributed to Francis Hotcheson, Sce
Moore, “William Smith and the Reviews of Flume'’s Treatise i the Sobmrbégne Rasonnse’, 8-30;
Mloore apd Stewart, *A Scots-Irish Bookseller in Holland®, 10; and Stewart and Moore, *William
Sruth (1698-1741) and the Dissenters” Book Trade®, 24-0. For doubts about this attribution, sce
1L E Morton and L) Perinerti, “The Brbdiothsgne racornde Keview of Volume 3 of the Trearese,

I f.h]':'.l'l'-'.ln'.l'r-.:nym' .rru'r-'.l.llrn'-r.I in Fieser [tl].}., La r.|f:|' H;':.,l:lr.'r.':r.:._ 3450,
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probability, on which much of hife depends, ™ On this issue, Hume's efforts
are granted modest praise:

In this respect, we cannot reproach our auther. He claborates amply on these
matters, and if the principles that he posits in explaining them are not to the aste of
evervone, evervone will ar least find there something new, and even the most

accomplished metaphysicians will find something to challenge them. ™"

T'his praise is followed, however, by remarks critical not only of Hume, but
also of the British penchant for metaphysics:

In general, this work is full of original thooughts that have all the merit of singularty.
Readers will find that by dint of s desire to go thoroughly into the innermaost nature
of things, the anonymouos author uses barely intelligible language, | fear, moreover,
that his paradexes not only savour of Pyrrhonism, but also lead to consequences that
the author appears to disapprove. Metaphysics, as much as the other sciences, has s
pitfalls. When it goes beyond certain limits, it obscures the very objects that it seeks
to reveal. Under pretext of yielding only o evidence, it finds difficuley everywhere.
Even religion suffers much in encounters with metaphysics, for sometimes in teving
todemonstrate and clarify it produces first principles too arcane, too difficult, Forall
that, among some English theologians it is now fashionable to sprinkle even their
sermons with the most subtle metaphysics., At the least, unless we have Locke at
our fingertips, we cannot begin to understand them, We must hope that such an
unfortunate fashion will not survive in the bosom of such an enlightencd and
perceptive country.'™

Taking has lead from the Absrract, the reviewer focuses on what Hume has
to say about ‘our mranner of veasoning on causes and thewr effects”. With thisasa
coal, he summarizes the account of impressions and ideas tound in 1.1.1, OF
thte origin of our ideas, and then quotes in full 11,2, Dyvision of the subject. The
reviewer takes this material to establish thar there is *no wdes, whether of the
understanding, or of the imagination, or of the memory, that has not been
preceded by some s pression’, and to provide the foundation for the principle
(clearly expressed in 4hs. 7) that the only way o clarify an obscure idea is w
discover the impression from which it 1s derved. The author of the Treatse
15 seen to apply this primciple to our idea ot cause,'™

At this point the reviewer in effect paraphrases seven paragraphs ot the
Abstract, those in which Hume introduces the example of the billiard-balls
and reports on the three perceptible ‘circumstances” (contiguity of time and
place, priority of time, constant conjunction) that characterize the causal

¥ Thad. 3: 49, Hume Grst mentions Letbniz’s complaing in Ads. 4; see Editors’” Annotations,
amm, HE.3, v Biblerbégue ratsonnee, in Fieser (e, ), Early Responees, 3030,
¥ Thid. 15 Thad. 30, 53,
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relation (Abs, 9); asks what happens when our present experience 15 only a
cause or an eftect, and we infer that the associated cause or effect *has existed
or will exist” (A#s, 10); introduces the story of Adam, who, with a fully
formed mtellect but no experience, witnesses and learns from the behaviour
of billard-balls { Aks. 11-12); concludes that all reasonings concerning cause
and etfect depend on experience and presuppose the uniformity of nature
(Afs. 13); argues that we cannot demronstrate that the course of nature must
continue uniformly the same, thus proving that the future will necessarily
resemble the pase (Abs. 14); and concludes that custom, not reason, ‘s the
puide of life' (Abs, 16)."
This 15 too much for the reviewer, who says:

We are thus reduced, if the philosophy of this learned Englishman is true, to
believing nothing about the futare until we see it. Fortunately for us, all these fine
speculations are not as obvious as he thinks they are. .. I grant that the resemblance
of the future to the past is a matter of fact, but I deny that it is a matter that we can
know with some probability only from experience, Our anonymous author claims
that we cannot resolve this ssue without presupposing that which s i doube,
namely, that the future will resemble the past. Mot sa. We can decide from the nature
of the things about which expenence has already taught us, We can sav: this cause has
alwavs produced, and always prodoces everyvwhere, thes parnieular effect; therefore i
will alwavs produce this effect in so (ar as it will be this particular cavse and operate
in the same circumstances. o reply, but the conrse ﬂf.r.l:r!rn'f gy :'.I'mugr, 15 Lo suy
nathing to the point. For, if the course of nature changes, the cause will not be the
same cause nor will it operate in the same circumstances, and it will be clear that it
will not produce the same effects.'™

The reviewer next paraphrases more of the Abstract, This time the
relevant paragraphs are those that: explain the difference between the mere
conception of, as contrasted with a belief 1, a 2iven martter of fact, and
between this form of belief and the conviction produced by demonstrarion
{-Abs, 17-20); ofter the novel theory that belief s “a different sanyer of
conceiving an object’, a distinctive, involuntary feeling {4ks. 21); and
describe this feeling as a soronger or more lwvely, vivid, or intense
conception, ditferent from the ideas produced by poetry (Abs. 22-3). Then,
after citing m full 1.3.7.8 (which discusses the difference between two
readers of the same work), the reviewer mentions, but despairs of abridging,
the arguments by which Hume develops his views about the transfer of

W Babtistldégne rasoninde, i Freser (ed.), Early Respanses 3 530, The reviewer also quotes Trea-
fige 130050 there can be no demonsivaiioe argumients (o prove, fal Shose dnsfances, ol which e have
Jiad wa CUREFRER Feseiilhe f.l'rrv.-r.. r.g.l' oyl i fave had r.'rlrlrn'r.ll: -."'. 1¥7 Ih!IJ.. 3.‘ Ef!l-
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vivacity from impression to associated idea. "™ None the less, he provides a
useful summary of Hume's view:

T'he authoris as profound as he s imgemous, and so it is easy 1l one’s attention strayvs
for a moment, to lose one’s wav in what follows, [n general, if | really understand his
view, he thinks thar belief (thar is, the conviction we have that a particular cavse will
produce a particalar effect) s entirely founded on past experience, that we believe
only to the extent that, from habit, we remember the impressions by which the mind
has been affected in the past. From this it follows thar, if belief communicates to the
bare conceptions of the mind some degree of vivacity, it takes this from the vivacity
(which itself may vary) of the original impressions on which it is founded. Perhaps
the author would put this differently: it is only hesitantly that we flatter ourselves
with having understood him.'™*

Six more paragraphs ol the Abserace are paraphrased, ™ those in which
Hume savs that when our experience has not been uniform we behieve about
the future whart has most commonly happened in the past (4ks. 24); savs that
his conclusions apply equally to the operations and phenomena of the mind
(Aks. 23); notes our mability to form, directly, an mmpression of a necessary
connection {Abs. 26); says that the philosophy of the Treative 15 *very scepti-
cal’ and that ‘Philosophy would render us entirely Pyredonian, were not
nature too strong for it (Abs. 273" says that *the soul, as far as we can con-
cetve it, 15 nothing but a system or train of different perceptions’ (b, 28);
and reports that the Trearise defends the uncommon view that matter is not
infinitely divisible, and that the senses and imagination should be the *ultim-
ate judges’ of equality, ol the proportion of one object to another (465, 29).
This last claim the reviewer deseribes as a ‘travesty”, and then ofters a
concluding comment about the author whose work he has reviewed:

There are in our author a hundred other things we could note: the spieitof Pyrrhon-
1sm that directs his manner of philosophizing: the inconsistency of many of the
singular propoesitions that he takes pleasure in accumulating; finally, the pernicious
consequences that we could draw from his principles. What is most shocking is the
confidence with which he pronounces his paradoxes. MNever have I seen a more
dogmatic Pyrrhonism, He is not in doubt when he dares to substiture his specula-
tioms for the opinions of the greatest philosophers on the most abstract matters {on
the nature of our ideas, of extension, of space, of the void, of identiry, erc. ), He is not
in doubt when he advances the argument, for example, that it is false that evervthing
that exists must necessanly have a cause of 1ts existence; that we have 2 prior no proot
ol the existence of the Deity; that the most able mathematicians are unsure of the

¥ Thid. 561, 1 Thid. 59, T Ihid. 3962,
AT he reviewer suggests that Book 1, Pare 4 of the work & ntended millustrate this poinr see
H.-lr-u'ff.u'.l'rf.:..ur-.' rdronnde, in Fieser [Ell.}., Fu r.':;|' He'sﬁrvrr::'rl nl.
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truth of their discoveries until the wise public has applavded them; and a quantity of
ather propositions equally audacious, not te say anvthing stronger. On every point
the author is as decisive as he can be. In comparison with himself, the Lockes and
Clarkes are often 1n his eves but poor and superficial reasoners. If we may be allowed
to speak in his language, we clearly see that habit and custom have already so tormed
his beliefs that he believes only in a very lively manner. It is nevertheless appropriate
for the public to know that it is to a2 young philosopher that we are indebted for the
essave discussed ™ What can we not expect from so subtle and profound a genius
once age has matured his taste and given him time to think anew on the subjects he
has outlined? He scems to us to have already achicved more clarity in his treatise on
the pasens, which makes up the second volume of this work, Perhaps we can later
help our readers o judge this treatise, " Until then we ask this wise and ingenious
author to pardon us for the mistakes we may have made in tryving to summanze his
arguments. We would necd to be as quuck-witted as he s in order not te stray from the
obscure paths he obliges us to rake, We are amaong that group who cannot vet see the
smperfection amd absurdity of all the valpar hypotheses that he repects, He clearly
expected that those, unaccustomed as he s, fo profoand reflectsons on the mtellectual
Sacufives of the weind, wosdd wot smaediately understand his propciples 2 He also saw that
he may sometimes have exceeded the hmits of a pradent sceprecoss and too often made
use of those forms of speaking, if s cvddent, it s certam, o 15 apdemiadle, that are com-
monly but inappropriately employed. But he expressly says that if this has happened
it was by inadvertence, the result of a lively impression that objects made on him, and
not from conceit or from a taste for philosaphical dogmatism, from which, he savs,
he is far removed ™ Indecd, we would have to be passionately Pyvrrhonian not to
believe what he says about that,*"™

7.7 The Review of Volume 3 in the Bilfiothégue raisonnee

This, the only review of the third volume of the Treatise, appeared in spring
174177 The reviewer begins by noting that, becawse m his third volume the
author of the Treatise has turned to *those matters of the most concern to
the happiness of man’ and that *are intended to be understood by everyone,
he has taken care to express himself ina more intelligible manner than he has
done in the preceding volumes’. Later the reviewer grants that the author
*has really made an effort toaccommodate himself to the capacity of a greater

ME s Matseaux, Moon, or Hutcheson could have provided the reviewer with this biographical

information. = Soreview of Vol. 2 appeared in the Buierbégue ravionnés,
" The reviewer alludes to 13,1320, 5 The reviewer alludes to 1.4.7.15.
S

Bibiimthdgree vadsonnée, in Fieser (ed.), Early Responses, 3:0621-3,

M7 For a discussion of the authorship of this review, and of the possibility that one individual
mav have been responsible for both Misfeibdgue resapnds reviews, see Norton and Perinetti, “The
Bidliprhégue raisonnee Beview of Velume 5 of the Treatie’. The tranzlations that follow are from
this essay.
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number of people’ by *somenmes’ taking care to clanty *his principles by
using popular examples’ and also by adding *notes o the text, and these notes,
at least the majority of them, truly do shed some light on 1", Oin the whaole,
however, the reviewer 1s not saushied. He fears, he savs, “that erdimary readers
may again complain that his metaphysics 1s a little obscure’, and goes on
point out that

when one intends to reform the ideas of almost all humankind, and to open paths
new even to the eves of philosophers, it would be only natural first of all to forge a
language that 15 simple and clear, which anvone could casily understand. Without
this it s impossible to commumicate one’s ideas, and even more difficult to have them

appreciared | de fr.'.'ﬁa e gm?h.'rl-

He also laments the grear number of *singular associations of ideas and words
that no one ever thought of putting together before’; characterizes Treatise
321 (Fustrce, whether a natural or artificial vortue #) as obscure; and closes the
review with the comment, *Were the author willing to add a glossary, he could
spare his readers much work’, -

The reviewer has deeper and more philosophically significant objections.
He reveals early on that he is suspicious of’ philosophical attempts 1o ground
maorals. The ‘metaphysician who undertakes to demonstrate the principles of
natural right’, he says, “wastes his time and effort’. It is not just that such
abstract approaches can be, because they are understood by so few, of limited
benetit, It 15, more importantly, that this method may be

really harmiul to religion, in spite of the intention of the philosophers that use it We
know that our hearts are constantly secking pretexts for avoiding obedience. Is there
any more plausible pretext than that drawn from the obscarity of books intended to
teach the elements of virtue?® Is it to make these pleasing that they are made so diffi-

2ok

cult? Is this not, on the contrary, the means for making them always disagrecables?

As the review progresses, however, this general suspicion ol philosophical
morals 1s replaced by a more narrowly focused dissatistaction with the moral
sense theory found famously in the work of Hutcheson, and now i this new
work, Noting that Treatise 3.1.1 (Moral distinctions not devie’d from reason)
a1ses the issue of the toundation or source of moral distinctions, and that the
views of both Clarke and Wollaston are rejected as unsound, the reviewer
complains that the author of the Treative *approves none of what is most
approved on this subject’.”" Following a substantial sketch of Hume's
arguments showing that moral distinctions cannot derive from reason, the
reviewer turns to the positive theory of the Treatise, Those who wonder how

o Bibfiarhdgae vaisornde, 26 {17410, 41215, 427 e i 413, A Thid. 416,
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this skiliul metaphysician explaims virtue and vice should know that he
supposes that:

the mind, as much as the body, has a taste, and this taste helps i to distinguish that
which is right Irom that which is wrong, in the same manner as we at first glance dis-
tinguish that which is beautiful from that which is ugly. It is a matter of sentiment:
reasoning has no place in it What is night gives pleasure and is approved; what is
wrong produces pain and 1s blamed. There is the key to the whole mysteryl®!

T'his s tollowed by a more complete summary of Hume's theory, and then by
a lengthy paragraph criticizing him for oftering nothing more than an
umimproved version of the wseless, demonstrably detective moral sense
theory of Hutcheson:

[n ordinary language, what we have jost read amounts, if T am not mastaken, 1o this.
In order to express with precision the difference between right and wrong, it is
necessary to state the question in these terms. Why s it that our mind, on a simple
view of certain actions, is touched by a sentiment of pleasure that makes it approve
them, whereas on the view of other actions it is touched by a contrary sentiment?
Many people would be satisfied to reply that it 18 because we are so made, bat for the
liking of ourauthaor, thisis not philosophical enough. It is necessary to sav that things
happen in this way because our mind, hesides its other facoltics, has a mental tasee
that to him s partly natural toit, but also partly artificial—rthat 1s to say, which in part
follows from the constitution of our nature, and in part is the product of education,
example, conventions and of human laws | des constaiutions hamaires|. With the help
of this taste our mind first knows, by the pleasure or pain it expenences, that which
is morally good and merally bad, and thus, entirely spared from reasoning, this
sentiment suffices for it to choose, without deabt, to embrace virtue and avond vice.
That is the whole system of our author. When Mr Hutcheson proposed it in his
Recheveles sur UDovigine des Tdees gue wousavons de la Pertn & du Brew moval, able people
found 1n it theee great flaws, Fiestly, they did not approve of this supposition of a new
mental faculty, intended only to enable our mind to discern right from wrong, They
gaw this as absolutely vseless, and claimed that the mind, given its indisputable
capacity to reflect and sense, 15 adequately furnished with all thar is necessary for it to
distinguish good from evil. Secondly, thev observed that in this system the percep-
tion of objects 15 confounded with the sentiments that resule from it, On this,
Mr. Burnet raised obhjections that up until now have remained onanswered. ™
Thirdly, and last, they did not conceal that this menta! taste [Gosit spirituef], or this
maral sentiment, whatever one wishes to callit, is clearly linked to fanaticism, and can

W ibliothd e radsonrde, 26 (1741), 41215, 421-2,

25 Reviewer's note: “Letlers betmegn the fafe Mr Gilbert Burnet and My Flareheson, concerning the
Frae faumdabion af Vietwe! The work the reviewer cites was published i 1733, ten vears after Burnet
amd Hutcheson exchanged letters in the Lowdon Journal, The publication of thas editon of collected
leeters was veported in the ‘Literary Mews' of the Sibfisdlidgue raisennde, 16 (1735), 226,
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at least very easily open the door to the excesses of enthusiasm. Dr. Berkeley sharply
exposed this difficulty in his Alagphron " and made it clear that nothing would be
more arbitrary than the ideas of right and wrong if these depended on such an inner
taste. I do not understand how 1t 1s that our author did not find it appropriate to
examing the objections of these scholars, They would have opened a beautiful field
for his speculations, and for his profound metaphysics. Perhaps it is modesty, perhaps
even prudence. How can one add anything to the ingenious effores that Mre. Hutcheson
has opposed to Mr. Burnet’s reflections on this topic#*

The hnal paragraphs of the review focus brst on Hume's claom that virtue
derives from motives, not actions per se, then on the answer he gives to his
question about * “in what manner the rales of justice have been established by
the artibce of men; and secondly, what are the reasons that determine us w
attach to the observance of these rules the ideas of moral beauty, while we
consider the breach of them as something ugly and deformed™ that we could
not reasonably approve’. These rules, the reviewer notes, are said 1o be the
result of two features of the soul, self~love and limited gencrosity, and the
fact that external objects are both scarce and easily transferred. "This is too
much for the reviewer:

What language! All this means, according to the principles of our author, that men,
having come together m society, have established laws based on thetrr mutual interest,

and that these laws are so much the rules of justice that, prior to them, there was

U Reviewer™s note: “See Algphren; o, The Menase Phoderopher, Ialogue 3.7

e ieerhdgue ravsennde, 200 1741), 4250, These pointed criticisms of Flutcheson's moral sense
theory tell heavily againse the hyporhesis that Hutcheson 5 the suthor of this review (see n. 1%)
above). As part of a discussion critical of his moral theory, Flume 15 explicitly and severelv castigated
for offering an sver-complicated theory, the theory of 2 moral sense, when no theory is nesded, and
when, furthermore, any competent philosopher would already Enow that this theers, o theory exphic-
ity attributed g0 Hutcheson, has been shown o be; (1) useless and redundant; {1} philosophically
confused (it confounds the perception of obpeets with the sentiments such perception produces);
and (1} a tool of enthusiasm or even fanaticsm. The reviewer goes on to eriticie Hume for failing
tor attempt bo rescue this sorry theory, but for present purposes Dnote that the reviewer's eriticism of
Hutcheson s here neither mdirect nor implicit, The shoreomings of Hume's theory of mogal
perception are precsely the substantial shorteomings of Hutcheson's theory, It is unlikely that
Hutcheson would have eriticized Hume by pointing out that the moral theory of the Treatie has
exactly the same Haws that competent crities had found in Hutcheson's own theory.

Several other considerations also count against the hypothesis that Hutcheson wrote this review:
{1} ehe reviewer has shown himself suspicious of all plulosoephical attempts o grownd morals, o task
Hutcheson had explicitly undertaken; (2} the reviewer supposes the *most approved’ moral theories
include those of Clarke and Wollaston, two moralists whose rationalist views Hutcheson openly
opposed; (3) the reviewer reveals that he 15 unaware that Hurcheson had expamded his replics to
Burnet (thosc frst published in the Lendon Forrnaf in 1723} and other critics by additions to later
editwms of his fegrery (That of 172%, e ), and also by publishing i 1724, as the secomd partof his
Exsay on the Natwre and Conduer af the Pasgions, the flastrarions o the Mora! Newpse; amd {49, to
suppase that Hutcheson secretly eriticized Book 3 of the Trestize even while he was recommending
it £ his own publisher (see above, Sect, 5118 toatmibore o Hutcheson adupliciny that rons contrary
ter what has been reported about his moral characeer. See Leechman, Preface, pp. sxiv—xxvi.
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nothing like the right of property or, i consequence, that which we call justice or

injustice. "T'his, as one can see, is Hobbes's system clothed in a new [ashion ™"

7.8 Notices of the Abstract

The two notices of the Abstract are slight., That found in the Bibfiotfié qgue bri-
tanmrgue includes the title of the work, a translation of this, and an additional
sentence attribuning the work w George Turnbull. This nooce appeared in
the March 174} issue of the Bibliathégue britammigue, while the Abstracr was
firstadvertsed (in the Daily Advertiseryon 11 March. New books rarely trav-
clled across the channel so quackly, Moreover, the title that this notice gives to
the work 15 found only n the advertisement of 11 March,*" and Corbett’s
name is correctly spelled, as it is in that advertisement.*" These phenomena
can be explained by supposing that the editors of the Bibltothégue britannigque
took their intormation about the Abstract from the Daily Advertiser. This
hypothesis accounts for the facts of the case without supposing that some
copies of the Afstract were printed with an alternative title, a possibility for
which there 1s no evidence in William Strahan’s ledger.*"

Sull to be explamned, however, 15 the fact that this notice attributes the
Absiract to George Turnbull, who, we are told, *15 also the Author of the
Treatise which is spoken of here [in the title of the Abstract], and that
we announced in the Literary News of the preceding Issue of this Journal’.
This mistaken attribution ot the dbstract may be due, as Mossner sugpests, to
the fact that this notice is preceded by a notice of Turnbull’s Trearise on
Ancient Pamting * but this does not explain how it happened that Turnbull
15 supposed to have written the Treatise of Human Nature, That mistake may
have been occasioned by the lists of available books that John Noon placed in
his publications, **" Some of these lists place the Treatise, for which no author
15 given, immediately after two or more works by, and explicitly artribured 1o,
George Turnbull, Indeed, the lists in the two volumes of Turnbull’s Prin-
ciples of Mova! Philogophy are arranged in this way, Asa consequence, it may
well have seemed to some that Turnbull was also the author of the Treatise,
the very next (and sometimes the last) book on some of these lists. Ina general
way Turnbull wrote the kind of work that the Freatse 15 (he oo wrote

=5 bliothdgue raisonnde, 206001741, 420-7. e Kee ahove, Sect, 5 at o, 1440,

5 Tewall be recalled that in che dbsreecd ttsell the publsher = mistakenly stvled *Borbet’.

T Oin Straban’s ledger, see above, Sect. 3, atn, 97,

0 Mossner, Life of Devid Hume, 124, Mossner says that in the Sdbfiothdguee rtisonnds Turnbull is
identified as a *Mr. Thurnboll’, But Tarnbull is first sdentihed there as *Gearge Tarndad] Docteur en
Droat”, and only later, presumably by ivpographical ercor, refereed rooas M, Thurnbull™.

2 See above, n. 147,
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treatises on moral philosophy and was sympathetic to the experimental
method), and hence such an inference, however mistaken and w us incred-
ible, was not entirely without some foundation. Whatever may be the explan-
ation, the mistake was to live on: Johan Anton Trinius, in his Freydenker
Lexivon (1739), appears to have relied on the Bibliothégue britanmigue, tor he
hists the Treatise of Huvran Natnre as the work of *Thurnbull™.**! But the
mistake also survived in England, fora catalogue of used books issued in 1762
offered tor sale “Turnbull’s Treatise of human Nature, 3 vol, weat, 945

T'he only other known notice of the Afseraer appearved in the Bibfiorhdgue
ratsoniée, in the spring of 174). No author is suggested for the Abstract, but
for the second time this journal Wdenthed Home as the author of the Preatise.
The notice in its entirery reads:

Some having found the Treatee of Human Nature of Mr Hume a hitle too abstruse,
a pamphlet has been published to help them anderstand itz Aw Abstract of 0 Boelk
fately pubfished, etitnled & Treatise of Human Naiwre e, Thatis, Exteant o Livre
frebdie dupieis pew sous fe tetee Dranre de fo Natwre umame &c, o fe priscepal supet de ce
Lavre est plos amplement éclatret 8 expligne, In 8,77

7.9 Letter to Canpmonsense: or the Enelishman’s Journal

In addition to these reviews and notices, one other early discussion of the
Treanse appeared in July 1740 as a letter “To the Author of Conmon Sense’ -5
The author of this letter reported that he had recently published Aw Essay
towards demonstrating the fmmateriality and Free Agency of the Soud, > and
now wished to give “ashort Answer to a fong Book lately published, intitled, 4
Treatise of Human Nawre”, The author of the Trea e, he savs, seems to have
adopted the doctrine ol necessity, and hence to be in need of correction. The

B Johann Anton Trinms, Frepdenker Levicon, 4567,

22 A Catalogre of @ very Chowce and Cureons Collection of Books i all Arvis, Sciences, and Lar
pivages, . Wik wall be Sold . on Tuesday, Febo Fo, 1702 by Fohn Wheton and Bewy. Wihire
{[London, 1762]).

5 This notice & included in the "News from London®, which was for the issue in question con-
tributed by Dhes Mateeaux. As the notice does not provide the name of the author of the A, it
may be that Hume had learned his lesson, and kept this information from Des Maizeaux,

HERTC supgests that Comoonsense was “written almost solely by Charles Molloy, with occa-
sional comtributions by e, William King, Lond Chesterfield and Lond Lyttleton®. From a survey of
the known writings of these four individuals, Tjodge iwanlikely that the lerer was wrirten hyany one
of them. Attention was Brat drawn to this letber by Mossner, “The First Answer to Hume's Treaise’,
2 =3, The letrer 18 repranted in Fueser (ed. ), Early Respowres, 3: 86-91.

- Feeay tewards Desonstraring the Tomaterindity and Free Apewey sf the Sond. In Anzwer
Fe o Samaed Sivald fand [ Anthony Collies [London: [1740]). The author of this work is unidents-
fiecd, Althowgh the work i daged 1704, 2 notice of itappeared in the Bl bégne remonnde, 24[1740],
480, and a1 veview of it in NMowoelle Bibliothdgue, B{1741), 3470,
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unknown critic professes uncertainty on this crucial point because, he writes,
the book in question is *so very abstruse and perplex'd, thar, I am convinced,
no Man can comprehend what he means’. [t 15 to ensure thar what may be a
merely misleading show of learning does not “impose upon weak Readers’
that this critic has written in response to the Treatise ™

Some two-thirds of this commentary of about 2,500 words 15 directed
toward that part of the Treatise, 2.3.1-3, in which Hume discusses the will,
summarizes his conclusions about the source of our idea of necessary connec-
tion, and argues that there are no good reasons for supposing that the moral
world differs from the physical in the matter of causal regularity. “The com-
mentator, complaming along the way about the novel vocabulary of the work,
and revealing, romcally, an occasiwonalist bias that denies that there 1s in mater-
ial objects anv causal efficacy, undertakes to correct errors on all these points,

The main point at 1ssue, thar human actions are free, 1s so0 obvious, this
crive argues, “that it 1s never opposed but by those who either lay down o
themselves false Priveiples, or mstake the Termys they use.** On this issue, the
author of the Treatise is said to have made several errors:

— He confuses the will, which he calls *aw internal Inipression we feel and are
conrscions of " (see 2.3.1.1), with its exercise, or *what we call the A of
vafitionr’. The will 1s a faculty, not, as claimed ar 2.3. 1.2, an impression.

— He says that the motions of material objects are “determined by an absolure
Fate’ (see 2.3.1.3), when they are, on the contrary, determined by the
qualities given to them, and preserved in them, *hy Cod Alnighty.

—He savs that ‘in no single Instance [15] the wliomate Comnexion of any
Objects. .. discoverable’ (see 2.1.3.4), when in face Sir [saac Newton has
discovered just this connection, showing that *it depends upon or pro-
ceeds from Cohesion, Attraction, Repulsion, and Communication of
Moton, which are Qualities given in different degrees o Matter, by the
Auwthor of Nargre', on whom “the mutual Influence of Bodies must alwayvs
arisinally depend’.

—He mustakes the origin of the idea of necessity. We have the idea of
necessity because we have first ‘perceived inourselves a Motion that s wet
necessary”, Moreover, we know of the necessity holding between external
objects only by observation, and *tor this very reason, we are often liable to
be deceived in our Judgments about the Necessity or Freedom of external
Movons or Effects’.

“0 Al cirations here are from the original, Cemoransense, 178 (1743), 1-1.
B The eritwe grants that Anthony Collins, in his Phelssopiicad Drguiry concerning Fasen Liberty,

had perspicaciously defended the necessitarian view of our actions, but his arguments are saad o
have been answered in the critic’s Saay (see n. 225).
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He 15 wrong to suppose that there 1s a necessary connection between our
motives and our actions: ‘every man must be convinced from what he feels
within himselt” that such influences are not *elsofnte and wecessary’.

Having thus prevented the philosophy of the Treatise from “having any
mischievons Eftect upon the Opinons or Morals of Mankind’, the anony-
mous critic turns to Hume's oppositon, found i Tregrse 1.2 to the com-
monly held view that space is infimitely divisible, The author of the Treatise
15 wrong from the outset, we are told, because he thinks that ‘it 15 a Contra-
diction to suppose, that any fomite Part of Space contains an mfieite Number
of Parts’, while anyone who understands the nature of infinites or space real-
1zes that ‘the Magnitude of an Object has nothing to do with 1ts specufalive
Dvvisiadisy’. Indeed, the question, Is space infinitely divisibler 15 a “very
improper’ one to ask, for every part of space, even the

smatilest we can imagine, must be supposed to have Parrs, that is to say, it must be sup-
posed to have Exveenson; for this is all we can mean by the frvistbfity of Space;
because wa Part of Space, the most ismenie or fargest we can imagine, can be actiallfy
divided, that is to say, it is impossible to divide Spoce as we do Matier, by removing or
destroving that Centizuity which is between any two of its Paris,

The letter writer concludes his commentary by declaring on his honour
that he has not the ‘least Inomation” who the author of the Trearise 15, and
thus that his objections ‘cannot proceed from any Malice or Jiwedl’, On the
contrary, he says, his criticism “proceeds entirely from the Regard I have for
that Science called Meraphysicks: A Science which is in itself of great
Digmity, because 1t may do infinite Service to Religion, Virtwe, and Morality,
and consequently to Religions as well as Civil Liberty” when itis *handled ina
natural and concise Manner; but it does infinite mischief, when, fy departing
Sfrom Nature, 115 rendered obscure, perplex'd, and contempiible’.

The existence of these thirteen items shows that in the period immediately
following its publication, the Treatize and its aurhor were the object of signif-
icant attention on the European continent as well as i Britain. Yer, thirty-
five vears later, Hume was to make what is perhaps his best-known comment
about the Treatise:

Never literary Attempt was more unfortunate than my Treatise of homan Natore, It
fell dead=forn from the Press; without reaching such distinction as even to excite a
Murmur among the Zealots,***

By Owen Lafe’, 20 Winting to William Strahan about John Dalevmple's briefly popular

Meweirs of Grewt Bedfwan, Hume reported that *Lam diverted with conjecturing what will be e Fare
of this strange Book: Will it run s few Years? O fall at once dead born from the Press? [ chink che

Y
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T"hose who cite this famous remark all o often overlook the context in which
itappears. Hume is speaking about exactly the period, 1739—41, of these notices
and reviews. Just prior to saying that the Treatise fell dead-born, he has sad:

In the end of 1738, I published my Trearise; and immediatly went down to my
Meother and my Brother, who lived at his Countrey house and was employing
himself, very judiciously and successfullv in the Improvement of his Formane.

And just after, he goeson:

But being naturally of a cheerful and sanguine temper, [ very soon recovered the
blow, and prosecuted with great ardour my studies in the country. In 1742, 1 printed
at kdinburgh the first part of my Essayvs: the work was favourably received, and soon

made me entirely Ihrg::t my former IJi.t.::appc:nintrm:nt--’”

The Treaiise did not come into the world unnoticed. It was, lor its time,
widely reviewed. What, then, are we o make of Hume's “dead-born from the
Press'd Are we to conclude that he did not know of some of these reviews?
That he did not count them as significant responses to the Treatise? That by
1776 he had forgotten about them? That a dead-born Treatise suited well the
literary history of himsell’ that he hoped to promote?*™ Perhaps he was
alluding to the fact that the work sold so peorly that there was never any real
possibility of the second edition which he eagerly anticipated in the months
following publication of the first two volumes. =" Perhaps, despite the significant
attention the journals gave w the Treare, Hume remained conscious of the
massive gap between what he had envisioned as he sent the first volumes to
the press, and what had transpired. He had hoped that his ‘improvement in
the science of man’ would provide o his ‘natve country’™—and o himselt as

last Event more probable’ (letter of 23 March 1771, Letters, 20 2420 As G B, Hill poineed out, the
phrase ‘dead-born from the Press” is found in Pope: "ATL a1l but truth, drops dead-barn from the
Press, S Like the last Garete, or the last Address’ (Sariees 2.226); see Hill, Letrers of David Hawe te
Willewme Stvaban, prown. There 15, however, lintle reason to think that Hume supposed the Treatise
suffered because it lacked *truth’; see Sect. 1 below.

rFo

Nly O Life’, 2, There are, however, grounds for supposing that Hume's ‘DHsappointmaent”
was nor entively forgotten; again, see Sect. 10,

' This possibility 15 one implhication of Stewart's suggestion that in *My Own Life’ Hume was
pushing “the line he wished 1o promete for posteriee” {“Two Species of Philosophy', 811 See alse
Sehliesser, “The Obituary of a Vain Philosopher®, 347,

M Lsoking back, in April 1776, at this disappointing outcome, Hune may have realized just how
untsiala resulo it was, Among his predecessors amd contemporares no other philosopher of impor-
tance had been judeed so harshly by the public. Malebranche, Locke, Clarke, Berkeley, Hutcheson,
Butler, Reiwd: all had written profound, abstract philosophical works that made their way through
multiple editions. Among the philosophers we now judge of consequence, only Hume had the
chagrinof secing his most comprehensive philosophical work fail to reach a second edyion, and the
further humihation, a5 he may have seen i, of seeing the decidedly thinner philosophical writings
of such a critic as James Beattie run through edition after edition.
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well, perhaps—honour and glory to match that earned by Britnsh natural
philosophers.~* Measured against that hope, the Trearise did arrive dead-born.

§ THE LETTER FROM A GENTLEMAN

Beyond the responses of Hutcheson to Volumes 1 and 2, and w a dratt of
Book 3,7 little is known about initial Scottish reactions o the Trearise or
Abstract, Daring the summer of 1740, Hume was in London overseeing the
publication of Volume 3 of the Treatise. While in the south, he staved for a
time in Richmond with his triend William Mure, To his sister Aenes, at home
in Cilasgow, Mure reported: *We have been here now these ten days, and pass
our time in 4 very agreeable way, we have our countrey man Mr. Hume the
author of the metaphysical books that vou heard so much of last summer
as a party o our retirement,” What Agnes Muore might have heard 15 not
recorded, but her brother’s letter does give a hint, for it continues:

he s a very sensible voung fellow and extream vy curtous in most parts of learning and
how much soever he has shown himself a Sceptick upon subjects of speculation and
enguiry, he is as far from it as any man with regard to the qualines of a well natured
friecndly disposition, and an honest heart which are no doubt of greater conse-
quences to the intrinsick worth of a character than any abstract opinions whatever, ™"

Whether the Treatise of the atfable but sceptical young Hume did or did
not create a stir in Scotland soon after its publication is the topic of a much
later exchange of letters, In the Weekly Magazie, or Edinburgh Amusenient
tor 1771, one *Orthodoxus’ complamed, in an open letter to James Beatte,
that the latter had done a disservice by focusing attention on the Frearise:

a book upon human nature, which was never, or but by a few people read or under-
stood .. Should Mr Beattie bring again to hght a book forgotten, and hardly to be
found in any bookseller’s shop in Britain; what is the consequence? This dangerous
book will be again desived, and read; and perhaps another edition reguired, that the
glory of Mr Beattie's triumph may appear more conspicuous.**

P Preaisre, Inteo . HE bpe ahove, Sects, Tand 4,

S0Willan Mure of Cabdwell to Amnes Cabdwell, 5 June 1740, Mational Archives of Scotland,
GIAAELS T quated from ] Co Hilson, *An Early Account of Hume". The letter continues: *As he [Mr
Hurmwe | i very communicative of all his knowledge we have agreat deal from hin in the way of dispure and
argument, and not 2 lattle too nthe way of plam mformation we reason upon every peint with the greasest
freedom, even his own books, (sich we are working at at present) we canvass with ease, anad attack him
boldly whereever we can ger the least hold of him, and gquestion or contradict bis most favourine notbons;
all this moes on with the greatest wood humour”, Hlilson wentified the letter writer as William Mure,

HE IWeekly Magazine, or Edinbargh Awusesent, 13 (1571, 51, Orthodoxus was Henry Cirieve,
brother-in-kw to Hume's friend John Home, For more on Geteve and his correspondents, see Secr. 9.4
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‘Fumenes', writing from Glenullen later in the same year savs that Orthodoxus
15 far too optimistic if he supposes that Hume's sceptical philosophy termin-
ates in speculation alone, or thar 1t 15 *a mere metaphysical windmill’ now
under the attack of Beattie’s “philosophical knight-errantry’.** So too 15
Orthodoxus over-optimistic when he ¢laims that

the Iissertation on Homan Nature [the Treatioe | has never been read, or but by few; that
it is now [orgotien, and hard]y to be met with in any bookseller’s shop in Grreat Britain.
How true the last of those facts may be, [ pretend not to judge; but the first and the
second (that the book has either been read by few, or is intirely forgotten) are absolutels
false, and so grossly contradictory to umversal knowledge and conviction, that he must
be charitable indeed who can palliate them with the excuse of mustake. [ was in
Edinburgh seon after the original publication, and well remember how much and how
frequently it was mentioned, in every literary conversation: and if it is now so irrecover-
ably involved in oblivion, how should it have happened that Dr Reid, and a number of
other venerable names, have opposed the full strength of their genius to its malignitvi®™

These anecdotal comments provide only limited evidence, but it may be that
Corbett’s advertsement for the Abstract, claiming as it did that the Treatise
had *mer with such opposition, and been represented in so terrviying a
Lizht', conmined an element of truth: during the summer of 1734, in
Scotland at least, the Trea tise may have created a philosophical st **

It may also be that Francis Hutcheson responded again, albeit indirectly, to
the account of morals found in Book 3 of the Treatize, The second edition of
Hutcheson's Phifosophia meoradfis was published in 1745, At no point in this work
does Huarcheson mention by name either Hume or the Treatse. But, knowing as
wi (o that he had looked over Volumes | and 2 of thatwork, read and commented
on a draft of Book 3, and doubtless had seen the published version of that part of
the work, it 1s reasonable to look in this work for allusions o the Treatize or is
author. Recalling Hume's remark that he wok his “Camlogue of Virtues from
Creers’s Offices’ ™ we can askof 1t was with Hume in mind that Hutcheson said:

The design of Creere'’s books de afficis, which are so very jostly admired by all, has
been mistaken mconsiderately by some very ingenious men, who speak of these

The letter of Orthodoxws and the replies it engendered are reprinted in Fieser {ed.), Earfy
Rerpanges, I 20030,

e Fumenes was Thomas Blacklock, as we know from Beattie’s correspondence. See “Thomas
Blacklock and Orhers’, in Freser (ed. ), Early Respouses, 9 2103,

5 A Fewiedy Magezime, VAT, 99=100, Blacklock was 15 1n 1739, and mav well have been inter-
ested in the philosophy of the Treatise, On Dir Bead’, e Thomas Beid, see Sect, 9.9,

“F For the description of the early rece ption of the Treatise found in the dupwed Regorer for 1776,
see Bect, 920,

e Hume™s letter to Hurehesom of !‘iu]'lT. 1734, |.|l|-::l[u|.|. an Sect, & above: the |'|-|'||'.:|.~\'.-|.' ‘|_':|r:|.|-::-gll.|:
of virtues' i repeated in Trearie 3342 see alzo Editors” Annotarions, ann. 387_31.
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books as intended for a compleat svstem of morals or ethicks. Whereas Cieero
expressly declares, that the doctrine concerning vertne, and the supreme gosd, which
is the principal part of ethicks, is 1o be found elsewhere. . The design then of these
books de officns s this; to shew how persons in higher stations, already well instructed
i the fundamentals of moral philosophy, should so conduct themselves in life, that
in perfect consistence with virtue they may obtain great interest, power, popularity,
high offices and glory.*

And:

Let not philosophy rest in speculation, let it be a medicine for the disorders of the
soul, .. Look not upon this part of philosophy as matter of ostentation, or shew of
knowledge, but as the most sacred law of life and conduce.*!

We know also that Hutcheson remained unconvinced by the moral philos-
ophy of the Treatise, for in a surviving letter Hume maintains, against the
views he inds in Hutcheson's Latin work, views that he had set out in Books
2 and 3 of the Treatise: viz. that a passion may be calm but powerful; that
natural abilities may cause greater esteem than do the moral virtoes; that the
concept of virtue has a broader scope than Hutcheson supposes; that justice
and property have thewr origin i self-interest, not in either public or private
benevolence; that some of our conceptions of virtue and vice derive from
convention, It mortifies me much’, Hume interjects, ‘to see a Person, who
possesses more Candour & Penetration than any almost [ know, condemn
Reasonings, of which T imagine I see so strongly the Evidence. "

By 1745 the Trearnse was well known, at least by reputation, in Scotdsh
intellecrual circles—well enough to be centrally imphcated in a decision not
to appoint Hume to the Chair of Moral Philosophy in the University of
Edinburgh. The events and exchanges leading to this decision began in 1742,
when the holder of the chair, Dr John Pringle, took leave trom his duties in
order to pursue his other career, that of physician, with the Brinsh army in
the Low Countries.® Pringle extended this leave through the 17434
session, and again for the following vear. That he would resign his post in the
university became increasingly a possibility during his second year abroad. It
was during this period that Hume's friends in Edinburgh, notably John
Coutts, the Lord Provost of Edinburgh in 1744, and Henry Home began

A Short Dnfeedsetoon bo Moral Plafosophy, p i, Thes work & a translation of the 2und edn. of
Hutcheson's Phoassiliae moralis insdiietm comtpendiara, 1745,

M Nhort Tntroducieen to Morel Phdosophy, p.ov,

B Letrer of 10 Jan. 1743, Lerters, 1047, Hurcheson had senr Hume a copy of the 1st edn. of his
Phrclossphia movalis,

A5 M account of these events draws substantinlly on Stewart, The Kok and the Tnfidel, and Sher,
‘Professors of Virtue'
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actively to promote Hume for the projected vacancy,”™ Given that the
decision would be made by the Edinburgh Town Council, Coutts’s support
was important to whatever hope Hume had for the job. As it happened,
however, Pringle held on to the post untl March 1745, by which time Coutts
had reverted to being an ordinary councillor, and opposition to Hume's
appointment, of two sorts, political and philosophical, had solidihed. The
political opposition was substantial, but directed primarilyv against Coutts
and his allies, not against Hume personally, The public higures involved were
mostly divided berween two loosely confederated interests, the Argathelian
{(the party supporting the national politics of Archibald Campbell, Duke of
Argyvll), and the Squadrone (the party of John Hay, Marquess of "Tweeddale),
and durng the period in question the latter group held tenuous ascendancy,
while 1t was to the former, the Argathehans, that Coutts, Home, and most of
theiwr supporters were allied. The philosophical opposition o Hume's
candidacy, focused as it was on what were seen as the religious implications of
the Treatise, was formidable, but even without this further opposition Hume
could well have lost out, as he eventually did, to William Cleghorn, the
nephew of Gavin Hamilton, the council leader.**

At the request of the town council, the academic senate of the university
had in the maddle of the previous decade prepared a detailed description of
the position for which Hume was a candidate, "T'he ‘regulations under which
the Professour of Pneumaticksand moral Philosophy shall be oblig’d to teach
m that profession’ included:

15t He shall teach the Pneumaticks, that is, the being and perfections of the one true
God, the nature of Angels and the Soul of man, with the daties of natural religion to
which rational Creatures are bound towards the Supreme being,

21y He shall teach Maoral Philosophy.

3y Every Munday he shall praclect upon the truth of the Christian religion, ™

These requirements reflected the normal view of the discipline currentat the
tme, and clearly called for a positive commitment w a number of principles
of religion that even a sympathenic reader of the Trearise would be ata loss to
find in that work. Hume himseli had allowed that there was perceived o be
a connection between a person’s ‘philosophical Speculations™ and his

- Hume describes the situation and the manner of his becoming a candidate for the professor-
ship in his lecter of 4 Aug, 1744 to William More of Caldwell; see Letrers, 12355,

H* Tn the course of events, Hutcheson was approached about the positon, dechined considern-
tion, was none the less appointed to the post on 3 April 1745, and turned it down, with thanks, a
wieek later, See Stewart, Kok aad Trfdel, U—14,

e Palinburegh Linwversity Library, Senatus minutes, 25 Feb, 17345 quoted from Sher, ‘Professors
of Wirtue', .
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chgibility to be ‘concern’d in the Instruction of Youth' ¥ It 15 not entirely
surprising, then, that the ministers of Edinburegh’s churches, who had the
right to be consulted about the candidares for this position, would be alarmed
that Hume might be chosen to teach the vouth of Edinburgh, and that one of
these ministers, William Wishart, should take the lead in sounding this
alarm. = In doing so, Wishart, who was the Principal of the University and
current Moderator of the General Assembly of the Church of Scotland, may
have had mulaple aims, He may at one point have had hopes that the Chair
would come to him, but he also played a leading role n the campaign to
appoint Cleghorn. His fundamental aim was to ensure thar when the Council
formally asked the ministers for their collectuve advice about the appoint-
ment, that advice would be hirmly against Hume, because, as he said, he
‘teared a great danger to the Society [i.e. the College | whose welfare | he | was
under |the | strongest ties to take all care of in[his| power™. =" With this aim in
view, Wishart scanned the Treatise and produced a set of six charges, but-
tressed by citations drawn from the work, against its author. Hume isaccused
of universal scepticism, of holding principles leading to atheism, of making
crrors concerning the being and existence of God, of committing errors
concerning the first cause and prime mover of the universe, of denyving the
immateriality of the soul, and of sapping the foundatons of morality, =

T'he document contaiming Wishart’s charges was probably circulated
manuscript, or manuscripts. Its intended readership would have been the

AT Letrer of 17 Sept, 1739, Levvers, 1: 34, In Avgust 174 Hume was to learn that Hutcheson had
apparently jommed in the ‘accusation of Heresy, Deism, Scepticism, Atheism, &c fc &' made
against him: *But what surprizd me extremely was to find that this Accusation was supported by the
pretended Authority of Mr Hutcheson & even Mr Leechiman, who, (38 saie], agreed that I wasa very
unfit Person for such an Office. This appears oo me absolutely increlible, especially with regard to
the lateer Genteman. For as to Mr Hutcheson, all my Friends think, that he has been rendering me
had Ofices to the utmost of his Power. And T know, that Mr Couts, to whom [ sad rashly, that 1
thought I eond depend upon 3ir Hutcheson's Friendship & Recommendation; I say, Mr Couts now
apeaks ol that Peofessor rather as my Enemy than as my Friend, What can be the Meanmg of thas
Conduct in that celebrated & benevolent Moralst, 1 cannot imagine. shall be glad to find, for the
Honour of Philosophy, that Tam mistaken; & indeed, Thope sootoo; And beg of vou toenguire a little
invto the Marter; but very cautiously, lest Emake hinn my open & profess’d Enemy, which [ wood will-
ingly avord" (Lefrers, 12 3780

HEWishart™s key rele in the campaign & known both from Home's correspomndence [ Letiers, 1.
62 and from Wishart's private papers; see Stewart, Kk and Tufided, 7-27; "Willam Wisharr, an
Early Critic of Afaphron’; and ‘Principal Wishart (16%92-1733) and the Controversies of his Day”,

“ From Wishart'sspeedhand manuscripr, dated 5 June 1745, which, in his words, offered a *fair,
candul and faithtul narrative, from first tolast, of my conductwith regard oo the proposal of my suc-
ceedmge to the Moral Philosophy Char inoour Umiversany”, Edanburgh Umversity Libears, M& La,
i 115, fol. 394 The rranseripthon is by Stewart, and is quoted from Kl and fnfided, 27

BT hat the charges and the documentation supporting them derived from Wishart 15 known
from Hume's correspondence; see New Lefters, 15, quoted just below, Hume would have had thas
information from his supporters in Edinburgh.
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ministers and the council. In the course of events a copy came into the hands
of Courtts, who in turn sent a copy to Hume, who was then living near 5t
Albans. Hume quickly composed and sent a letter of reply to Coutis. Home
put Wishart’s document {presumably all of 1) together with Hume's reply
and published the result in the vain hope that it would stem the rismg tide
against Hume's candidacy. ' The work was printed and ready for sale on or
about 21 May 1745, for on that date an Edinburgh newspaper, the Caledonian
Mercury, carried this advertisement:

Thes Day widl be published, and sold by the Booksellers i Town,
A LETTER from a Gentleman to his Friend at Edindareh; containing some Observa-
tions on a Specimen of the Principles Concerning RELIGION and MORALITY, sard fo fie
maintain’'d in a Book lately publish®d, intituled, A Freatise of flaman Natwre, &,

A similar advertisement appeared later that day i the Edimbureh Evening

252

Cowrant.

OUn 22 May 1745 the own council asked the ministers to provide on 28
May their assessments of the candidates. We learn trom a contemporary cor-
respondent that “Twelve of the 15 Manisters of this Ciry gave their avisa-
mentum against Mr Hume on Account of his Principles’, and thus that his
candidacy wasabandoned by hissupporters. ™ From Hume's letter to Home,

BT he work entitled A Letter from o Geatleman comiprises several dstmgmshable pares: (1) the
opemng paragraphs of a lewer from Hume o Coures (3% 1=3% (20 o *Specmen’, composed by
Wishartand made up largely of quotations and misguotationsof the Treatise, and intendied to reveal
the ‘Principles concerning Beleion amd Meraliey” Founad inthe woek (14123 (3) 2 summation, alse
by Wighart, of the six charges made against the author of the Treaiie in the preceding S pecimen
(1319 (4) Hume"s reply to these charges as this was made inthe letter to Coutts (772039} anid
(20 two closing paragraphs of this leteer, paragraphs that mclude comments on the Bmaraiions of
the reply being made, on the inviliows way in which the Frestiee has been attacked, and a version of
what was (o become a familiar anthorial eriticism of that work (540=1} As one can see by compar=
g Y5 aned 18, the textof Hume's lener has been an least shghtly modified roomake g suit the wse o
which it was put.

S5 T he evening paper reported that “ T Dy o pedfieked”, ete, This paper also gives the ntle as
it was published, A LETTER from o Genrleman fo fes friend in Bdindargh, and incorporates minor
differences of form. Thess advertisements were first described in New Letters, 15,

A5 I homas Hay te Tweaddale, 1 June 1745, Natiwomal Library of Scotlamd, NES 7006, quoted
from Stewart, Kk and Jofded, 18, Soon after Hume's death in 1776, two letters in the Losdas
Chevrecle repoerted on what Hume calls this *Affair’, The avthor of the Orse letter, whom Fieser sup-
poses to have been John Home, savs that the events took place about *the vear 1746, or 17477, and
that the preshytery of Edimburgh, having the right to veto any one of three candidates, ‘put a nega-
tive upon Me. Hunee', He then adds that, *though he [ Huame | had probably been before confirmed
in his sceptical principles; vet it was from this period thar he declared open and irreconcileable war,
not only agaimst the presbytery of Edinbwrgh, but against the whiole body of the clergy’, although
lve remained on friendly personal terms with several. The author of the second letter said that the
story teld in the first was *not entirely destitate of foundation, but full of nacouracies’. He then
poanted cur that the ‘lord provost, magistrates, and eouncil of Edinburgh possess an exelusive right
of choosing most of the professors of the university, but every election must be made with the advice
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written in mid-June of the same vear, we see that he had asked that his name
be withdrawn, but his no longer extant letter to this effect, a letter written on
1 June, could not have reached Edinburgh in time to have any effect on the
matier. On 13 June Hume wrote:

[ find my Affair at Edinburgh is over upon two Accounts, both because I am glad to
b off with it (as inform’d viou in mine dated June, 17 & because ©Hind it won'd not
succecd, if 1 had becn never so much dispos™ forir, T can now laugh at the Malice of
those who intended to do me an Injury, without being able to reach me

Omn 13 June he added in a postscript to the same letrer:

Since Lwrote the above, I recenv™d vours of June the 4th, & Lam as little supriz'd as |
am vext at the Turn this Affair has taken. I have indeed a great Regard as well as
Sense of Gratitude for Mr Couts, & am heartily sorey he shou™d have been defeated
by a Pack of Scoundrels, tho it was entirely by his own Fault,***

And then added stll another postscript:

[ wish vou wou'd show Jack Stewart & Mr Couts my Letrer of June. 1. wherein |
desir’d to give up my being candidarce for the Professorship, that they may more fully
know my Sentiments & way of thinking on that head, & mav sce, that [ was fully
resnlv’d not to doany thing of that Natare without rtheir full Consent,

From this same letter, we may also conclude that Hume neither expected
nor intended his letter to Coutts to be published. On 13 June he wrote:

[ am sorry you shou'd have found vourself oblig’d to print the Letter I wrote to Mr
Couts, it being so hastily compos’d that I scarce had time to revise 105 Indeed the

{motaf the preshytery, ot anlv)of the mamisters of that cry™. "TTns writer poants out that the events
tonk place in 1743, and suggests that Home's candidacy depended mostly on the support of Coutis.
It 35 troe, he adds, that most ol the clergy opposed Home, *grounding their abjection oo A Trearise
of Human Mature,” published in 1739, which had been ascribed to him” {cited from Fieser (ed. ),
Early Responses, ™ 3535, 360<1).

A about the same Gme 5, ). Pran observed that *Me, Hume, in the Fhistory of his Life, has no
informed us of his having stood candidate for the Professorship of Moral Philosophy, in the Uni-
versity of Edinburgh; [and] of the oppesiven which the Seous clergy excited o his pretensions”
{Srpplement o the Lifie of David Hame, 14).

5 Letter of 13 June 1745, New Letiers, 14-15.

HE R ibansky and Messner suggest thar Hume could Blame Courts for the defeat because he had
allowed Pringle to delay his resignation an additional vear, during which time those opposed to
Hume could gather force, See MNew Letters, 17,

o Klihansky and Mossner suggest that Hume refers to John Stewart, the son of Archibald
Stewart, Lond Provost of Edinburgh after Coutts.

FOWhile Huwme lad to commpese os letter in haste, be mav have borvowed from his deafvof what
became, after undergoing a change of title (see n. 39), Au Soguiry coneernimg Human Undeestanding,
o which he may have been working at the time, 132 of the Letter from o Gentlemar resembles SR
25 amd o, 16 and 21 resemble EAL 12,25, See Beauchamp, Intreduetion, EAL (Clarendon
Edition), pp. Ividi—leix.
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Charge was so weak, that it did not require much nme to answer i1, 1 the Matter had
been to be judg’d by Reason. The Principal found himsell reduc’d o this
Dhlemma; either to draw Heresies from my Principles by Inferences & Dedoetions,
which he knew wou'd never do with the Ministers & Town Council. Or if he made
use of my Words, he must pervert them & misrepresent them in the grossest way in
the World, This last Expedient he chose, with much Prudence but very little
Honesty.

However badly Wishart had behaved in Hume's eyes, there were some,
Coutts mcluded, who were impressed by Wishart's performance, and
perhaps even by his philosophical abilities. On 5 June the Edinburgh Council
chose, from between Wishart and William Cleghorn, the new Protessor of
Moral Philosophy i the Unmversity of Edinburgh. Cleghorn’s supporters
prevailed, by a vote of nineteen to twelve, By mid-June, in the same letter,
Hume could say thart *in the main I am far from being displeasd with my
present Situation’, and also report that ‘T never was very fond of this Othce
of which I have been dissappointed, on account of the Restraint, which 1
forsaw 1t wou'd have impos’d on me’. To this he added: ‘I have Lezure
enough for reading; but scarce for writing at present. However [ intend 1o
continue these philosophical & moral Essays, which [ menvon’d w you!’
These *philosophical & moral Essavs' were hkely to have included those
recastings of the Tregrise, as Hume later characterized them, published
as Phifosophical Essays concermmg Human Understanding and An Enguiry
conceriming the Principles of Morale =

Y. FURTHER RESPONSES: 1751-77

In the final tharty-five years of Hume’s life there were surprisingly few pub-
lished responses o the Treatise. Some of those few are brief, and combine
comment on the Treatise with comment on An Enguiry concerning Human
Understanding or An Enguiery concerning the Principles of Morals. ™ There
were also still briefer comments, mere passing mentions or denunciations of
the Treatise, In this section, these responses to the Treatrse are taken up in the
order of their publication.

5% For more on these recastings, as well a5 a thind, A Dvssertarion or the Pasions, see Sect. 10
below. Stewart sugiests that in the Phifosopdical Essayps (e, EHL Hume elaborated his answers o
Wishart; see “Two Species of Philosophy’, 85-6.

¥ For avcounts of the responses focusing on the two works mentioned, see Beauchamp, Intro-
duction, EAL (Clarendon Edition ), ppe Iosiv—eav amed adews, Introduction, EPMW (Clarendon
Edition ), pp. Ixiv—lwes.
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9.1 Henry Home, Lord Kames

In his Essays on the Prnaples of Morality and Natural Relimion, a work hrst
published in 1751, Home, soon to be Lord Kames, addressed several 1ssues
raised by the Treatise.™ In his only recorded comment on this work,
included in a letter to Michael Ramsay, Hume sayvs nothing about the sub-
stance of the views found there: “Have you seen our Friend Harrvs Essays?
T'hey are well wrote; and are an unusual instance of an obliging method of
answering a Book. T'he *obliging method of answering’ includes respeci-
fully raising objections to the views of “the author of the treatse upon human
nature’. The more substantal of these objecnons are that this author:

—uofters (along with Hutcheson) a superhcial account of the moral sense.
Works of art, as well as moral qualinies, arouse approbation and disappro-
bation. The author of the Treatise should have observed and explamed the
difterences between these similar responses. =

—mistakenly resolves the moral sense into sympathy, which is w say that he
maintaing that this sense approves or disapproves of actions only atter it
has determined that they are beneficial or harmful to society, and provides
no convincing account of duty or obligation. *?

—mistakenly claims ‘that jusdce, so far from bemg one of the primary
virtues, 15 not even a natural virtue, but established in society by a sort of
tacit convention’. But, Kames goes on, the *figure which this author
deservedly makes in the learned world 15 too considerable, to admitof his
being past over in silence’, >

—although the first to have given belief the attention it deserves, fails in his
artempt to explain this important phenomenon. His view that belief "must
consist in the lively manner of conceiving the idea; and that, in reality, a
lively 1dea and belief are the same’, 15 unsatistactory, *Poetry and painting
produce lively ideas, but they seldom produce belief” T'he ‘real truth
appears to be this. There 15 a certain peculiar manner of perceiving
objects, and concewing propositions, which, bemg a simple fechng,
cannot be deseribed, but 1s expressed by the word belief.” The cause of this
‘modification’ is the irresistible authority of the senses, our own, or those
of others who attest to their experience.

! ome, of Feames, as he 15 denominated in chis section, freats mwral ssues i part 1 of the
= H kK he s ted in th t t | t 1 af th
Ezsays on the Proveiples of Warafiny and Naturald Relygoon, epistemalogicnl and metaphyscal issvesn
part 2. For an account of his alternatives o Home's views, see Ross, Lard Kames, W8-1110

B Letterof 22 June 1731, Letvers, 12 102,

# Roames, Fssays on lhe Prowciples of Movality and Nataeal Refigion, 51,

Tl 575, 4 Thad. 103, W5 Thad. 222,227,
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fails to note thar *man. . has an orgmal feeling, or consciousness of

himself and of his existence; which, for the most part, accompanies every

one of his impressions and ideas, and every action ot his mind and body’,
and which serves as the foundavon of our 1dea of personal wdentity >

Consequently, this author is left doubting his own existence,

—offers an account of the origin of our idea of power that comes “tar short
of the truth’. A “constant connection of two objects, may, by habit or
custom, produce a similar connection in the imaginaton’, but that con-
nection ‘does by no means come up to our idea of power’, On the contrary,
Kames says, we have a ‘feeling of power’, and rhis fact shows that our
‘author. . attempts rather oo bold an enterprize, when he undertakes w
argue mankind out of thew senses and feelings’ *

Notwithstanding these objections o Hume's views, we find that Kames
mcorporated mto his works positions characteristic of the Trearize, His
Essaysupon Several Subjecis concerning Brivish Antiquities, written in 1743 and
published in 1747, evoked from Hume the remark, *You do me the Honour to
borrow some Principles from a certmin Book, [ wish they be not esteem’d too
subtile & abstruse.”*" Hume does not identify the principles he supposed to
have been borrowed from his Treatise, but he might well have had in mind
the emphasis placed on the gradual development of political institutions, the
role of the imagination and of feelings in the formation of political and legal
rules, the role of interest in the development of law and justice, and human-
ity 's need of government,*™"

As it happens, the borrowings from the Treatise found in Kames's Essays
on the Principles of Movality and Natwral Refigion are even more noticeable, In
this work Kames maintaing that sympathy 15 a principle implanted in our
nature, and that, for the preservation of society, justice 18 more important

125

25 boames, Ersayson the Principdes of Mevality and Nataral Refigion, 231=-2; for more on Kames's
compliant, see above, Sect. 4, atnn, 112 1T

#7 Kames suggests that doubt about the suthority {or relzability) of our senses Increases by
stapes, Berkeley, "by denving the reality of external objects, strikes st the root of the authority of sur
senaed, and thereby paves the way for the mest inveterate scepticism’. If we can be brought to doubr
of the reality of external objects, Kamies goes on, ‘the next step will be, to doubt of what passes m
our own minds, of the reality of our kleas and perceptions, . And the last step wiall be, e doube of
our own existence” {ibid. 240}, This & pechaps the first published (although soll meomplete) inti-
mation that Hume's philosophy represents the logical and sceptical end-point of a process that had
begun with Locke and was continoed by Berkeley. Kames returned to this historical development
in his Elements of Cretiednn, discussed below, See also 96, %% of this scction.

B Rames, Eraoys o Hhe Privcaples of Meradity and Natnral Religion, 2879, Kames's criticism on
this issue i directed at both the Treadoe and the f*f.'.-n"ﬂ.':rflr.'.l'rn'rn" Freays (e, KL

¥ Tetter of late Jume 1747, New Letters, 27, A copy of the 1747 wdn. of Kames's Essays apon
Several Enbjects concerning British Awtiguities wag in the Hume Library, iwem 718,

e f‘il:'l.‘Kﬂn'll.".'-:l f:'::u.y: It ek ."l'rl'-.'r:rnr.."l'n.r'_.'n:I':n:r.-rn L'r.'.'a'u_{ Hiririh J'.rrj'.'ulrelr'!rf.':.. 254, lla., 128 m., 192 fF.
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than generosity, while our generosity toward others 15 lmited.”" He also
utilizes a variation on Hume's attempt to show that the efforts of rationalists
io derive obligations from factual claims are unsansfactory {see 3.1.1.27).
How could anyone, Kames asks, infer from the proposition that *God is our
superior’, the further proposition, ‘it 1s fit we should worship him™? Where,
he asks, *is the connecring proposition by means of which the inference 1s
drawnz"*"* Kames in these Esaypsalso follows closely the position taken by the
Treatise on liberty and necessity, and then embellishes Hume's view that we
have a mistaken sense of liberty, The latter tells us;

Now meral evidence is nothing but a conclusion concerning the actions of men,
derivd from the consideration of their motives, temper and situation . . And indeed,
when we consider how aptly matured and mora! evidence cement together, and form
only one chain of argument betwixt them, we shall make no scruple to allow, thar
thev are of the same nature, and deriv'd from the same principles. A prisoner, who
has neither monev nor interest, discovers the impossibility of his cscape, as well from
the obstinacy of the goaler, as from the walls and bars with which he is surrounded;
and in all attempis for his frecdom chooses rather to work upon the stone and iron of
the one, than upon the inflexible nature of the other, The same prisoner, when con-
ducted to the scaffold, foresees his death as certainly trom the constancy and hdelity
of his guards as from the operation of the ax or wheel 7

Feames i his Essaps savs that:

Motives being once allowed to have a determining force in any degree, it is casy to
suppose the force so augmented, by accumulation of motives, as to leave hittle
freedom te the mind, or rather none at all. In such imstances, there is no denying that
we are under a necessity to act, And tho' this, to be sure, 15 not phyvsical necessity, as
arsing not from the laws of matter, but from the constitution of the mind; vet the
consequence is equally certain, fixed and wnavoidable, in the case of moral, as of
|J|:I:'.'Ei:i|_'l.l| ]:IL"L'L'EHII[}'. rrl'l:i.'-i :i.'-i S0 0r IJ.L',_ |:I]-'J.|:.| :i]:l SO :il]!-i l-il]'ll_'ﬂ.'h-.. [I]L'!':'L' LW |'|:'i]:||j.'-i IZ.lf' o L o T
siry seem to comncide, so as scarcely to be distinguished. A eriminal walks to the scaf-
fold in the midst of his guards. Mo man will deny that he is underan absolure necessity
in this case. .. I ask, Is this a phvsical, or a moral necessitv? | the distnction betwixt
these two seems lost. And vet, strictly speaking, it is only a moral necessity: for it is the
force of a motive which determines the criminal to walk to the scaffold; to wit, thar
resistance is vain, because the guards are neither to be forced nor corrupted ™

OKames, Frays on the Principles of Morafity and Nafwral Religoon, 6849, 84, Hume first
mentions sympathy as 2 ‘principle’ of homan nature a6 2.1.01.2; humanity’s limited sencrosity i
prosited at Freatise 322160 amd 33,123, the priony of jestee over benevolence for the preserva-
i of society is noted at 3.2 1.0 3and 32222,

T Kames, Esvays o Mee Principles of Movatiy and Natweal Beligion, 97,

T Treature 2,3.1.15, 17,

6 Rames, .H.‘.!E__l'.'i ot Mg Prias J,Eu"rr af A ]J.l.l'.'u'l'{y it NWabiea! H;'.l'r'lgir.lr.'.l 164—5.
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And while the Trearise goes on to mention and then explain ‘a false sensation
or experience even of the liberty of indifference’ (2.3.2.2), the Esays do the
same for a “delusive’ or *deceitful’” sense of Iibertv.”* It should be nored,
however, that the two works explain this delusion differently. The Treaise
emphasizes the ‘looseness, which we feel in passing or not passing from the
idea of one to that of the other’ as we are *performing the actions’ (2.3.2.2).
It contrast, Kames says that *it is principally in reflecting and passing judg-
ment upon a past action, that the teeling of liberty 15 sensible and strong’,
He also agrees that human liberty 1s limated to ‘spontaneity, or acting accord-
g to our inclination and choice, It may be therefore distinguished from con-
strams, but must not be opposed to necessiy” .77 Given these similaries, it is
easy to see why Hume told Michael Ramsay that, while ‘Philosophers must
judge’ who has the better of the argument between himself and Kames, ‘the
Clergy have already decided it, & say he isas bad as me. Nay some athrm him
to be worse, as much as a treacherous friend is worse than an open Enemy.™*

kames published his Elements of Criticism in 1762, and agamn briefly
attended to the Treatise. Having explained that we ‘cannot perceive an exter-
nal object tll an impression be made upon our bodyv', Kames goes on to
observe that the “singular opinion that impressions are the only objects of
perception, has been espoused by some philosophers of no mean rank’; and
he then ina note quotes from 1.4.2.9; *“Properly speaking it 1s not our body
we perceive when we regard our limbs and members; so that the ascribing a
real and corporeal existence to these impressions or to thewr objects, 15 an act
of the mind as difficult to explain,” &¢."*" In a subsequent note on theories
of perception, Kames turns ro Descartes’s view: “we perceive nothing exter-
nal but by means of some image either in the brain or in the mind: and these
images he terms rdeas.” He then goes on wo the now familiar charge:

Omne would not readily suspect anv harm in this ideal system, further than leading us
into a labvrinth of metaphvsical errors in order to account for our knowledge of
external objeers, which is more truly accounted for by simple perception. And yet
some late philosophers have been able to extract from it death and destruction to the
whole world, levelling all down to a mere chass of 1deas, Dy Berkeley .. taking for
granted that we cannot perceive any object but what i in the mund, discovered, that
the reasoming emplov'd by Des Cartes and Locke to infer the existence of external
objects, 15 imconclusive; and upon that discovery ventured, agaimst commuon sense, 1o

anmihilate torally the material world. And a later philosopher discovering, that

i Kames, Ereayeon the Principles of Morality sod Natural Religier, 183, 207-5.
T Thid. 1%, 7 Thed. 192-3; of. Treatiee 232,10

| erter of 31Junu 1751, Lerters, 12 162,
m H:m'n.'::, Elestenty r.'_||"l:.-.r.'|'1'|: J'J'.rl-.'.I A 3R0-1.
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Berkeley's arpuments might with equal suceess be apphed against immaterial beings,
ventured still more baldly to reject both by the lump; leaving nothing in nature but
images ar weas loating m vacue, without affording them a single mind for shelter or
support.

When such wild and extravagant consequences can be drawn from the wdeal
system, it might have been expected, that ne man who is not crazy would have
ventured to erect such a superstructure, till he should first be certain bevond all
doubt of a solid foundation. ..

Upaon the chimerical consequences drawn from the ideal svstem, Tshall make but
a single reflection. Nature determines us necessarily to rely on the veracity of our
senscs; and upon their evidence, the existence of external objects is to us a matter of
intuitive knowledge and absolute certaintv. Vain therefore s the attempt of D
Berkeley and of s followers, to deceive us, by a metaphysical subtilty, into a dishe-

het of what we cannot entertain even the shightest doubt,

9.2 John Stewart

In February 1754, the Edinburgh Philosophical Society published the first
volume ot 15 proceedings, Esays and Observatons, Physical and Literary,
Hume, a member of this society, was one of two editors of this volume, He
and his co-editor, Alexander Monroe, accepted a paper, *Of the Laws of
Monon®, that Kames, had presented to the Sociery. They also accepted a
reply to this paper, ‘Some Remarks on the Laws of Moton, and the Inertia
of Matter’, presented by John Stewart, who from 1742 to 175% was Profes-
sor of Natural Philosophy in the University of Edinburgh. The printed
version of this paper included some sharply critical personal comments
about Kames, sugeestions that he lacked the skills in mathematics and
natural philosophy needed to challenge, as he had, the widelv held view that
matier is absolutely inert, followed by the recommendaton that he and
others like him *exercise their faculues on other subjects, where there may
be more room tor subtile evasions, and where mistakes, tho® equally remote
from truth, and perhaps of more pernicious consequence to mankind,
cannot, from the nature of the thing, be so easily detected”. ™' If this closing
remark was not also aimed at Hume, an earlier part of’ Stewart’s essay was,
for he had also said:

That something may begin to exist, or start into being without a cause, hath

i.TI(]L"L‘(] h!.'L'I'L :ld.'l. ilTlL"L'lJ. i.Tl il 'I.'L'l':l. Zil!lgl_'l'lli‘llu.'-i- and ].‘.ITLZIH.IIJ.I'l'IJ. H-:l'h-[l_']'[] uf []'IL' !'n-L'L'].'“.II‘L".:Il

- Thid. drd edn., 20 5068 n. The Treatise i also discussed in the *Brief Account of Aristorle’s
Logic’ mcluded in Kames's Sbetcher of the Mistory of Maw, This "Account” was written by 'TThomas
Reid; zee sect. .9 below: WU Eaiays asd (servations Physieal and Literary, 13940, 116-17.
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philosophy;* but hath not vet been adopted by any of the socteties for improvement
af natural knowledge. Such sublime conceptions are far above the reach of an ordi-
nary genius; and could not have entered into the head of the greatest physiologist on
earth. The man who believes that a perception may subsist without a percipient mind
or a perceiver, may well comprehend, that an action may be performed without any
agent, or a thing produced without any cavse of the production. And the author of
this new and wonderful docerine informs the world, that, when he looked into his
own mind, he could discover nothing but a serics of fleeting perceptions; and
that from thence he concluded, that he himself was nothing but a bundle of such
perceprions.

Stewart apparently added these comments to his paper afier it had been
presented to the Society, and without showing them to the editors of the
volume, and thus Hume saw them only after they were printed. This s, at
least, an inference that we can draw from Hume's one surviving letter o
Stewart. This letter beging mud-controversy with Hume wrting:

Sir

[am so greara Lover of Peace, that T am resolv’d to drop this Martter alvogether, & not
to inserta Syllable in the Preface, which can have a Reference to vour Essay. The Truth
15, I cou’d take no Revenge, but such a one as wou'd have been a great deal too cruel, &
much exceeding the Offence. For tho” most Authors think, that a contemptuons
manner of treating their Writings, is but shightly reveng’id by hurting the personal
Character & the Hlonour of their Antagomists, Lam very far from that Opimon. Hesides,
Lam as certain as [ can be of any thing (and Lam not such a Sceptic, as vou may, perhaps,
imagine) that vour mserting such remarkable Alterations in the printed Copy pro-
cecded entirely from Precipiiancy & Passion, not from any form’d Intention of deceiv-
ing‘lhl_' Socery. I wioru'd not take Advantage ol such an Incident tothrow a Sluron aman
of Merit, whom Lesteem, the' I might have reason to complain of him,

When I am abus’d |:'J}' stuch a Fellow as Warburton,™ whom [ neither know nor
care tor, [ can laugh at him: But if Dir Stewart approaches any way towards the same
Stvle of writing, [ own it vexes me: Because 1 conclude, that some unguarded
Circumstance of myv Conduct, tho' contrary to my Intention, had given Oceasion toit*

After suggesting that Stewart had, atter all, had the better of the argument
against Kames and thus had little reason to attack him personally or to

S8 At this point a footnote adds: * Prearie on Haman Natare, 3. vols octavo, This s the system at
large, a work suited only to the comprehension of Adepts. An excellent compend or summary
wherenf, for the benefit of vulgar capacities, we of this nation enjov in the Phiasopfical Eoaps, and
the Faeeys Moral and Pofitical. And to these may be added, as a farther help, that useful commentary,
the Esseys on Movality and Natoral Religion .’

A5 The Bt Bevd William Warburton, Bishop of Gloucester afrer 1739, Warburton is nor known
to have publicly attacked Hume prior to the date of this letter, but he later did so, and in 2 manner
that tempied Hume to reply; see lecter of 20 Mav 1757, Lefters, 12 25,

B Letter of [Feb, 1734, Letters, 12 1850,

P ] |
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represent his essay as a threat to religion, ™ Hume goes on to comment on
Stewart's charge against himselt and, more particularly, against the Trearise;

| shall now speak a Word as to the Justness of vour Censure with regard to mysclf,
alter these Remarks on the manner of it | have no Scruple of confessing my
Mistakes. You see | have own'd, thar | think Lord Kames is mistaken in his Arguo-
I'I'IL'fll.'1 il'l'lli] I 'HHU"(] ROMNUer gii’l: L'||'.| ]TJ:I. W TL ‘.-.-.il'l.l?il_' l.I'l:.'ll'I IT!I:I. I'“]'i.'..'I'IIJ!‘!i.I :if I l.I'I.[JLll.'l'hl. l|.|'|.ﬂ|:
Imputation of any Consequence to a man’s Character. But allow me to tell you, that
[ never asserted soabsurd a Proposition as that any thing meght arise without @ Canse:
[ only maintain®d, that our Certainty of the Falshood of that Proposition proceeded
neither from Intuitton nor Demonstration; but from another Source. ™ That Caesar
existed, that there i swch an fsland a3 Xicily: for these Propositions, Taffirm, we have no
demonstrative nor intuitive Proof, Woud vou infer that I denv their Truth, or even
their Certainiv? There are many different kinds of Certainty; and some of them as
satisfactory to the Mind, tho perhaps not so regular, as the demonstrative kind,

Where a man of Sense mistakes my Meaning, [ own [ am angry: Buat it is only at
mysclt: For having exprest my Meaning so ill as to have miven Occasion to the
Mastake 247

Having thus defended the Treatize from Stewart’s charge that it claims thata
thing may begin to exist without a cause, Hume goes on to grant that he has
indeed erred:

That yvou may see I wou'd no way scruple of owning my Mistakes in Argument, |
shall acknowledge (what is infinitely more material}a very great Mistake in Conduct,
viz my publishing at all the Treanise of human Nature, a Book, which pretended to
innovate in all the sublimest Parts of Philosophy, & which I compos’d before [ was
five & twenty, Above all, the positive Air, which prevails in that Book, & which may
be imputed to the Ardor of Youth, so much displeases me, that I have not Patience
to review it, But what Success the same Dwoctrines, better illustrated & exprest,
mav meet with, Ad bac suf pedice fs est?™ The Arguments have been laid before
the World, and by some philogophical Minds have been attended to* Tam willing to

A to vour Situation with regard to Lord Kames, T am not so good a Judee, [ only think, that
vou had so much the better of the Argument, that vou ought, upon that Aceount, 0o have been the
more reservid in vour Expressions. All Raillery oughr to be avoided i philosophical Argument;
both because it is unphilosophical, and because it cannot but be offensive, let it be ever so gentle.
What then must we think with regand 1o s0 many Insinuations of Leveligion, o which Lord Kames’s
Paper gave not the least Occazion? This Spivic of the Inquisitor &5 in vou the Effect of Passion, &
what a cool Moment wou'd easily correct. But where it predominates in the Character, what
Ravages has it commuarted on Beason, Virtue, Trurh, Liberty, & every thing, thart is valuable among
Mankind?* { Lereers, 12 180). - Humie appears to be explaming the intent of Frewroe 1,305,

o Ferrers, 12 THY.

5T he line is from Horace, Adrs poctica 1.78: %et ad hue sub jndice ls ese™: “and the case is still
before the court’.

- Hume alludes we s Phefesepbcal Essays concerning Human Dnderstanding (Iatee, EFUT) and
his .f'.'rn]'rrrr.p' CAEEF RN E vy MPrirey .-,':lnrn r.g.l"."f.l.l s,
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be instructed by the Pubhe; tho’ human Life s so short that | despair ol ever
secing the Deasion. 1 wish 1 had always confin’d mysell to the more casy Parts of

Erudition.

4.3 John Bonar

Some of the clergy, Hume said, supposed thar his phalesophical opponent,
Kames, was asbad, or even worse than Hume himselt*" OUne such clergyman
was John Bonar, who in his Awalfysis of the Moral and Relgous Sentiments
Contaimed in the Wrinnes of Sopho |Kames), and David Huwe (1733) set out
the presumably dangerous doctrines found in, principally, Kames's Ewiyps on
the Principles of Mavality and Natwral Religron, and Hume’s shorter philo-
sophical works and fstory of England. Having attended first to Kames's
anonymous Essays, Bonar goes on to say: ‘1 shall subjoin some passages no
less remarkable from the works of his brother philosopher and friend; who
has at least been more honest in this respect, that, without disguise, he has
pled the cause of vice and infidelity.” But, Bonar continues, ‘I shall adduce
none of my quotations from the Treatise on fiuman wature, though this be the

TN

compleat system, since he has not thought fit to own ',

0.4 Thomas Blacklock, Henry Grieve, and Mrs Carnegie

While Keeper of the Advocates Library, Hume had a row, near the end of
1754, with the Curators of the Library, who insisted that three works which
Hume had acquired for the library be withdrawn.”* Rather than resign over

= Letters, L LAY, Hume concluded the letter with further efforts o keep the peace, saying: *Asz1
am resolvid o drop this Matter entively from the Preface; so 1 hope to perswade Lord Kames to be
entirelv silent with regard toar i our Meeting, Bt Case | shoud nor preval, ol any body else
start the Subpect, T think it better, that some of your Friends shou'd be there, & be prepard to mollify
the Marter, IC T durest pretend 1o mdvise, I shou'd think it better vou voursell soere absent, unless vou
bringa greater Spirit of Composition than vou express in vour Letter. L am perswaded, that whatever
a Person of Mr[Alexander] Monro's Authority proposes will be agreed o Tho' T most beg leavee o
differ from his Judgement, in proposing to alter two Pages. That chiefly removes the Offence given
to me, but what regards Lord Fames is 5o interwoven with the whole Discourse, that there 15 not now
any Possibility of altering " (Lerters, 1 1B7=8), The Preface of the Esrays and Odservations makes ne
reference toany specific controversy, but it does say that it 15 “not that the sockety [to whom the papers
were read | expect or propose, that what they communicate will be intirely above doubt or disputa-
tron’, and thar in publishing these papers the sociery “pretend oot o wareant the jusimessof every rea-
soning, nor the accuracy of every observation. The author alone of cach paper is answerable for the
contents of 1t And the society are as willing o msert what may be communicated in opposition to the
sentiments of any of s members, as in confirmation of them' (pp. [ vii]-viii). 1 Hee . 146,
B Awadvais af the Moral and Religios Sentiments, 26, For further descriptions of the events
surrounding this publication, see Mosaner, Lofe of David Hame, 3414 Ross, Lord Kapres, 15325,
1 For details, see Hillvard, “The Keepership of David Fume'.

334



Historical Account Sect, 9

this attront to his competence, Hume kept his post, but gave *Blacklock, our
blind Poer, a Bond of Annuity for the Sallary’.** What prompted Hume w
involve Blacklock in this way 1s not known, but it could have been a particu-
lar stanza in one of his poems. ™ Addressing the *False wisdom™ of Meta-
physical Refinement, Blacklock had earlier in the same year enlivened an
otherwise drearv ode with this stanza:
Thy sttt grimace and awful tone
Anidiot’s wonder move alone,;
And, spite all thy rules,
T]'IC 'l.‘.'i!i'l_‘ 'iI'I [ ! .'l.'_'l.' FELLS A ll'li:.ll.l.ljl_'I|
What Pyreoo taught, and HUME renew’d,
“I'hat Degmaiists are tools.™

A footnote to Pyrrho identfies him as the *Author of Scepticism”; another o
Hume identifies him as *Author of a Treatise of Human Natuare’. =

This well-known bit ol doggerel does not, however, represent Blacklock's
hnal opinion of Hume. As we saw above, when Henry Grieve {(as *Ortho-
doxus’) eriticized James Beatne for focusing anention on, and thus raising a
demand for, a largely unread and forgotten book, the Treatise, Blacklock (as
‘Eumenes’) responded with a defence of Beattie and implicit criticism of that
book, His letter opens with an endorsement ot treedom of expression, but
moves quickly toward condemnation of Grieve, an odd phenonomenon
indeed: *a Christian defending the principles, or patronizing the persons, of
sceptical philosophers’. No two things can be found “‘more diametrically
opposite, more eternally irreconcilable, than the spirit and principles of
Chrisoanity and scepticism’. Hume's *Dissertation on Human Nature',
typical of literature of this sort, disputes everything: ‘He dashes one prin-
ciple aganst another, tll both seem annihilated; or {(which has the same
effect) nll the intellects of his readers are so wrevocably confounded, that
they cannot distinguish light from darkness, or truth from falshood. Is this
sitation of mind more adapred 1o rational life, or to Bedlam:” Fortunately,

nothing seems more plain, than that God and nature intended every active being to
be moved and directed by principle. Of this, the impressions of sense, the demands
ol appetite, the impulses of nstinct, the native and spontancous exertions of

reason . .are proofs so strongly conlirmed both by imtuinon and expernence, that he

B Letterof 17 Dec, 1734, Letrers, 12211

#5 Crreig conjectures that Hume's Lenter 89 was written to Blacklock, o Dhec, 1733 ( Letters, 1
[83). But that lerter appears to be to someone Hume had not met, and to discoss the *Preface’ of a
forthooming volume of poetry. Hume Brse met Blacklock o 1742 (letter of 15 Oet, 1754, Latrers, 1
2031, and Blackloek's Pecms on Severad Cecanens of 1754 has no Preface,

=40 the Refinements in .!hfu’ll:l.il"l'hl.i awl |'.I'-'.lm|r|.l:|._|"', i Poeirs on Several Oeeasians, .
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who denies or doubts them, must of conseguence resign every conseguence of the

rational character. ™

At this point a third party, ‘Democritus’, identified only as Mrs Carnegie
of Piarrow, entered the debate. Beattie, she savs, appears to be on the
right side of the question, and to have the better of the argument, but he 15
over-virulent to the point of insolence, and he exagzerates the importance of
the controversy. To Carnegie the affair 15 rightly seen, using language
reminiscent of Hume's part of the Letter from a Gentlenan, as a jew desprit,
although she does not forget to note that Beatoe's positon, in his Essay on the
Nartwre and Tmwmurability of Trech 15 contrary to the creed that he as a
clergyman has formally espoused.™ By this point the discussion has drifted
away from any explicit reference to the Treatise, but Blacklock 1s not content
to suppose that Beattie and Hume are engaged ina "a mere jew o 'esprir’. What,
he asks,
are the subjects of the dispute? They are the being and character of God; the exist-
ence of the material, mtellectual and moral universe; the distinction between vice
and virtue; the certainty of human science; the reality of every present enjoviment
or future hope which the soul of man can indulge. Heaven and earth! Is this a jes
d esprit?

And then, tking Grieve and Carnegie to have sad that the Hume-Beattie
debate is of no consequence because *Mr Hume refutes himselt”, Blacklock
argues that his opponents fail to appreciate that the intent of this self=refutation
15 ‘not only to demolish all former systems of philosophy, but even w
anmhilate the foundations and materals upon which others maght be

T

erected’”.

4.5 Thomas Melville

The Edinburgh Philosophical Society published a second volume of pro-
ceedings, Esays and Observations, Physical and Literary, in 1736, This
volume mcluded an essay, *Observatons on Light and Colours’, by 'I'homas
Melville, who had died three vears before, Melville's essay included a two-
paragraph note directed at the views regarding inhinite divisibality tound in
Treanse 1,2, The full textof Mehalle's remarks;
Some Sceptics have disputed against the endless divisibihity of quantity, because the
imagination soon arvives at a susemaes, alledging trom thence, that our wdea of
B Feeidy Magazane, 13, quoted from Fieser {(ed. ), Early Resporses, 0 205, 200, For details of this

partof the exchange berween Creieve amd Blacklock, see the beginning of Sect, 8.
5 Thad. 2110 2 Thid. 21213, 217, 219,
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extension involves the notion of indivisibles, and 15 a5 11 were compounded of them.
Nothing corporeal can be imagined or conceved at all which is not conceived as seen,
fandled, or otherwavs sensibly perceived. Imaginative ideas are nothing else than
transcripts or images of sensations, and therefore must be hmited by the same
bounds and in the same manner as sensation, Now the mosimum sensibile 15 rather in
all cases a confused, indistinetr and uncertain transition from perecrvabde to nol
pereeivalble, than the clear perception of a point indivisible in magnitude; for its
magnitude depends on the lustre of the object. That nothing can be conceived or
imagined which is less than a certain bulk, is no more an argument against the endless
divisibility of quantity, than that nothing can be felt or seen below that size; which, it
i5 evident, from every magnifving glass and from every different distance of an
object, depends not at all on the constitution of the thing perceived, but an that of
the perceiver, or the means and circumstances of his perception.

Moar, tho' it were granted that the mummiem wigibile 15 distinctly seen as an indivis-
thle point, would it fellow, that the idea ol extension, receved by sight, 1s made up of
the ideas of indivisibles; for we receive the idea of extension by that motion of the eve
which s necessary to direct its aas to different objects or parts of an object: and, itis
well known, that the generation of guantity by motion is preferred by the best
writers, for this very reason, that it necessanily excludes the notion of indivisibles. It
should be remembered hikewayvs, thar a visible object is not divided by the eve into a
number of contiguous s visthidia; for, to whatever mathematical point in the
object the eve is directed, a meovimum visibife may be seen there by means of a certain
portion of the object immediately surrounding it >

4.6 Richard Price

A Review af the Prineipal Questions awd Difficulties m Morals; Particalarly
those relating to the Origing! of our fdeasof Virtwe, its Nature, Foundation, Ref-
erestce fo the Dy, Obfgation, Subject-matier, and Sanctions, was hrst pub-
lished in 17557 Its author, Richard Price, was a Dissenting minister and an
accomplished mathematician. Although called a *Revier’ of moral issues,
Price’s work 1s more accurately described as an extended critique of Hutch-
cson’s theory of the moral sense combined with its author’s explication and
detence of a ratonalist, even Platonic, theory ol morals. In the course of this
undertaking, Price on six occasions explicitly cites the Treanse and raises
objections to positions taken in it

Price is committed to showing that we have ‘a power smmediately perceiv-
ing rightand wrong', and that *this power 1s the Understandng .. an immedi-
ate power of perception, and a source of new ideas’. Consequently, he objects

"™ Fesays and Obeervafions, 207 1-2,
M The title as given 15 that of ehe editions of 1758 and 1769,
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to accounts of the origin of ideas that deny reason has this power, and, more
spectfically, o Hume's claim that *all our ideas’ are *derived from impressions,
and copies of mpressions’. This position s criticized as being “destitute of all
proot”, as presupposing ‘the thing in question’, and as resulting, “when
pursued to its consequences, .. in the destruction of all truth and certainty,
and the subversion of all our intellective faculties’. ™"

Price is anxious to rebut sceptical claims that our faculties themselves are
unreliable. To this end he addresses anargument found at Treaise 1.4.1.5-6,
where he takes Hume to have said:

In every judgment we can form, besides the uncertainiy attending the orginal
consideration of the subyect iself there s another derived from the consideratnoen of
the fallibility of our faculties, and the past instances in which we have been mistaken;
tor which must be added a third uncertainty, derived from the possibility of errorin
this estimation we make of the fidelitv of our faculties: and to this a fourth of the
same kind, and g0 on e aefiniiae till at last the firse evidence, by a constant diminu-
tion of it, must be reduced to nothing,

To this argument Price responds by sayving:

As much of this very strange reasoning as is not above my comprehension, proves
just the reverse of what was intended by it, For let it be acknowledged, that the
consideration of the fallibility of our understandings, and the instances in which
they have deceived us, necessarilv diminishes our assurance of the rectitude of our
sentiments; the subscquent reflexion on the uncertainty attending this judgment
which we make of our facultics, diminishes not, but coptributes ta restore to 1ts first
strength, our origmal assurance; because the more precanous a judgment or proba-

bility unfavourable to another appears, the less must be its effect in weakening i1,

In addition, Price was unhappy with the view, which he traced to Protago-
ras, that some qualities exist only when perceived, and took special aim at
those who 1 modern nmes equate esse with percipr and who argue thar,
because nothing can be present to our minds but our own ideas, we can have
no conception of anything distinct from them, not even of ourselves, On this
account, Price savs, “the only idea of what we call ssrsefves, is the contradic-
tory and monstrous one of a series of successive and actually separable
perceptions, not one of which continges, that is, exists at all; and withour any
thing that perceives’. He then goes on to argue that those who tell us {as Price
supposes Hume has done) that there is ‘no disuncdon berween past and
future nme' are mconsistent, tor they also suppose “that there have been pas
impressions, of which all ideas are copies; and that certain objects have been

- Review, O, 03, "See Mr Hleoe's Treasise of Arman Natwree, and Philosoplical Erays’, Price
EAVE i1 3 note. 1 Ihid. 166 0.
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observed to have been conjoined n past mstances, and by this means
produced thar customary mransition in the imagination from one of them w
the other, in which reasoning 15 said to consist’. Price justifies his concern
with these extravagant views by noting that, alfter Berkeley had introduced
some of them, “his principles [were | taken and pursued to a system of scepn-
cism, that plamnly includes them all, by another writer of the greatest ralents,
whom 1 have often had occasion to refer to. See Treatise of Human Nature,
and Phifesoplical Essays, by Mr. Hume 2™

Price also raised three objections to positions taken 1 Book 3 of the
Treatise. First, having argued that even the least developed degree of reason
can i principle recogmze moral distinctions and thereby influence our
actions, Price grants that the *dictates of mere reason . always slow, calm,
and deliberate’, wounld *be frequently insutheient., .. and much too weak’ o
direct us. In these circumstances, we can use the help of such an ‘st tive’
feature as the moral sense is. But, although reason and instinct may work
together to the same ends, it cannot be said, as Hutcheson claims, that
morality derives solely from an ‘implanted’ or instinctive moral sense, Thus,
while it 15 reasonable to grant “that some degree of pleasure is inseparable
from the observation of virtuous actions’, it 15 a mistake to suppose “that the
perception of virtue 15 nothing distinet from the reception of this pleasure’,
or that the *virtue of an action, [as| Mr. fHume says, 1s 1ts pleasing us after g
particalar manner’ "7

Second, rebutting a claim which he attributes to Hutcheson—"that the
wihole of virtue consists in benevolence, or the study ot publick good’—Price
lists and discusses six different forms that virtue may rake: duty o God, dury
to ourselves, benevolence, gratitude, veracity, and justice. In his discussion of
veracity he argues that “fidelity w promises is properdy a branch or instance of
veracity’. Then, with a reference to Treanse 3.2.3, Price observes thar the
‘nature and obligation of promises have been represented as attended with
great difhiculties’, and proceeds o give an account of promising that differs
in signibcant ways from that provided by Hume, For Price, ‘the obligation o
keep a promise 15 the same with the obligation to observe and regard truth;
and the intention of it cannot be in the sense some have asserted, to will or
create a new obligation” except in the sense that the “performance of an
external action becomes ht, in consequence of some new situation of a

B Ibul, S84 L Thos does Prce secomd boaumes™s suggestion that Hiome had purseed the scep-
ticism inherent in his predecessors” views, particularly those of Berkeley, to its logical end; see also
n. 267 and the text preceding n. 346,

HE Revpe, W T03-3; Price refees (o Freatiee 3.2.54, where Hume savs: "when any sction, or
quality of the mind, pleases us afler o cerfain mamrker, we g1v It 15 virtuous'.
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person, or some preceding acts of his own, which was not fit betore’, but
there is nothing *in the least mysterious” in this, ™

Fally, after having claimed that his own account of morality *atfords us
a stable and fixed rule of judging, and shews us the object concerning
which we judze, to be real and determinate in itself, and unchangeably
the same, whatever our apprehensions of 1t mav be, whatever the
impressions are on our minds, and in whatever point of view we contem-
plate it", Price goes on to argue that the view he opposes makes virtue *no
object of any rational estimate, leaves no fixed standard of 16, and implies
that all men's apprehensions of 1t ar all times are equally just and true’. In
support of this assessment of his opponents, Price in a note cites Treatise
3.2.8.8:

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 pleasure o pain
cannot be unknown to the person who feels ir, it follows, that there is just so much
vice or virtue in any character, as every one places in it, and that it is impossible, in
this particular, we can ever be mistaken,™”

Although there 15 no extant evidence that Hume responded to these com-
ments on the Treatise, the Hume Library did contain a copy of the second
edition of Price’s Review. ™™ We also know that Hume appreciated the
manner in which Price had dispured with him about religious issues taken up
m the Evguiry concerming Human Understanding, for Hume in a letter to Price
thanks him for his *Civility’, and then goes on to note that

tr the Reproach of Learning, it 15 but too rare to find a literary Controversy
conducted with proper Decency and Good Manners, especially where 1t
turns upon religious Subjects, in which men often think themselves ar Liberty 1o
give way to their utmost Rancour and Amimosity, But vou like a true Philosopher,
while voun overwhelm me with the Weight of vour Arguments, give me
Encouragement by the Mildness of vour Expressions: and instead of Rogwe, Raseal
and flockhead, the illiberal Language of the Bishop of Glocester [William
Warburton] and his School, vou address me, as a man mistaken, but capable of
Reason and convietion. ™

W Review, 22773, espe 227, 27023, Price alludes to Trearie 3231 2-14; sec alsa 3.2.5.5, 10,

97 Reviw, 309-T0 Price does nor mention Hume's foomote clarification { Treatie 32288 n. Bl
of the quoted claim.

Tt also contained (0em Y970 a presentation copy of Prce’s Fowr Dvserianens (Znd edn.,
1768), a work in which Price responded to the essay on miracles found in the Mhifoso phicad Exaye
cangerning Huwman Understanding (EH L), Home and Price met i 1768, at the home of Andrew
Millae’s successor, Thomas Cadell, See | Stephens, *When Dhd David Hoame Meer Bichard
Price?”. ¥ Letter of 18 March 1767, New Lerters, 2334,
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0.7 Adam Smith

By 1739, when Adam Smich's Theory of Morad Sentiments was first published,
Hume and Smith were close friends Hume, who was in London when the
book first appeared, arranged for copies to be distributed to mutual friends
and notable persons there, and then wrote to Smith describing the positive
reception which the work was receving, " Three months later, as Smith pre-
pared a new edition of his work, Hume proposed an objection to his account
of sympathy, an objection o which Smith replied.

Of concern here, however, are Smith’s responses to the Treatise of Human
Nature, In the seventh and fAnal part of his work, *Of Svstems of Moral
Philosophy’, Smith tarns to *those Systems which make Sentiment the Principle
of Approbatiod’. Under this heading he distinguishes between the moral
sense theory of his former teacher, Francis Hutcheson, and a second, but
maore cconomical theory of the same type. Hutcheson's theory supposes that
‘approbation is founded upon a sentiment of a peculiar nature, . distinct
from every other, and the effect of a particular power of perception. .. a moral
sense’. OF the second theory, clearly that of the Treatise, Smith's account 15
congcise, He says first, that:

According to others, in order to account for the principle of approbation, there 15 no
occasion for supposing any new power of perception which had never been heard of
before: Nature, they imagine, acts here, as in all other cases, with the strictest
peconomy, and produces a multitude of effects from one and the same cause; and
sympathy, a power which has alwavs been taken notice of, and with which the mind
iz manifestly endowed, is, thevy think, sufficient to account for all the effects ascribed
to this peculiar faculty, ™!

Then, after several pages devoted to Hutcheson's theory,™ he adds a second
paragraph on Hume's:

There is another svstem which attempts to account for the origin of our moral senti-
ments from sympathy, distinet from that which I have been endeavouring to estab-
lish, Ivis that which places virtoe in utility, and accounts for the pleasure with which
the spectator survevs the utility of any quality from svmpathy with the happiness of
those who are affected by it, This sympathy is different both from that by which we

W Letter of 12 April 173%, Latrers, 10 303, Hume's letter begins: '@ give you thanks for the
agrecahle present of vour Theery. Wedderburn and T made presents of our copaes to such of our
acquaintances as we thought good judees, and proper to spread the reputation of the book, [ sent
ome 1o the Dhuke of Argyvle, o Lord Lyotleton, Horace Walpole, Soame Jenyns, and [ Edmund|
Burke [ Andrew] Millar desived my permission to send one in your namse to Dr Warboroon .

W Thewry of Maral Seatiments 7.3.3.2-3.

15 Smith may have suppaesed that some of his obpections o Hutcheson's theory would apply also
ter Hume's, but he savs nothing to this effect.
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enter inta the motives of the agent, and from that by which we go along with the
gratitude of the persons who are benefited by hisacnons. [Uis the same prinaiple with
that by which we approve ol a well-contrived machine. But no machine can be the
object of either of those two last mentioned sympathies. [ have already, in the fourth
part of this discourse, given some account of this svstem .

When we turn to the fourth part of Smith’s work, we ind two discussions of
Hume's theory, Smith opens Part 4 by remarking that everyone who has
thought carefully about the matter has found that *udlity is one of the
principal sources of beauty’. Atter illustrating this point, he goes on to say:

The cause oo, why utility pleases, has of late been assigned by an ingentous and
agreeable philosopher, who joins the greatest depth of thought 1o the greatest
elegance of expression, and possesses the singular and happy talent of treating the
abatrusest subjects not only with the most perfect perspicuity, but with the most
livelv eloguence. The utility of any object, according to him, pleases the master by
perpetually suggesting to him the pleasure or conveniency which it is fitted to
promaote, Every time he looks at i, he is put in mind of this pleasure; and the object
in this manner becomes a source of perpetual satisfaction and enjoyvment. The
spectator enters by svmpathy into the sentiments of the master, and necessanly
views the object under the same agreecable aspects. .. A similar account 15 given why
the appearance of inconveniency should render any ohject disagreeable bath to the

owner and to the spectator,™

Although afrer 1751 Hume's views about why utility pleases were also set out
in Section 5 of his Enguery concersiong the Principles of Movals, we can see that
Smith here has in mind the discussion lound at Treasse 2.2.5.16=19 lor it 1s
only there that Hume explicitly links beauty, convenience, utlity, pleasure,
and sympathy.

Despite his high regard for Hume, Smith raised objections to his account
of the role of utility in morality, or, more pardeularly, t the relavonship of
utihity to our approbation of virtue and disapprobation of vice, The martter,
Smith arzues, 1s more complex than Hume has supposed. The *same inge-
nious and agreeable author who first explamed why utility pleases’, has been,
he says, so taken with this account of things that he has resolved

our whole approbation of virtue into a perception of this species of beauty which
results from the appearance of atility. No gualities of the mind, he observes, are
approved of as virtuous, but such as are useful or agreeable either to the person
himself or to others; and no gualities are disapproved of as vicious but such as have a
contrary tendency, And Nature, indeed, seems to have so happily adjusted our senti-
menis of approbation and disapprobation, to the conveniency both of the individuaal

Ha -.I':l'rrr.'rr f.g.l".”r.l.frr.".'!-'..'u!rmr.rrj'r 7.]-3.17. 4 ".'Iid q. |..|.—2.
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and of the society, that after the stricrest examination it will be found, | believe, thar
this is universally the case. But still Laffirm, that it is not the view of this anlity or
hurtfulness which is either the first or principal source of our approbation and
disapprobation. These sentiments are no doubt enhanced and enlivened by the per-
ception of the beauty or deformity whach results from this utilicy or hurtfulness. But
still, Fsay, they are originally and essentially different from this perception. ™

Smith then amplities this objection. He savs, hrst, that ‘it seems impossible
that the approbation of virtue should be a sentiment of the same kind
with that by which we approve of a convenient and well-contrived building;
or that we should have no other reason for praising a man than that tor whach
we commend achest of drawers’.”"" He then goes on to say that a careful look
at our moral approvals and disapprovals shows that our first or most basic
moral responses, our responses to the dispositions of moral agents, are not
typically responses to the utility or disutility of these dispositions. They are,
rather, responses to their ‘propriety’ or to, as he later says, the *suitableness of
the affection’ from which these agents act.”™ In Smith’s words:

the usetulness of any disposition of mind is seldom the tirst gronnd of our approba-
trom ... the sentiment of approbation alwavs invalves in it a sense of propricty quite
distinct from the perception of utilitv. We may observe this with regard to all the
qualities which are approved of as virtuous, both those which, according ro this
svstem, are onginally valued as uselul to ourselves, as well as those which are
esteemed on account of their usefulness to others ™

“I'wo paragraphs later, Smith alludes wo an earlier observation that clarifies his
point here, We may thank, he had sad, that it s the unlity of certam quahties
that “hrst recommends them to ws’. This is a mistake. The recognition of
utility may enhance the value of these qualities, but, as he says elsewhere, we
initially

approve of another man’s judgment, not as something useful, but as night, as
accurate, as agrecable o truth and reabity: and e s evident we attribute those
qualities te it [or no other reason but because we find that it agrees with our own.
Taste, in the same manner, 15 originally approved of, not as useful, bur as just, as
delicate, and as precisely suited 1o s object. The tdea of the unlity of all qualities of
this kind, 15 plainly an after-thought, and not what first recommends them to our
approbation.

We do not know whether Hume and Smith discussed these objections, but
on at least one occasion Hume did write to Smith abour a subject which both

5 Pl 423, s had, 4,24 17 Tl 7200 46 EE kel 425,
1 Thad. 1144
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took to be of great importance, svmpathy, In this letter Hume comments on
his own view as well as that of Smith:

I am told that vou are prepanng a new Edition, & propose to make some Additions &
Alrerations, in order to obviate Objections, | shall use the Freedom o propose one,
which, il it appears to be of any Weight, vou may have in vour Eve. [ wish vou had
maore particularly and fully provid, that all kinds of Sympathy are necessanly Agree-
able. This 1s the Hinge of vour Svstem, & vet vou anly mention the Matter cursarily
in p. 20 [that is, Theary of Maoral Sentiments 1.1.2.6). Now it woud appear that there
is a disagrecable Sympathy, as well as an agreeable: And indeed, as the Sympathetic
Passion is a reflex Image of the principal, it must partake of its Qualities, & be painful
where that s so. Indecd, mben e comverse with a man mwith whom we can enlively
spmpatiize, that is, where there is o warm & intimate Iriendship, the cordial open-
ness of such a Commerce overpowers the Pain of a disagrecable Sympathy, and
renders the whole Movement agreeable, Bur in ordinary Cases, this cannot
have place, An ill-humord Fellow; a man tir'd & disgusted with every thing, alwavs
ERHNE, sickly, complaiming, embarass™d; such a one throws an evident Damp on
Company, which | suppose wou'd be accounted for by Svmpathy; and wvet 15
disagrecable.

[ris always thought a difficult Problem to account for the Pleasure, receivd from the
Tears & Griel & Sympathy of Tragedy; which woud not be the Case1f all Symparthy

was agrecable. An Hospital woud be a more entertaining Place than a Ball. ™"

0.8 Alexander Gerard

Anw Essay on Taste, by Alexander Gerard, was published in 1734, In order to
understand the sublime, Gerard says, we need o understand thar objects that
are not themselves sublime “may nevertheless acquire i, by assocation with
such as do'. At the close of his paragraph explaming this phenomenon,
Gerard adds a note: "The author of A Treatise of Human Natuwre has very
mgeniously reduced these phenomena into the principle of association
... The sum ot his reasoning, so far as it 18 necessary o take notice of 1t here,
15 as follows," Gerard then goes on to appear to quote from Treanse 2.3 8 (the
remainder of his note 15 in quortation marks), but he in fact provides a
summary of 2.3.8.2-12;

“Beeause we are accustomed cvery moment to obscrve the ditficuley with which
things are raised in opposition to the impulse of gravity; the idea of ascending always
implhics the notion of force exerted i overcoming this difficulty; the conception of

W Tetter of 28 July 17549, Letiers, 1 312=135, The mst of Home's objectton and Smith's reply are
Towmd inoa note to 13159 ol the second and subsequent editions of Smith’s work, Thevey of Meoral

Nenlimeinis.
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which mvigorates and ¢levares the thought, alter the same manner as a vast ohject,
and thus gives a distance above us much more an appearance of greatness, than the
same space could have in any ather direction. The sensation of amplitude, which by
[I] i.:':' means commes Do alte ill] []:IL' i.T'I e rl]UH-'L'd IJ:i &0 :]'I'lli.'L'.l i.?i Lrans F‘L'F“.'lj L, ill]lj Cim H-i.d.'..' r'::-;]
ag excited by the object that is eminent and above us) and thar object, by this
transference, acquires grandeur and sublimity. And here we may observe in passing,
that this natural tendency to assoctate ideas of grandeur with things above us s the
reason, why the term suffime 18 metaphorically applied to excellence of any kind,
especially to that species of it, which elates the mind with noble pride in the concep-
tion. To our transferring, in like manner, the interposed space, and its attendant
sensation, to the distant object, 15 owing the veneration, with which we regard, and
the value we set upon things remote in place, And becavse we find greater difficulty,
and must employ superior energy, in running over the parts of duration, than those
of space; and in ascending through past duration, than i descending through what
15 future; therefore we value higher, and contemnplate with greater veneration things
distant in time than things remaote in space, and the persons and objects of antiguity,

than those which we ﬂ__l_r,url_' to nurselves i the :lH“L‘EH'I I'u[uri'l_\-”"'

Gerard makes no further comment on this matersal, In his later Essay on
Cenius he refers to *Some late philosophers |who| have observed that
imagination does not ace at random in associating 1ideas, and have, with con-
siderable success, traced out the laws by which it is governed’. A note cites
Treatise 1.1.4 and Kames’s Elements of Criticism, ch, 1.7

0.9 Thomas Reid

Thomas Reid’s first public nouce of Hume's efforts w overthrow ‘common
notions —Hume's alleged assertion *that no trust should be placed in the
senses, memory, in testimony or proof” and that *this world had a beginning
entirely without a cause’—1is found n the second of the orations Reid deliv-
ered at graduation ceremonies of King's College, Aberdeen.* In June 1758,
atome of the early meetings of the Aberdeen Philosophical Society, of which
he was a founding member, Reid read a paper on “The difficulty of a just
philosophy of the human mind; General prejudices against David Humes
svstem of the mind; & some observations on the perceptions we have by
sight'. Over the next four and a halt vears Rewd read w the same Sociery

B Bseay o Taste, 20, 21=2 n, Gerand’s essav had won, in 1736, the price, offered by the Select
Sociery of Edimburgh, for the besr essay om taste, Flume was one of the judges of the contest, and as
he was in London when the work was being printed, he helped see it through the press.

BE Eseay on Gemns 2,1 [108].

HE s oration was delivered in late April 1750; see Phdvenplical Ovatons of Thomas Read, e,
I3 I Todd, 44,
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additional papers analysing human sensation (smell, taste, touch, and seeing,
in tharorder), including a final paper *upon Perception’,*** Reid was obviously
presenting to the Sociery drafis of the material that constitutes his Fuguiry
oite the Haman Mind on the Principies of Common Sense. This work, published
in 1764, was the most systematic and philosophically sophisticared response
to the Treatise to appear in Hume's lifetime,

Hume had an opportunity to read a partal draft of Reids Twguiry
sometime before July 1762, This draft was sent to Hume by his friend Hugh
Blawr, the moderate Edinburgh mimister, and it was w Blawr that Hume
replied initally: *1 have read over your Friend's Performance & read it over
with Pleasure. ™ Hume went on to raise questions about Reid’s posinon. He
noted, however, that he had not seen the entire work and had had dithculty
comprehending the *author’s Doctrine’. He also defended one of his own
views from one of Reid’s objections:

the Authoraffirms | had been hasty, & and not supported by any Colour of Argument
when | afthirm, that all our [deas are copy’d from Impressions. | have endeavourd to
build that Principle on two Arguments. The first is desinng any one to make a
particular Detail of all s [deas, where he woud always find that every ldea had a
correspondent & preceding Impression. If no Exception can ever be found, the Prin-
ciple must remain incontestable. The second s, that if vou exclude any particular
[mpression, as Colours to the blind, Sound to the Deaf] vouw also exclude the Tdeas

Rewd responded to Hume by sending him, via Blar, a bref summary of his
work, an ‘Abstract’ intended, no doubt, to help Hume understand how the
manuscript pieces he had seen formed a umbed argument. Here we are

o Information about Benl's contributions fo the Aberdeen Philosophical Socieiy 15 taken from
Thomas Beid, A Fegudey snte the Hrman Mind on the Principles of Common Sewse, ol 1) R Brookes,
260, For additienal detail abour the seciety, see Ho L, Ulman {ed.), The Minares of the Aberdeen
Pldfesophical Socoety T73R-T77 3,

25 Aberdeen University Librars, M5 28147 1/73% This letter 1s published in Tlhe Correspordence
o Fhowas Rerd, TH-19, Paul Wooud provided the first full oudine of the exchange between Hume anid
Feid in his *David Hume on Thomas Redd's Aw fegieiey aots the Humar Meod .. A New Letter to
Hugh Blair from July 17627,

2T he point anissne 18 discussed i both the Fregdoe (1.1 189 and i AL (2.6=7) Althouih
at no point in his Faguery does Bend attribute the Trestise 1o Hume, neither does he mention or
diseuss any of Hume's other works, He cites the Treptise by ttle twenov-lour times, tvpically as part
of the phrase, ‘the author of the Treatise of baman patvre’ or the equivalent (see, e.g., pp. 19, HI, 58,
G, 0% 70, 197, 198, 213, 214, 217} The name *‘Hume' does appear four times in the fogaiey (3, 92,
G4, 208), bue never in conjunction with the Freafoe,

At the end of the same letter, Hume also mentions ‘one pardeular Insinuation” that he docs not
ilentfy amd that he chose not to answer on the grounds that he “could not properly reply o
without emploving a Stvle” which he prefers not 1o use when speaking of a person for whom he has
high regard and whi iz Blair's friend. T wish®, he concludes, ‘the Parsons woud conhne themselves
o Eher II]Ll.{}IJL'IJ'l'I:I.[iI.H"I aof worn !u'il'lgmlu annther: & leave |"|'|i'||.|ne~‘mp|"u.'|.~: [0 iargue with '|'1.'1'|'|]'||:r',, Wigwmd-
eration & good manners’ [ Cerrespondence of Thowas Reid, 19,
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concerned with what thas *Abstract” has to say about the Prearise and its eftect
on Reid:

Fover since the treatise of human MNature was published | respected Mr Hume as the
greatest Metaphysician of the Age, and have learned more from his writings in
matters of that kind than from all others put wogether, T read that treatise over and
Lr '|.'|-"i|:]'| HI"L':.'I.[ CAare, ma e an abstract [Jf' it :Il'ld. wWrone m olser H-'ﬂl:ii Ms WM il.. I er-
cerved that lus System is all founded upon one principle, from which his conclusions,
however extraordinary, are deduced with irresistuble Evidence. The principle Tmean
is, That all the objects of human thought are either Impressions or Ldeas: which I was
very much disposed to believe untll 1 read that Treatise; but finding that if this is
true I must be an absolute Sceptic, 1 thought that it deserved a caretull Examination,

Reid went on to say:

For this purpose Lentered intoa Strict Examination of my Impressions that Tmight
know whetherall my Thoughts & Conceptions were images and copies of them or not;
taking it for granted that if any object of thought was not like any impression it could
not be an [dea, because Tdeas in his Svstem are faint copies of preceeding impressions,

This enguiry inte the fundamental Article of Mr Humes System led me gradoally
inte my present way of thinking with regard to the human Mind: And in what | have
wrote concerming the five Senses, | have always had Mr Hlumes Svstem and partico-

larly this fundamental Article of it in my View, 7

In February 1763 Hume wrote directly to Reid, telling him of the ‘great
pleasure’ his ‘deeply philosophical’ manuscript has given him, regrerting
again that he had been unable to read *the whole Performance’, and ascribing
to this fact his inability to understand fully Reid’s position. ™ To this he added,

[ shall only say, that if vou have been able to clear up these abstruse and important
subjects, instead of being mortified, T shall be so vain as to pretend to a share of the
praise; and shall think that my errors, by having at least some coherence, had led you
to mmake & more strict review of my principles, which were the common ones, and to
perceive their futility.

Reiwd’s reply, written three weeks later, emphasized agam hos debt to Hume
and the Treatise
In attempring to throw some new Light upon these absiruse Subjects, | wish to

preserve the doue mean berwixt Confidence and Despair. But whether | have any

Success in this Attempt or not, [ shall always avow my sell’ vour Disciple in

BT Renl’s Abstract was frst published m D0 E Norton, "Rewd's Abstract of the Trguiey ke the
Haman Mind”, 1t is quoted here from Aw Twgrdry iete the Hroan Wied, 25749,
4 Letter of 25 Feb, 1703, Letters, 1 375-0.
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Metaphvsicks, | have learned more from vour writings in this kind than from all
athers put together, Your Svstem appears to me not onely coherent in all its parts, but
likeways justly dedoced from principles commonly received among Philosophers:
Principles, which I never thought of calling in Question, untill the conclusions vou
draw from them in the treatise of humane Nature made me suspect them. If these
principles are Solid vour System must stand; and whether they are or not, can better
be judged after vou have brought to Light the whole System that grows out of them,
than when the greater part of it was wrapped upin clouds and darkness. [ agree with
vou therefore that if this System shall ever be demolished, vou have a just claim o a
wreat share of the Praise, both because vou have made it a distinet and determinate
mark to be aimed at, and have furnished proper artillery for the purpose.

Some of the pronouncements regarding the Treatise and its author tound
in Reid’s fuguiry are harsher than these conciliatory exchanges would lead
one o expect. Reid still credits the Treasse with having had a protound
mfluence on him, but he now argues that the broader eftect of this work can
only be negative. In dedicating his work he says:

lacknowledge .. that | never thought of calling in gquestion the principles commaonly
recerved with J'L'g:ar-;l o the human undur:-i'lﬂnl]ing,, until the Trealise r.g.lr'.i'r:u.rzfru vy
was published, in the vear 1739 The ingenious author of that treatise, upen the prin-
ciples of Locke, who was no scepric, hath built a svstem of scepticism, which leaves
no ground to believe any one thing rather than its contrarv. His reasoning appeared
torme to be just: there was therefore a necessity to call in question the principles upon
which it was founded, or to admat the conclusion.

But can anvingenuous mind admit this sceptical svstem without reloctance? [ truly
could not. .. for I am persuaded, that absolute scepticism is not more destructive of
the faith of a Christian, than of the science of a philosopher, and of the prudence of
aman of common understanding, ™

In his Introduction, Reid likens the author of the Treatize to Zeno and
IHobbes, earlier philosophers whose doubts are said to have had a thoroughly
negative eflect:

Zeno endeavoured to demonstrate the impossibility of motion; Hobbes, that there
was no difterence between nght and wrong; and this author, that no credit 15 to be
FIven o our senses, to our memory, or even to demonstration. Such philosophy s
justly ridiculous, even to those who cannot detect the Ballacy of it v can have noother
tendency, than to shew the acuteness of the sophist, at the expence of disgracing

reason and human nature, and making mankind Yahoos ™!

In the main body of the fnguiry, Reid at one point sottens his crinicism of
Hume, The author of the Trearise, he says, despite holding a metaphysically

' Corresprndence of Themas Red, 51, B Togeary ento e Human Mend, 34,
BU Thad. 21,
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absurd posinon (that there could be sensation without a senoent being)
deserves to be treared with respect.

| beg therefore, once for all, that no offence may be taken at charging this or other
metaphysical notions with absurdity, or with bemng contrary to the comman sense of
mankind. No disparagement is meant to the understandings of the authors or main-
tainers of such opinions. .. the reasoning that leads to them, often gives new light to
the subject, and shews real genius and deep penetration in the author; and the
premises do more than atone for the conclusion. ™

None the less, those who deny the existence of the material world (the
‘Bishop of Clovne” and the *author of the Treatise of human nature’) are said
o exhibit a kind of *metaphysical lunacy’. A philosopher of thisilk,

sees human nature inan odd, unamiable, and mortfyving light. He considers himself,
and the rest of his species, as born under a necessity of believing ten thousand absur-
ditics and contradictions, and endowed with such a pittance of reason, as is just suf-
ficient to make this unhappy discovery; and this is all the fruit of his profound
speculations. Such notions of human nature tend to slacken every nerve of the soul,
to put every noble purpose and sentiment out of countenance, and spread a melan-

Akl

choly gloom over the whole face of things.

Reid also raises a number of more specthic objections to the Trearise. Its
author, he savs:

—claims o offer a complete system of the sciences, upon a foundation entrely
new, to wit, that of human nature; when the intention of the whole work 15 o
shew, that there is neither human nature nor science in the world”,

—attempts to explain the workings of the human mind by “three laws of
associaton, jomned to a few origimal feelings’. The resultis “a puppet surely,
contrived by too bold an apprennce of Nature’, with unfortunate results:
namely, ‘some paradoxes in philosophy’, most notably a theory of belief,
‘more incredible than ever were brought forth by the most abject supersti-
tion, or the most frantic enthusiasm’. 3%

—calls into question the common-sense view that no sensation can exist
independently of the mind, and then goes on to maintain “that the mind 15
only a succession of ideas and impressions, without any subject’. This
discovery 1s said to be “big with consequences’, for asa result we would hnd
that *there may be treason without a trantor, and love without a lover, laws
without a legislator, and punishment without a sufferer’. ™

B Thid. 32-3. Reid also savs that Hume s undoubtedly one of the most acute metaphysicians
that this or any aze hath produced’. Earhier in the fageary he had ranked Home among those of very

great penetration and genius, . Dhes Carees, Malebranche, Locke, Berkeley™ {ibsad, [ 3]).
B Tl B4, B Thad. 20 M Thad. 22, M1 e Thid. 32, 35.
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fails to see that his argument agamst the existence of the external world
rests on an unproven assumption ‘that we can have no conception of any
material thing which is not like some sensation in our minds; and particu-
larly, that the sensations of touch are images of extension, hardness,
figure, and motion,

—shows himselt an inconsistent sceptic in so far as he fails to doubt of the
‘existence of his own impressions and ideas™.

—fails to see that *All reasoning must be trom hrst principles’, that such
principles are part of our constitution, and that certam fundamental
conceptions and beliefs (for example: that our thoughts and sensations
must have a subject, the self, or that there 15 external, material existence)
are natural principles. He also fails to see that, it we are decewved by our
belief in these principles, *we are deceived by Him that made us, and there
15 no remedy”,

— fails to see that ‘our belief of the continuance of the laws of nature’ is *an
original principle of the mind” or “an instinctive prescience of the opera-
tions of natare’ that cannot be accounted for by his curious hypothesis
that belief 18 a matter of vivacity,™

Reid's most fundamental objection, however, is to what he calls the ideal
systemy or the ddeal fypothesis, the widely held, two-part view “That nothing is
perceived bur what s in the mind which percewves it: That we do not really
perceive things that are external, but only certain images and pictures of
them imprinted upon the mind, which are called impressions and fdeas’,™
and the related principle that everv idea 1sa copy of a preceding impression.
It this sdeal system 15 true, he arpues, then we are landed in an all-embracing,
unmitigated sceprcism. Some ancient philosophers embraced this theory, as
have virtually all modern philosophers since Descartes. Bur despite its per-
vasiveness, the theory 15 inherently defective, so that when Descares intro-
duced 1t into modern philosophy, he by the same act ntroduced scepticism:
‘the modern scepticism is the natural issue of the new system . .. although it
did not bring forth this monster until the yvear 173%, 1t mav be said to have
carried it in its womb from the beginning’.”"* On Reid’s account, Descartes,
Malebranche, and Locke did all that they could to resist this scepticism,
Berkeley, by *giving up [on the existence of| the material world, which he
thought might be spared without loss, and even with advantage’, hoped to
form “an impregnable partition to secure the world of spirits, But, alas! the
Trearse af humanw warure wantonly sapped the toundanon of this partition,

okl hr.\relr'r'p st the Humar Mind, GU, il | TV = bl T1-2,
A Thid, 197-5. 1 Thid. 4. W Thad. 210,
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and drowned all in one umiversal deluge,”™ The surprising feature of this sit-
uation, Reid notes, is that none of these philosophers has shown the least
interest in questioning the truth of the assumption {that we perceive only
ideas, or impressions and ideas) on which so disastrousa conclusion depends:

We shall afterwards examine this system of ideas, and endeavour to make it appear,
that no solid proof has ever been advanced of the existence of ideas; that they arca
mere fiction and hvpothesis, contrived to solve the phaenomena of the human
understanding; that they do not at all answer this end; and that this hypothesis of
ideas orimages of thingsin the mind, orin the sensorium, 15 the parent of those many
paradoxes sa shocking to commaon sense, and af that scepricism, which disgrace our
philosaphy of the mand, and have brought upon it the ndicule and contempt of

senstble men ™

The defect in gquestion is traced directly to Hume:

It is a fundamental principle of the ideal svstem, That every object of thought must
be an impression, or an idea, that is, a faint copy of some preceding impression, This
is a principle so commonly received, that the author [of the Treatise af Human
MNature), although his whole system is built upon it, never ofters the least proof of i,
It 15 upon this principle, as a Aixed point, that he erects his metaphyvsical engimes, to

overturn heaven and earth, body and spirit ™

CUne should also note thar, in the course of this discussion of the Treatise,
Reid was to join two of his immediate predecessors, Kames and Price, in
describing Hume as the logical and scepuical end to which the wdeal spstem
naturally tends. ™ Ideas, he says, *were frst introduced nto philosophy, in
the humble character of images or representatives of things”, In this charac-
ter they mitiallv helped to explain the operatons of the mind, but once
philosophers began to think carefully about ideas, they began to supplant,
literally, the very things they were to represent, First to go were the sec-
ondary qualities of bodies. It was by means of ideas that it was learned ‘that
fire 1s not hot, nor snow cold, nor honey sweet; and, in a word, that heat and
cold, sound, colour, taste, and smell, are nothing but ideas or impressions’.
Berkeley then went a step further, and showed that *by just reasoning, from
the same principles, that extension, solidity, space, hgure, and body, are ideas,
and that there is nothing in nature but ideas and spirits”. And then “the
triumph ot ideas was completed by the Trearse of hunan vature, which dis-
cards spirits also, and leaves ideas and impressions as the sole existences in the

HE Thid. 23 e Thad. 28, 5 [hid. 33,
He See above nn, 207, 304, Rewd and Kames discassed and corresponded abour philosophical
manes, beginning about 1762, See Ross, Lord Kopes, 33702, and Wood {al.), Correspondence of

F Boiias |r1.l|.'|'|lr. DeEsied
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universe’, Reid did not invent the view that Hume had taken his principles wo
their logical, sceptical conclusion, but the success of his fuguiry surely did
much to fix that notion in the ensuing philosophical culture ™

In 1765, by which time Hume was among the most famous hiterary hgures
n Europe, ].-B. Robinet, who had translated some of Hume's post- Treatise
work mnto French, wrote to Hume asking ham if he was the author of the
Treatise of Haman Natwre 72 1015 of interest to note that Robinet, whom one
would expect to know as much about Hume™s works as any French scholar or
philosopher of the time, did not know that the Trearise had been written by
Hume, ™ It is equally interesting to ask what may have led Robiner to raise
this question when he did. One likely possibility is the attention that
continental journals gave w Rewd’s fguiry. ™

Reid had been careful in the Jegricy to make no explicit attribution of the
Treatise to Hume, and thus it 18 not surprising thar some of the early reviews
tail to connect the work with its author. In June 1764, the Newe Zertunigen von
gelelirten Sachen published a brief review ot the frguiry. The anonyvmous
author of this briet” summary notes that Reid’s work is directed against the
scepticism of the Freanise. Reid, he says, “especially and extensively criticizes
the book, Treatise of human Nature, which appeared already in 1739, and
which includes the most remarkable defense of scepticism’. Reid’s opposi-
tion to this scepticism is then quickly outlined, but Hume is not identified as
the author of the Freanise. Later in the same vear the Jouwrnal Encyclopedique
vave Reid’s work signihcant space, but mentioned neither the Treatise nor
Hume, In March 1765 the Jouenal de Trévowy outlined Reid’s account of the
way in which the theory of ideas led to Berkeleyv's denial of material exist-
cnce. Having followed this philosophical development to that point, the

M Ty et the lwmeen Mind, 334, The Advertisement that Hume described as his ‘compleat
Answer o Read amed James Heattie 15 discussed in Secr, 10 Below:,

5 When this letter went unanswered, Bobinet enclosed a copy of it with another letter sent
nenrly two veurs liter, Hume's reply, if he dwd respond o Bobinet s question, 15 Iost. We know only,
from turther correspondence, that Hume promised to send Robinet a copyv of a new edition of his
philosophical works, of, that 15, £ET5X, See Natonal Library of Scotland, M55 23157, items 12A,
leeter of 2 Sept. 1767, and 128, lerter of 17 Dhee. 1765, 23157, item 13, lerter of 8 Jan. 1765,

W Aichel Malherbe, drawing on his own research and on the earlier work of Lawrence Bongie,
comgluded that *there is resounding silence in France about what makes Home a true phalosopher e
us, e his critigue of causality and his project of a science of human nature’ { M. Malherbe, ‘Hume's
RBeception in France'. Malherbe cites, ivcer afie, Bongie's Hume en Frasee an div-hndtidme sidole
Pavid Hume and the Officil Censorship of the Ancien Régime', David Flume, Prophet of the
Conrter-revadiroen; and 'Home, *“Philosophe” and Philosopher in Eigheenth-Century Franee'.
[ am inlebied to Prof, Malherbe for providing me with an advance copy of his essay,

T am indebred o Manfred Kuehn for his assistance with thiz discussion of French and
Cierman responses to the Treatise from ¢ 1760, He has shared with me materials he collected for
what becamie his Seotlesh Common Sense in Gerorany, TFOE-T800, and translated the Crerman texis
quoted in my discussions of the reviews of Beid and Beattie and of the works of Lossius and Tetens.

] |
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reviewer went on to sav: “There remains only one step to take, to deny even
the existence of minds, and ro reduce all existence to ideas; this a recent
author has done in a book written in English, entitled, Treatise of human
Nature, and published in 173%."5! The reviewer does not identify the author
of this work. In 1767 Reid’s fagriry was reviewed in the Franco-Dutch peri-
odical Bibliethéque des Scienves ef des Beany Arts, The anonvmous author of
this review not only refers to the Treatise, but also attribures it to Hume. The
reviewer mentions the systems of Descarves, Malebranche, Locke, Berkeley,
and Hume, and then a page later expands sigmificantly Reid’s story of how he
came to write his feguiry by atributing to Hume the work, the Treatise, that
set Reid on his philosophical path: “When M. Hume's Treatise of human
nature appeared (1739), he |[Reid] read 1t and was surprised w find there
scepticism in a manner triumphant, resting on the principles of Locke, He
understood that he must reject these principles, or accept the consequences
that Mr. Hume drew.”*

The Fowrnal Encyclopedigue also reviewed the French translation of
Reid's Tnguiry (Recherches sur Centendement humain daprés les principes dus
sens commiunt). The author of this review listed the several philosophers
whose views Reid opposed, and then repeated Reid's thumbnail sketch of
the Treanse:  The Treatise of human nature published in 1739, [1s]a work in
which one finds a complete system of scepticism, built on the principles of
Locke, who was nevertheless the least sceptical of those who have occupied
themselves with these matters.” The reviewer wenton to discuss the views of
Locke, Berkeley, and Hume, and he closed by praising Reid’s eritique of
Locke, Berkeley, and *the author of the Treatise of human nature’, but he
did not note that Hume and ‘the author of the Trearise’ are the same
individual.*** Reid’s frguiry did help make the Treatise and Hume beteer
known on the continent, but there 15 no reason to suppose that any of those
who reviewed the fnguiry bothered to read the work, the Treatise, that had
inspired it

Read discussed the Treatise in one turther work published during Hume's
lifetime: the 'Briet Accountof Aristotle’s Logic’ included in Kames's Sbetohes
of the History of Maw (1774). Considering the ‘Five Predicables’, Reid
observes that Aristotle, “in the beginning of the topics’, demonstrates that
there can be only tour predicables. Locke, *having laid it down as a principle,
Thar all our knowledge consists in perceiving certain agreements and dis-
agreements between our ideas, reduces these agreements and disagreements

FE| .?ﬂrarud.l'uﬁl Trevmay, Mar, 1705, 7260, ol Hl'.lfln"r'.ur.lflc".:llﬂr'uﬁ":.‘s:.- vemee ol deg Beany Arie, 28 45,
i _?rm.l'nrn" .J".-.l.u.;'e ."r.l,l:u']u"n]'rn.'.l Mo ]-n"l':lﬁ.l 0.
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to... 1. ldentity and Diwversity; 2. Relation; 3. Coexistence; 4. Real
Existence’, thereby excluding all the ancient predicables,

I'he author of the Treatise of Human Nature, procecding opon the same principle,
T'hat all our knowledge is only a perception of the relations of our ideas, ohserves,
“That it may perhaps be esteemed an endless task, to enumerate all those qualities
which admit of comparison, and by which the ideas of philosophical relation are
produced: butif we diligently consider them, we shall find, that without difficuley thes
may be comprised under seven general heads: 1. Resemblance; 2. Identity; 2. Belations
of Spaceand Time; 4. Relations of Quantity and Number; 5. Degrees of Quality; 6. Con

trariety; 7. Causation.” Here again are seven predicables given as a complete enumera-
tion, wherein all the predicables of the ancients, as well a8 two of Locke’s, are left out

In his discussion of “the Ten Categortes, and on Divisions oy general’, Read
reports: “The author of the Treanse of Human Nature has reduced all things
o two categories; to wit, ideas, and impressions: a division which is very well
adapted to hissystem.” Read goes on to suggest that Hume, by no meansalone
among logictans and metaphysicians, has twled ‘to exhaust the subject
divided’, and has then gone on to draw from his incomplete division, conclu-
stons which suppose it to be perfect,

4. 10 Richard Tillard

In his Letrer to Me. Phillips, comraining some Observations on fis History of the
Life of Reginald Poale (1763), Richard Tillard finds it surprising that Phallips
should have undertaken to defend the *Remish Religion’ 1in *an Age which
seems disposed to take up no Tenets whatsoever upon Trust’. After all, savs
Tillard, *Our Senses have been proved nothing but Liars, and the material
World has been annthilated by one ingenious Author; and another, still more
refined, has attempted w demonstrate thar we have no more Reason o
believe the Exastence of Spirit than of Matter, and has left us nothing but a
set of floanng Ideas.” A footnote identifies the first of these sceptical authors
as ‘Berkeley, Bishop of Cleyne’. A note o the term “floating Ideas’ reads

L]

Hyme™s Treatise on Human Nature'.

9.11 Anonymous
The author of the anonymous Awatfier Letter to Me, Alweon, in Matter of Libel
{1770} was upset by ‘new-fangled legal concents’, changes to the "ancient

#Hrief Account of Aristorle’s Logie®, 2.1, in Kames, Skerehes af the Hicary of Maw, 20 1789,
Feid indicates that he 15 cmng Prearse 1.1.5.2and 1.3.1.1.

B Hesel Aceount of Aristotle’s Logic’ 2.2, in Kames, Skefches of Uhve Flistory of Man, 2017942,

B Tillard, Ledrer to Me Phillips, 1=2. 1 have been unable to learn more about Tillard.
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constitution and law’, and the ‘new history” produced by Hume, He also
notes that this

philosophical doubter, in a Treatise on buman pature, asseris, that “natorally speaking
there s nomoere harmin ason Killing lns father, than in a voung eak’s growing up and
Killing ats parent stock™; without ever once taking into the account that which
constitutes the essential difference between them, the reason and freedom of action
in the one, which the other wants. But where the love of paradox prevails, it is no
uncommon thing to pass by much greater considerations than these. A sound and a
subtle understanding are very different things. ™

9.12 James Beattie

T'he earliest of Beattie's responses to the Treatize was probably his *vision’, as
Beattie himself” called it, *The Castle of Scepticism”™ " Alone in a country
garden, he began to read one of Hume’s essays, and fell *fast asleep’. In the
ensuing dream he was carried along by a crowd of philosophers eager to see
or hear *a dissertation on the nature of things'. '™ His experience, however,
was a philosophical analogue of Gulliver's time in Lapura. He was shown, for
cxample, a

very accomplished Sceptick, who, they told me, denied, and hoped in a short time
to bring himself to doubt, his own existence, He had tied a bandage over his eves,
and stopt his ears, which however could not entirely prevent his hearing; his nostrils
also were stuffed; and his tongue and palate, and the points of his fingers were
seared with a hot iron. He expected soon, he said, to get the better of his external
senses, and did not despair of mastering consciousness itself (though he owned it
was a very troublesome inmate ) and then, says he, *1 flatter myself 1 shall be ina fair
way of reaching the true Sublime of Scepticism, and seneusly call my own entity in

question™. ™

This sceptic granted that belief in one’s own existence is widespread and
difficult to overcome, but for that very reason likely to be false.

Further on, Beattie encountered two philosophers speaking to each other
‘through a speaking-trumpet, the sound of which was so exceedingly loud,
and at the same time so indistinet by reason of a strong echo, that both were
stunned with the noise, without understanding a single word of what was
spoken’.

B dwarker Lerterta Me Almar, 153=4, 1536 T he author is alluding oo Frearie 3.1.1.24.

T his work was first published by IO Mossner in [ 1t 1s quoted here from Fieser {ed. ),
Early Responses. i Beatnie, *Castle of Scepuicism’, in Fieser (ed.), Farly Respowses, U 170,

B Thid. 154,
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More wonders were in store, A guide told him that the *Governour’ of the
castle had performed the philosophical equivalent of opening his mouth
wide and jumping down his own throat, for he has been able to show

that all infercnces of reason are false ot uncertain; and that the vnderstanding acting
alone does entirely subvert itself, and prove by argument that by argument nothing
can he proved, he has contrived a puppet of mushrooms, cork, cobwebs, gossamer,
and other fungous and fimsy matenials, to which he gives the name of Reason. He
performs with it several dextrous feats to the surprise ol every spectator; and at last,
by a wonderful apparatus in the machinery, he makes it te open its mouth, and with a
sudden jerk throw its whole body, feet, head, trunk, legs, and arms, down its throat,
where it totally disappears. He has published a full account of the whole affair in a
very elaborate Treatise in three volumes, which has given us all the most perfect
satisfaction, !

In conversation with the Governour himself, Beattie 15 surprised to learn that
sceptics “believe n one another with the most implicit and most obstinate
assurance, especially when our belief is required to something imconceiv-
able’. But, Beattie protests, 1 supposed that sceptics are only to doubt, Quite
right, replied the Governour,

'l-'l-'l'LL' e mallers E:Ir COITTIETROIT SLOTESL il]'lli] U FITIETREL ¥ |.:l'|.'!lll I'I'i Lre ary li.'l:l'l'lli.'l_'FHL‘liJ..l Wil ]'ILT'. [~
nathing to do but to doubt, and disbelieve; but with our own systems and notions the
case 15 otherwise. The Greek word, from which we derive our name, does not signify,
to doubt; but, to deliberate, and seck for In the upiniuns and notions of the rest of
mankind we seek for truth without inding it; in our own we find it without seeking.
We take it for granted (and Scepricks take so little for granted, that surely the world
cannot grudge them this one poor axiom) that all men, ourselves only excepted, are
fools and knaves, '™

Wandering on in the castle, Beattie came upon no other than the ‘sage of
Malmsbury', Thomas Hobbes, who in short order picked Beattie’s pockets
clean. Accused of theft by Beartie, the sage replied that no harm had been done:

“1F 1t 15 mot an abject of human laws, 1t 1s neither a virtue, nor a vice: for moral dis-
tinctions, as | tald vou already, especially im matters of property, are nothing else than
the judgments of soveraigns upon those actions that are subject to their cognisance
and deliberation. [ taught this doctrine to our governour,” continued he, “who is
very fond of it the” he has given ita new turnin the expression. By the by, L think he

owes me several acknowledgements which he has never paid ™"

Beattie™s dream brought him once more within earshot of the Governour, but
by then the latter had gone bevond the *elaborate Treatise in three volumes’

WK ?'I:_l' H-.'.\,Drmu'.'.._ 1867, B2 Thid. 187. 5 Thad. 193,
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to matters ‘of such blasphemous import that | Beattie’s] hair stood on end
with horror', ™

When in 1770 Beattie did get around to publishing his response to Hume's
philosophy, the result was his Essay on the Nature and Tmmeutability of Truth,
fn Opposition to Seplustry and Secepticism, This work was immediately
popular, appearing in half a dozen editions betore Hume's death in 1776, OF
the works discussing the Trea tese that Hume saw, this Essay on Trath, as it was
called, 15 in one sense the most comprehensive: it addresses the widest range
of the 1ssues that Hume had taken up there, 1t was also the most personal, In
the early editions of the work, Hume is referred to as *Mr Hume' or *Hume'
far more often (about four times in five) than he is referred to by the more
impersonal and polite *our author® or the equivalent, ™ The Essay on Truch
also discusses two of Hume's later philosophical works, the Enguiry concern-
it Hluman Understanding and the Enguiry concerning the Priveiples of Morals,
There are, however, roughly three references to the Treatise for every
mention of these later works (abourt sixty of the former, and twenty of the
latter), this notwithstanding Beartie's suggestion that the *styvle of The Trea-
tise of Hunan Natwre 18 so obscure and uninterestng, that if the author had
not in his Fsvays republished the capital doctrines of thar work in a more
clegant and sprightly manner, a confutation of them would have been
altogether unnecessary’, ™"

Beattie sees Hume as extending certain sceptical conclusions found
Diescartes, Malebranche, Locke, and Berkeley. But, while these philosophers
are seen as merely misguided and are torgiven because, despite their mis-
takes, they were trving to overturn scepticism, Hume is taken to be *more
subtle, and less reserved, than any of his predecessors’, and 15 said o have
pone, i comparison to them, to “greater lengths in the demolition of
common sense’. Moreover, in place of common sense he has ‘reared a most
tremendous fabric of doctrine; upon which, if it were not for the flimsiness
of its materials, engines might easily be erected, sufhicient to overturn all
beliet, virtue, and science, from the very toundation, He calls this work “A
Treatise of Human Nature: being an attempt to introduoce the experimental
method of reasoning intoe moral subjecis™," 7

[tis not surprising, then, that Beattie found much in the Treatise to criticize,
There are first a number of formal crincisms, Despite the claims of s

w6 Thid. 195,

*= Bome version of Hume's name 8 used approximarel v eighty tmes in the edition of 1770; less
personal phrases are vsed approximately twenty times. [retarn below to the changes made vo these
patterns n the quarto edition of 1776,

W A Esvay on e Naturee awd Imvedabidity of Trnth: in Opposition lo Sophistry and Scepticinr,
458, Unless otherwise indicated, citations are from the 1st edn., 1770, 7 Thid. 2489,
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subtitle and Introduction, the method followed by Hume 1s not experimental.
His system ‘is founded on a false hyvpothesis [the theory of ideas| taken for
granied; and whenever a fact contradictory to this false hypothesis occurs o
hisobservation, he boldly denies it This, it seems, in his judgement, 15 exper-
imental reasoning,” Hume 15 also said to have ‘revived the scholastic way of
reasoning from theory, and of wresthing facts to make them coincide with
1.7 In addition, the language of the Treatise 15 sometimes so ambiguous as
to make the work virtually unintelligible. *Most philosophical subjects’,
savs Beatoe, ‘become obscure m the hands of this author; for he has a
notable talent at puzzling his readers and himself." " Hume is also said to be
mconsistent, His view of personal idennty *when fairly stated 15 absurd and
self-contradictory”; on the important question of whether the vulgar do or do
not distinguish perceptions from objects, he is said to have contradicted himself,
and then contradicted his contradiction, “within the compass of half a page’.”™

Beattie also raises substantive objections to the Treatise. The theory of
ideas found there, he savs, is false or contrary to fact, and ridiculous, I, as
Hume savs, ideas are faithful copies of impressions, then the idea of heat
should keep us warm, and other ideas should more closely resemble the
objects or evemts that they represent. Hume's most important mistake,
however, 15 his fulure to grasp the fundamental oruth that all reasoning must
terminate in intuitively known first principles or common-sense behefs ' 1t
15 In consequence of this fundamental error that he has also embraced any
number of mysterious and mistaken views, including, but not limited to, the
tollowing, some of which appear to reflect, ina weak sense of that notion (and
assuming they reflect anything Hume has said), discussions found only in the
Treatise:

That man must believe one thing by instinetr, and must also belicve the contrary by
reason:— 1hat the universe 1s nothing but a beap of perceptions unpereeived by any
substance:— That this universe, tor any thing man knows to the contrary, might have
made ttself, that s, existed betore it existed; as we have no reason to believe that ot
procecded from any cause, notwithstanding it may have had a beginning:—"Tha
though a man could bring himsell 1o believe . that every thing in the universe

proceeds from some cause, vet it would be unreasonable for him to believe, that the

¥ Eesay on Troeed, 249 413, ¥ Thad. 263; see also 237 n., 312, 314,

= Thid, 80-1, 260-1. Bearrie appears to refer to Hume's discussions at Treadise 1.4.0.3 11, and
L.4.2.14. He docs not mention Hume's second thoughts about personal identity, found in the
Appendix to Vol 3.

T he title of Pare 1, che 2, of the Eaay an Prach sums up Beatrie’s view: "All Reasoning rermin-
ates i brst principles. All Evidence ultimately intwitive, Common Sense the Standard of Truth.'
Flwmrse's Failure oo adbhere o thes |'r-c:-i|'|r of view i mentioned often i Part 2, eh, 2, YThes Doctrine
rejected by Sceptical Philosophers”.
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universe itsell proceeds from a cause:—That the soul of man 15 not the same this
moment it was the last; that we know not what it is; that it is not one but many things;
and that it is nothing ar all;,—and ver, that in this soul is the agency of all the causes
that operate throughout the sensible creation ... —Thatif thieves, cheats, and cur-
throats, deserve to be hanged, cripples, idiots, and diseased persons, should not be
permitted to live; becanse the imperfections of the latter, and the faulis of the former
are on the very same footing, both being disapproved by those who contemplate
them...—That man ought to believe nothing, and vet that man’s belief ought to be
infloenced by certain principles, .. —That we are necessarily and unavoidably
determincd to act and think in certain cases after a certain manner, but that we ought
not to submit to this unavoidable necessity; and that they are fools who do so:—That
none of our actions are in our power; that we ought to exercise power over our
actions; and that there 15 no such thing as power:— That body and motion may be
regarded as the cause of thought; and that body does not exist:— That the universe
exists am The mind; and that the mind does not exist:— That the human understand-
ing acting alone, doth entirely subvert itself, and prove by argument, that by

argument nothing can be proved -

Beattie 15 concerned with these conclusions, with what he thinks of as
Hume's metaphysics, for some of the same reasons that Reid and several
other of his contemporaries were concerned. He believes that these conclu-
sions will have, and in fact already have had, a detrimental effect on behaviour
and society, Becoming more vehement in his criticisms of Hume as the Eesay
ot Truih progresses, Beatne near the end of the work describes the danger
presented by such sceptics as Hume, and then denounces such individuals in
terms unusual in books of philosophy:

Every doctrine is dangerous that tends to discredit the evidence of our senses, exter-
nal or internal, and to subvert the original instinetive principles of human belief. In
this respect the most unnatural and incomprehensible absurdinies, such as the doc-
trine of the non-existence of matter, and of perceptions without a percipient, are far
from being harmless; as thev seem to lead, and actually have led, to universal scepti-
cism; and set an example of a method of reasoning sufficient to overturn all truth,
and pervert every human faculty, . When a sceptic attacks one principle of common
gense, he doth in effect attack all; for if we are made distrustful of the veracity of
INELNCEve conviction in one instance, we must, or at least we may, become equally
distrustiul i every other, A ittle scepticism introduced into science will soon assim-
tlate the whaole toars own nature; the fatal fermentation, once begun, spreads wider
and wider every moment, tll all the mass be transformed mto rottenness and

poson,

¥ Esray on Trath, 4557, For similar language, see the quotation from *Castle of Scephicism’
above. 1 Thid. 44967
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And

IHd it ever happen, that the influence of [the sceptics’ | execrable tenets disturbed the
tranguillity of virtuouos retirement, deepened the gloom of human distress, oraggra-
vated the horrors of the grave?r . Ye trattors to human kind, ve murderers of the
human soul, how can ye answer for it to yvour own hearts! Surely every spark of your
renerosity 15 extinguished for ever, if this consideration do not awaken in vou the
keenest remorse, and make vou wish in bitterness of soul—DBut I remonstrate in vain.
All this must have often occurred to vou, and been as often rejecred as utterly frivo-
[ous, Could 1inforce the present topic by an appeal to vour vanity, [ might possibly
make some impression: but to plead with vou on the principles of benevalence or
generosity, is to address vou in a language ve do not, or will not, understand; and as to
the shame of being convicted of absurdity, 1ignorance, or want of candour, ve have
long age proved vourselves superor to the sense of 18,5

We do not know when 1t was that Hume became aware of Beattie's
crivicisms and denunciation. The Hume Library contained a copy of the first
edition of the Esay on Trath, and thus it 15 not unlikely that Hume read at
least some of the book soon after 1ts publicanon m 1770, Asearly as May 1757
Hume reported having resolved that he would not reply o critics.”” In the
face of the attacks by Beattie (and Reid), he more or less kept this vow, but he
was eventually motivated to prepare and have printed an *Advertsement’, to
be prefixed to existing and future editions of his fsvays and Treatises, ™ This
short notice savs that the Treatise was a juvenile work and constitutes one of
Hume's several assessments of the Treanise, but it 15 of interest here because
it evoked a further report on the reception and reputation of this work.

In the early partof 1776, as Beartie was preparing still another edition of
his popular Essay on Trath, someone in London sent him a copy of Hume's
Advertisement. Seeing that this briet notice represented the Trearise asa
tlawed, juvenile work that its author had never acknowledged o be his own,
Beattie added a conciliatory response in his new edition. Having begun by
sayving that he did not suppose it was with any evil intent that those who
fartacked [Hume's] philosophy directed their batveries againse the Treatise

e Esray on Traek, 300=],

Y Letter of 20 May 1757 to Andreew Millar, Lerters, 12 230, In 173% and again in 1762, as well as
in My Own Life", Hume reported that he took this resolution eacly in bife (Lerters, 1: 320, 3n0-1, 3;
se also Leters 10 252, 250, 314). Even after that May 1757 letter, however, Hume was on occasion
tempted to reply, as he admitoed later in che same vear; see Lerrers, 12 205, Hume's part of the Letter
Srown @ Centleman was obviously a reply, whether or not Hume intended his letter to be printed; see
above, Beet. 8.

7 For the full text of Hume's draft of this Advertsement and details of its first poblication, see
seet, N below, The eritieal rest of it may Be seen at the beginning of the Clarendon and Crfond
Philosophical Texts editions of EAL
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of Human Natwre®, Beartie went on to describe his involvement with this
work:

Foversince D hegan to attend to matters of this kKind, | had heard Mr Home’s philoso-
phy mentioned as a svstem very uniriendly to religion both revealed and natural, as
well as 1o science; and its author spoken of as a reacher of sceptical and atheistical
doctrines, and withal as a most acute and ingenious writer. | had reason to believe,
that his arguments, and his influence as a great literary character, bad done harm, by
subverting or weakening the good principles of some, and countenancing the licen-
tious opinions of others. .. Tendeavoured, among other studies that belonged to my
office, to form a right estimate of Mr Hume's philosophy, so as not only to under-
stand his peculiar tenets, but also to perceive their commection and canseguences.

In forming this estimate, I chought it at once the surest and the fairest method to
begin with the Hreafise of Tlwman Natwre, which wasallowed, and s well known to be,
the ground-work of the whole; and in which some of the principles and reasonings
arc more fully prosecuted, and their connection and conscguences more clearly scen
by an attentive reader, (notwithstanding some inferiority in point of style), than in
these more elegant republications of the svstem, that have appeared in the form of
Fssays. Every sound argument that may have been urged against the paradoxes of the
Treatise, particularly against its first principles, does, in my opinien, tend to diseredir
the svstem. .. Paradoxes there are in the Treatise, which are not in the Essays; and, in
like manner, there are hcentious doctrines in these, which are not in the other: and
therefore [ have not directed el my batteries against the fiest. ..

For these eighteen yvears past, {and before that period 1 knew nothing of this
author's writings), [ have always heard the Treatise of Human Narure spoken of as the
work of Mr Hame 7 Till atter publishing the Essav on Truth, I Enew not that it had
ever been said, or insinuated, or even suspected, that he either did not acknowledge
that Treatise, or wished it to be considered as a work which he did not acknowledge,
On the contrary, from his reprinting so often, in Essays that bore his name, most of
the principles and reasonings contained in it and never, so far as 1 had heard, Jdis-
avowing any part of it; | could not but think, that he set a very high value upon 1.4
v the literary people with whom I was then acquaimted it had been much read; and
by many people 11 was much admired. And, in general, 1t was considercd as the
author's chiel work in philosophy, and as one of the most cunows systems of human

The Preface 15 dated 30 April 1776, which suggests that Beatte learned that the Trecdise
wied Hume's work ar about the same time, June 1755, that Benl gave his fiest paper to the Aberdeen
Philosophical Society. See also n. 3235,

¥ Imothe Introduction to the 1st edn, of the Esay en Track, Beattie savs: “There s a Writer now
alive, of whose philosophy 1 have much 1o say. By his philosophy, T mean the sentiments he hath
published ina book called, A Trestize of Humar Natwre, v three volumes, printed in che vear 17349,
the prmeipal doctrines of which he hath since repubdhished agaim and again, under the title of, Eesaps
Mural and Pofitical, B (9=10). By *Estays Moral and Paliticoad” Beattie is presumably referring to
thie Essays and Treatises on Several Sulyects, This work mentions the *Essavs Moral and Polivical’ on
the titde-page of the first volume, and mclodes ERLT amd EPAT in the second volume of the
two-velume editions, or the third and fourth velumes of the fowr-volume editions.
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nature that had ever appeared. Those who favoured his principles spoke of it as an
unanswerable performance. And whatever its success might have been asanarticle af
sale, (acireumstance which [ did not think it material to inguire into), [ had reason o
believe, that as a svstem of licentious doctrine it had been but tee swecessfif, and that
te the author's reputation as a philosopher, and to ns influence as a promoter of
infidelity, it had contributed not a lictle.

Our auther certainly merits praise, for thus publicly disowning, though late, his
freatse of Huwman Natwre; though [ am sorry to observe, from the tenor of his
declaration, that he still seems inclined o adhere to “most of the reasonings and
principles contained in that Treatise™, But if he has now at last renounced any one of
his errors, I congratulate him upon it with all my heart, He has many good as well as
great qualities; and I rejoice in the hope, that he may vet be prevailed on to relinguish
tatally a syvstem, which [ should think would be as uncomfortable to him, as it s
unsatisfactory to others. In conseguence of s Advertisement, [ theaght it nght to
mitigate in this Edition some of the censures that more especially refer to the Trea-
fise of Humman Nature: but as that Treatise is still extant, and will probably be read as
long at least as any thing write, [ did not think it expedient to make any material

change in the reasoning or in the plan of this performance.™

Beattie is surely right to say that he made no material change in his reason-
ing. His mitigation of some of his ‘censures’ appears to amount to little more
than substituting for some twenty-five references w *Mr Home' such phrases
as ‘our author’ or *a certamn author® (but never leaving the reader in any doubt
as to whom he intends), and with, here and there, some minor modifications
of his text.™ There are no sigmificant changes to the harsh sentiments
expressed in the hnal few pages of has Esay on Trach ™ Notwithstanding,
Hume, although he may never have seen Beattie's Preface, had been given
reason to think that Beatoie had signmificantly softened his criocisms. In June
1776, less than three months before Hume's death, Strahan wrote:

Iven vour enemics relent, and I will venture to sav, wish vour recovery, Creech of
Edinburgh [ Beattie’s publisher | writes me thar he had just then [on May 29] received
a letter from Dr. Beattie in which was the following paragraph;—*1 am sincerelv
sorry ta hear of Mr. Hume's bad health. There will be several things in this Edition
|af the Fssay en Truth| which I am pretty sure would not affend him, 1f he were to

see them, which | heartilv [wish| he may. The FEssay s corrected i almost every

T Faray o Tk (London, T770), pp. xi-xiv; these remarks are from the quarto edition of
this date.

¥ Compare, ez, pp. 163, 169, 318, and 443 of the edition of 15750, and the corresponding pp. 1003,
108, 19, and 287, of quarto edition of 1776. 5. C Patten compared Beattie’s discussion of Hume on
personal klentity in the 1774 and 1776 edibons of the Esay oo Teadh, He foumd Beartie to have made
nine changes, but concluded thar these were "'not substantial” (*Lhad Beartie Defer o Hume?', 721

W Pp. 4067 and 3001 of the edition of 1770, cited above.
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page—super(lmies retrenched—maccuracies corrected—and many harsh expressions

softened.” Does not this look like repentance?'™

Connnental reviews of Beattie's £ssay also focused attention on Hume and
the Treatise, In 1771, a vear after the publication of Beatte's Essay, I. G. .
Feder reviewed the work in the Gatiingische Anzeigen von gelehrten Nachen.
Mo one could read Beattie’s Fseay without knowing that Hume was the
author of the Freatise, but Feder, while discussing the opposition of Reid and
Beatuie to the views found in the Treatise, including the account of personal
identity, never artributes the work o Hume ™ In s firse issue of 1772, the
Bibliothégue des Seienee et des Beawy Arts began a three-part review of the
Essay on Truth. In this review, philosophical views found in the Treatese
are discussed i some detail, and Hume’s relatonship o the work is made
clear, The reviewer credits Beatnie with a judicious account ot the work of
Locke and Berkeley that unintentionally prepared the way for scepticism,
and then turns to Beattie's response to Hume. This is not, we are wld, a
response to the Hume who wrote the fistory of England or the Pofitical Dis-
cowrses. It 15, rather, a reply to the Hume who wrote the Trearise of Human
Nature and the Essays Moval and Political, works thar Beatoe has found
himself obliged, in the interests of truth and the well-being of society, o con-
sider in order *to expose the contradictions and absurdities’ found in them.**
The ‘*contradictions and absurdites” mentoned mnclude some that may
reflect a reading of either the Treatize or the Philosophical Essays. These
include the view, allegedly held by both Berkelev and Hume, that the earth,
tar trom being solid and material 15 merely an idea in my mind, that its
essence 15 my perception, and that the moment | cease to perceive 1t 1t ceases
to exist; the view that our conviction that the course of nature will continue
the same 1s misplaced; and the view that belief arises only from experience. ™

2

Letvers of David Hwme b TE e Straden, 303, FRll, quoting this letter, apparently helweved
that Beartie had made significant changes: *Home perbaps would never have made the wlle artenypt
tor have one of his greatest works suppressed, as it were, mearly forey vears after its publication, had
he foreseen that it would lead to his being partiallv absolved and publicly praised by e, Beatrie.’ For
his part, Beattie also believed that he had relented and, when he heard about Hume's posthumous
Dialogues concerming Nalrral Religeor, Felt e had heen misled: Duosing the last vears of Mr. Hume's
life his friends gave out that he regretted his having dealt so much in metaphysics, and that he never
wiortild write any more [on that topic]. He was at pains to disavow his Trearoe of Haman Natire iInan
Advertisement which he published about a halt 2 vear before s dearh. All this, with what [ then
heard of his bad health, made moyv heare relent wovards himg; as yvou wouald no doubt perceive by the
preface o my quarto book™ (W, Forbes, decouns of e Lafe ond WWeitings of Famer Beateie, quated by
Hill, 303). ¥ Crartigiiehe Anseigen von pelelvien Sachen, 12:91-0.

18 Bidfieihidgue des Seience ef des Beauy Arvts, 37: 116-17.

Tkl 123, 1381, 142, Beatnie, unlike Beul i his Srgeiry, eniticizes both the Treatire and the
Pilyidaeapliieal Hesays.
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But some of these ‘contradictions and absurdites’, appear to derive, however
imaccurately, from the Trearise. These include (1), the view thar we must
believe nothing, ‘not even the most evident truths, such as the identity of our
soul’, for if I follow Hume, I must believe that my soul changes each moment,
that it becomes at each moment a thing that 1t was not before’, and thus that
the past or future mean nothing w me;™ (2), the view that our memory
provides no foundation for our beliefs, for its ideas cannot be distinguished
trom those ot the imaginaton, thus leaving us unable to distinguish history
from fiction;* (3) the view that our belief that anvehing that begins to exist
must have a cause is merelv an eftect of experience and observation, ™
Also noted 15 Beattie’s discussion of the fundamental Humean principle
‘proposed in the Treasse of Humian Natwre', viz, that all our perceptions are
either impressions or ideas, and that the latter are {weak) copies of the
tormer, and to have pointed out thar any sceptic who bases his system on this
theory is, after all, *a credulous being™. " In the third and final instalment of
the review Hume is criticized for a number of views—e.g., holding the
unintelligible view that causes exist only in our minds, denving the reliability
of our sense of freedom, arguing that views are not appropriately refuted by
notng their dangerous consequences—that could equally well be derived
irom Beattie’s account of the Treanse or of the Enguiry concermmng Human
L nderstanding, ™

In 1772, ]. G. Herder reviewed the translation of Beattie’s Essay on Truth
{ Fersuch iber die Narur and Unverdnderfichbeit der Wahrheit) inthe Frankfurter
melehrte Anzeigen, Beattie's anti-metaphyvsical rebuttal of the sophistical
Hume is described and praised. The Treatise is not mentioned. Four years
later this same translation was reviewed in the Alfgemeine dewtsche Bibliothel.
This reviewer savs that Bearie does not really refute his philosophical
opponents, but that his response to Hume 15 none the less effectve: *He
succeeds best against Hume, who in his book on human nature exaggerates
scepticism to a high degree and [thus] entangles himseli” in a web 1w such
an extent that it does not need a great deal of acuity to convict him by his own

ria|

wordsand by arguments,

W Bibfiothégne der Sedenee et der Beany Arvts, 37: 1300 Personal wentity 15 also discussed in the
secomd part of the review, where Flume is said to claim thar the soul is *only a bundle of {aoes de)
perceptions or objects { for these are indistinguizhable according to Mr Hume ) that one falsely imag-
ines to be something simple and identical {or permanent)'; thad. 39641,

w7 Thiad. 132-3; of. Fivarie 1.5.7 8.

W Baibtistkégne des Seteree ot dos Beany Aris, 370 1345 of, Troatize 1,330

W Bablintkegre der Science of des Beawux Aris, 370458,

M Thid. 3824 8. B Allgemeine dewtecke Bidliothele, 12502,
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913 Johann Georg Hamann

[t was probably while stll a university student that ]. G. Hamann was mtroduced
to Brinsh hiterature, Certainly, by 1736 he was familiar with much of Hume's
work, including s distinctively philosophical writings, Moreover, Hume's
Treatise was likely among the books that Hamann bought while in London in
1758, Hamann’s fiirst published work, his Socratic Memorabifia (1759), was
written, he says, while he was “full of Hume'.** This work makes no explicit
reference to the Treatise, but having said that *Our own existence and the
cxistence of all things outside us must be believed, and cannot be determined
in any other way . .. What one believes does not, therefore, have to be proved®,
Hamann goes on in the following paragraph to mention the *reasons of a
Hume'."™ These are weak grounds for concluding that Hamann had Treatese
L4.6, OF persenal rdentity, in mind, but we do know that he had access o a
copy of the Treatise, tor in 1771 he published, under the ttle *Night
Thoughts of a Scepric’, the closing section of Book 1 of the Trearise—Dbut he
did this without indicating that he was publishing a translation or mention-
ing the source of his “Night Thoughts', Thus in July, 1771, readers ot the
Kanigsberser Zeitung, probably mcluding Immanuel Kant, read some of the
most sceptical passazes of the Trearise withour knowing their source. ™

9.14 James Burnett, Lord Monboddo

In the first volume of his Ovigin and Progress of Language (1773), Monboddo
reviewed the concept of 1deas. He first describes Plato’s view, that ideas “are
by their nature eternal and unchangeable; and |that] it is by partcipation of
them that every thing is denominated to be what it is”. He does so because he
wishes to show that philosophers of his own time hold the *very reverse’ of
Plato’s view. Whereas

Plato maintains, that ideas are substances, which have a separate existence by them-
selves our of any mand, these philosophers. . assert, that they have no existence arall,
noteven in the mind; thatall our conceprions are perceprions of sense, being nothing
else but rgpressions made upon the mind by external objects, through the medium of
the organs of sense. These impressions being preserved i the memory, are what we
call ddeas; which therefore are nothing bat fainter perceptions of sense,

# Hamann o o H, Jacobi, quoted from |, CoO Flaherty, ©The Concept of Form in the Sacrare
Mentiratitia®, 41. D Hawmann s Socraiie Memarabilin, 167,

¥ See Manfred Koehn, "Kant’s Conception of Hume's Problem’, 1856,

- Monboddo, Ovgie and Progress ef Langoage, 10TH3, TT0=115 1T owe thas and the following ref-
erence tor Fieser (ed.), Eanly Resposees, 30 244=3 bue [ quote from the edition of 1773,
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According to Monboddo, this modern point of view was first advanced by
Berkeley, and then

supported, and much enlarged upon, by a later philosopher, in a work intitled, A
treatise of Human Natwre; to which, as he has not put his name, nor ever publicly
acknowledged ir, so far as [ know, [ think he is intitled not to be named. Thar this lae
writer, who professes the sceptical philosophy, and whose intention appears to be, to
overturn all science and evidence of every kind, should be fond of a doctrine that
suits soowell with his purpose, is no wonderacall . ..

The conscquence of the opinion of these gentlemen concerning ideas certainly is,
that there is no science, demonstration, nor general truth of any kind .. there 15 an
end of all belief in religion, morals, philosophy, or science of any kind . .. There is no
such faculty of the human mind as sdedlect; the business of which. . .is, to abstract,
and to consider separately, what 15 joined 1n nature, and in that wavis presented tothe
senses, Forif we have no perception of things in any other way, it is evident, that we
have no intellect, nor any thing besides serse, memory, and spagimaloo. T hese are all
the powers of human nature, according to those philosophers; and these the brutes
possess as well as we. So that this philosophy, at the same time that 1t destrovs all
science and certanty of every kind, degrades us to alevel with the brote, by stripping
us of that intelleet which, by the ancient philosophers, was thought o be the
distinguishing characteristic of human nature. ™

Monboddo goes on to discuss the importance ol the facalty of abstraction,
and grants that the author of the Treatise *acknowledges, that the mind, in
contemplating any individual object of sense, can lay aside the consideraton
of the qualities peculiar to that object, and consider only those which it hasin
common with others of the same kind: and to these common qualities so con-
sidered by the mind, we athy, says he, a name, which he admits to be a general
term for all things of that kind, and to stand for them, in speaking and
wrinng'. But is not this to say, Monboddo asks, that there is *precisely what
other philosophers call an abstract 1dear” And especially when it is said that
the wdeas in queston are said o represent other deas, Berkeley and Hume
were perhaps confused by the diagrams used by geometers. Thev ought to
have realized that these diagrams are only the ‘signs of ideas’ needed by
weaker mtellects, not the true ideas or “pure intellectual forms themselves’ ™

9.15 Johann Christian Lossius

In his Physische Ursachen des Wakren (1774), ]. C. Lossius, undertakes, as the
title of his work suggests, to provide a physical foundation tor truth, He casts

e Nonboddo, Origin aod Prageess of Lamgnage, 1) 11013,
T Ibad, 110-1%, Monboddo apparently oveelooks what Hume had said regarding the diagrams
of mathematickns at THAN 1.2.4 35,
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his eftort as part of the continuing philosophical siruggle between sceptics
and dogmatists, and further suggests that the contlict berween Beattie (whose
Essay on Truth he greatly admires) and Hume (whom, along with other
sceptics, he hopes o refute) 15 analogous o the ancient conilict between
Chrysippus and Carneades. ™ In the course of the Physische Ursachen Lossius
turns to the 1ssue of the lack of conviction one may have for some metaphy-
gical view. IF this lack of belief 15 unavoidable, he savs, this will be because
‘nature 15 either giving us o hint to look tor better reasons or to give up hope tor
a better proof, This 1s especially the case where reasoning and sensation and
explicit experience are contradictory to one another.” He then goes on to say:

Hume claims that no one has an impression of the self and that theretore no one can
make a concept ol 1 My dear Sir, he savs, vou do not realize that this claim contra-
dicts my hvpothesis of impressions and sdeas: how could ar then be troe?™ —And
what then is this hypothesis? Here ins: all concepts are either impressions or ideas.
Mow all ideas are only copies of the impressions; therefore vou cannot have any idea
or concept of the thing of which vou have not had an impression *™'—And even if |
didd not know where the fallacy of this philosopher is to be found, [ could not possi-
bly agree with him. Therefore Lam necessitated to reject the conclusion, and even if
he were to bring forward more arguments, [T wounld still veject it] just because I would
because of them have to deny an obvions sepsation.*'—Even more 1 am foreed to
reject the claim thar this philosopher makes that bodies have no existence, but are
merelv a bundle of conceprs, whose existence consists in their being thought, And
that the soulis in just the same wayv a bundle of concepts,

Diespite the two explicit references to the Treatise and his alk about *bundles
of concepts’, Lossius may never have looked at a copy of the Treatise, The
material quoted here at some points follows closely the German translation
of Beattie’s Eouy on Truth, and justat the point where Beattie also cites Trea-
fse 1.4.6.2and 1.2.6.9, although n reverse order.*™

" Pypsische Ursacken, 3. For further background, see M. Kuchn, Soafresh Compran Sense v
Crormamy, BhH=102,

A footnote direees the reader oo the Abband{vayg iber des Nator des Mengehen, 437, or Treatise
.4.0.2, where Hume savs: “Unluckily all thess pesitive assertions are contrary to that very experi-
ence, which is pleaded for them, nor have we any kdea of seff] after the manner it is here explain'd.
For from what impression cou'd this wea be dern’d? This question "5 impossible to answer
withouwt a manifest contrmliction amd absundary .0

e Another note divects the veader to Abkawdinng Gher ded Natar des Merscken, 123, or Trearise
[.2.6.% where Hume savs: *Now since nothing is ever present to the mind but perceptions, and since all
wleas are derw'd from something antecedently present to the mvmd; it follows, that ris impossible for ws
s much as to coneeive or form an idea of any thing specifically different from e and impressions.”

B A note dhrects the remder to Sexms Lmparicws, Ouilires of Pperhoniom 1, where Sextus sayvs
that the seeprics do not abolish appearances or ‘everthrow the affective sense-impressions which
imduce owur assent involuntarily’,

W Ree Esray on Traph 21,1 | 262-3], Lossius cites { Physieche Ursecher, 232) the Crerman cransla-
tion of Beattic’s Esay [ Feraweh Sher dic Natir and Unverdinderlichbeit dev Wabpheir, 1T72).
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916 Pseudonymous

The Essays, Historical, Political, and Moral (17747) by the pseudonymous
Brutus and Humphrey Search mcludes a lengthy letter in “detence of the
political principles of the Protestant Dissenters’. The author of this letter
argues that ‘the Scots professors’ {Wishary, Hutcheson, Fordvee, Leechman,
Smith, Reid, Ferguson, Beattie, Robertson, and Gerard are mentioned) have
‘now so far out shone those in the English colleges’ that *the palm of victory
in literary accomplishments and productions, must be given to North
Britan’. He then goes on to explain why he has not mentioned “the celebrared
Hyme' For one thing, Hume 15 not a professor. In addition, he 15 not so much
a historian as *a party writer’, a line ot thought thart leads o this comment:

I'he ridicule into which he has thrown the glonous Reformation, and his abuse of it
in his history of the Tuders, s truly affensive, His being a Deast, if upon principle,
none should blame him for, a5 no man can think as he pleases. But in his Treatise on
Human Nature, and in some of his essayvs, there are assertions and propositions, that
if E:ILIr:iu:.'d, in their CONSEqUEnces, would lead to direet Atheism, and should be most
carefully guarded against, as well as many most arbitrary principles, which he has
endeavoured to establish in his history "™

017 Thomas Hepburn

In 1774, T'homas Hepburn, a Scottish minister, published A Npecimen of the
Seats Review, purportedly a proposal for a new review. ™ Hepburn reported
the views of a widelv travelled friend who was of the opinion that Reid,
Beartie, and James Oswald," through their attacks on Hume, “have done
more harm to philosophy, religion, and truth® by their vaguely tormulated
appeal to ‘common sense’ than *any sceptic has ever done; for philosophers of
this cast leave men to reason, nature, experience, and probability, which are
not bad guides so far as they go’, More to the present point, however, this
‘travelling gentleman’ says

that scepnics are only to he pitied for therr doubts and darkness; thar professed
infidels are bad citizens, and that those who enter into controversy with them are not
much better, because, without their answers, their antagomists books would sink into
oblivion; witness Lord Bolingbroke's Philosophical Works, and the Treanise of

B Thrwtus and H. Search, S ps, Haveeead, Polical, and Maorad, 20 1500, 153-0,

- Burton attributed this work o Hepburn on the basis of a letter from Hume to John Home.
See Burton, Lo of David Hume, 20872 Letters, 202910 Excerpts from Burton's work mav be
seen in Fieser {ed. ), Eanly Respanses, 0 230—41.

5 Dawald was the anthor of Aw Appead to Commen Sense in Beball ol Religion, This work does
ot discuss the Treatize.
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Human Narare. Our friend has travelled over all Scotland, and [ound only eighe
capies of the last book, and those in the custody of as many divines, who erther had

wrolbe, oF Werg writing answers to i,

9.18 George Campbell

In carly July 1776 James Boswell paid his last visit to Hume. *I found him
alone’, Boswell reports, ‘ina reclining posture in his drawing-room . .. He had
betore him D, Campbell’s Phelosophy of Rbetoricl”, a work pubhished carlier
that vear, If Hume had made his way through Camphell’s work, he would
have found references to the Treatise, In achapter on the “wafure and wse of the
scholastic art of syllogicme’, Campbell savs of syllogistic reasoning, “the
scholastic art of disputation’, that it is a ‘contentious art. . now almost
forgotten’, and that there “1s no reason tor its revival” as neither eloguence nor
philosophy have benefited from ir. In fact, it does more harm than good, for
it produces ‘an rich of disputing on every subject, however incontrovertible’,
as well as 'a sort of phalosophic pride, which will not permit us o think that
we believe anything, even a self-evident principle, without a previous reason
orargament’. By way of illustraion, Campbell adds:

How ridiculous are the efforts which some very learned and judicious men have
maile, in order to evinee that whatever begins to exist must have a canse. One argues,
“I’here must have been a cavse to determine the nme and place,” as though it were
more evident that the acodents could not be determined withoul a cause, than that
the existence of the thing could not be so derermined. Another insises very curiously,
that if athing had no cavse, it must have been the cause of itself; a third, with equal
consistency, that nothing must have been the cause. Thus, by always assuming fhe
afisalute gecessity of o cause, they demonstrate the absolute wecessity af a canse. Forafull
Ulustration of the futility of such pretended reasonings, see the Treanse of Human
MNature, B. 1. Pare. qii. Sect. 3,17

If Hume had read no turther than thas, he would have had the pleasure of
finding thatone ot his most able and determined critics had found, in a section
of the Treaiize that others supposed to show an excess ot scepticism, support
tor his view that our fundamental belief that ‘everything that beging to exist
must have a cause’ 15 not the effect of demonstratve reason and argument,**

A Specimen of the Seals Retewr, 8=,

B Mdeseplhy of Rbetoric, 10 103, 1824 & copy ol this work was i the Hume Labeary; see
Maorron and Novton, Daevid Hume Libvary, 80, item 238,

¥ Gl Campbell had published, in 1702, 4 Disestation on Mivaches: Containing an Examination of
Fhe Principles Advawced by Daved Hame, Exgroow aw Eovay on Miradles, There was also g copy of thas
work, with marginal notes by Hume, in the Hume Library, item 237,
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Campbell was satisfied and even pleased that Hume had shown that this
fundamental belict is not such an effect,

As Campbell proceeds, however, the Treatise comes in for criticism.
Reviewing what speakers ought to do to reach their hearers, Camphbell
considers humansas endowed with understanding, and then with smagina tion.
Engaging the imagination asameans of gaiming the attention of hearersis, he
savs, ‘prerequisite to every effect of speaking’. But pleasing the imagination
has another end w serve: beliet, Making an explicit reference to the ‘author
of, A Treatise of Human Nature, in 3 vols,”, he continues;

[ will not say with a late subtile metaphysician, that “Beliel’ consisteth in the liveli-
ness of our ideas.™ That this doctrine 1s erroneous, it would be quite foreign to my
purpose to here evince ™ Thus much however 1s indubitable, that belief commonly
enlivens our ideas; and that livelv ideas have a stronger influence than faint wdeas to
induce belief, Bot so far are these from being coincident, that even this connexion
between them, though commaon, is not necessary, '™

In the following secuon Campbell considers humans as endowed with
memary. Here he says:

I'he author of the treatise above guoted, hath divided the principles of asseoation in
ideas into resemblance, contiguity, and cavsation. | do not here inquire into all the
defects of this enumeration, but only observe, that even on his own svstem, order both
in space and time ought 1o have been included. It appears at least to have an equal title
with causation, which, according to him, is but a particular modification and combina-
tion of the other two. Cavsation considered as an associating principle, is, in has theory,
o more than the contiguous suceession of two ideas, which is more deeply imprinted
on the mind by its experience of asimilar contiguity and succession of the impressions
from which they are copied. This therefore is the result of resemblance and vicinity
united, Order in place is likewise a mode of vicinity, where this st tie is strengthened
by the regularity and simplicity of figure, which gualitics arisc solely from the resem-
blance of the corresponding parts of the figure, or the parts similarly sitnated !

In the second volume of this same work Campbell points out that while it
has often been observed that writers have a endency to produce nonsense
which readers fail to notice, this phenomenon has not been explamed. He
sugrests that Herkeley may have unwittingly made a useful suggestion about
the origin of this tendency. After quoting atlength from Berkelev's Pronciples
of Human Knomledge *1* Campbell continues:

* For the relevant reburtal, Camphell refers his readers to Reid’s Srgeiey inte the Humar Mind,
ch. 31 seet. 5. Ho Pu';u."r.lir.l,l'lu';l_]' r-:lu'".f'e.".Ie'.l'l-'r'l.'1 1: ISR,

A Tkl 1974, Campbell goes on o charpeterize "order in time’,

I Camphbell guotes from Berkeley's Introduction, Sect. 19,
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The same principles have been adopted by the author of a Treatise of Human
Mature, who, speaking of abstract ideas, has the following words: “[ believe every
one, who examines the situation of his mind in reasoning, will agree with me, that we
dio not annex distinet and complete ideas to every term we make use of, and that in
talking of gevernment, churek, negociation, conguest, we seldom spread out in our
minds all the simple ideas, of which these complex ones are composed. "Tis,
however, observable, that notwithstanding this imperfection we may avoud talking
nonsense on these subjects, and mav perceive any repugnance among the ideas, as
well as if we had a full comprehension of them. Thus if, instead of saving, thar i war
the meaker frave always reconvse to negociation, we should say, thar they fave almaps
reconrse to comgeest; the custom, which we have acquired of attributing certain
relations o ideas, stll follows the words, and makes vs immediately pereeive the
absurdity of that propositon.”™"

After a less detailed reference to Burke's Enguiry mnio the Origin of Our fdeas
of the Subdtme and Beawtyful, Campbell goes on to say that these ingenious
sugzestions fail to account for the phenomenon in question; but when he has
worked out his own account of the matter, he says that from

these principles we may be enabled both to understand the meaning, and to pereeive
the justness of what isathrmed in the end of the preceding guotation: *The custom,
which we have acquired of attnbuting certamn relations too1deas, sull follows the

words, and makes us rmmediafely percerve the absurdity of that proposition.™"

T'hus in his final reference w the Trearise, Campbell concludes that Hume
has correctly explained why we without hesitation adjudge some proposi-
tions to be nonsense. If Hume on his deathbed finished the Philosophy of
Rhetoric, then some of the last things he would have read about the Treatise
showed an appreciation for arguments central to thar work.

9.19 Johann Nicolaus Tetens

It 1s clear that by 1775 Johann Tetens had hrst-hand knowledge of the Trea-
nise, and that by 1777 he knew that Hume was its author, In the first ot his two
most important works, Uber die alleemeine specnlativische Philosaphie (O
General Specalative Philosopliy) of 1775, Tetens indicates a familiarity with
the Freatise while vet not knowing the name of its author, for he supposes
Hume and the author of the Treatise are two distinet individuals, Reid and his
tollowers, he savs, have not been fair in their eriticisms of *Barkley, Hume,
and the heroic skeptic, the author of the Treanse of Homan Natare who
pushed skepticism to its non plus ultra’. They should instead “have lee reason

HE o ilasepdiy of Bhetorie, 20 94=5, 1 Thid. 101 ; see also 114

571



Sect, 9 Histarieal Account

iself judge 1ts own aberrations’—have let these authors be judged by the
standards of philosophy, not common sense.*"™ T'wo vears later, in his
Philosoplische Versuche sher die menschliche Natur und thre Entwicblung (Phifo-
sophical Essays on Human Nature and w5 Development), Tetens knows
that Hume 15 the author of the Treatise and also sees him as an important
philosopher whose views must be taken seriously:

Hume, the author of the mbamous work about human nature. . declared the
idea which we have of our self, or of our soul, 'as a collection of many particular
sensations which follow each other, but are mdividual as well as separate and
scattered, and from whose connection our Tancy has created the wdea of one whole
which is a subject that supports particular sensations as qualities of it". From this
he concluded that we can justifiably say no more about the soul than that it is a
collection of qualities and changes. The latter, since they are immediately sensed,
exist; but we cannot sav that the soul is an idenocal object, a complete unity, ora real
thing.*'*

Hume's enemies, Tetens goes on, have accused him of denying *even the
existence of the soul’, and admitting ‘only the reality of his thoughts.
This was indeed the outer limit of intellectual (literally: reasoning)
scepticism.’ But the responses of Reid and Beattie, their appeals to
commaon sense, are mappropriate, Hume's analysis 1s meorrect, but one
‘may say this without assuming any maore than what Hume has assumed,
namely this, that we are immediately conscious of ourselves’. Hume has
overlooked the fact that our sensations are always experienced against the
background of other sensations, not as completely solated entities, and
this background, though obscure, 15 a constant, Thus our notion or concept
of seli-identity 15

the result of the comparison of a present feeling of owr self as a subject with
the gquality of a similar fecling that preceded it and which is reproduced,
Another consequence of this is that the idea or representation of my self is not a
collection of particular representations, which one makes into a unity [or whole|
in the imagination in the same way in which one makes particular representations
of soldiers into the umity of a regmment. This umihicanon can be found in the
leeling wself, that 1s, in nature, not in a connection which we have created

ourselves

WE her die allgemeine speculativische Philessphee, 17-18.

e Pilaenphisce Fevoche dber die menschfiche Narar, 10 3023,

15 Thad. 394, Tetens also discusses Home's account of causality, but it 15 not possible to distin-
guish between what his discusson of this topic owes o the Treatsse amd what 1 owes o the 1753
translation of Hume's Phifosophica! Erays.
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0.200 Responses to the Treatise Following Hume's Death and the
Publication of *My Own Life’

Hume died on 25 August 1776, Less than a month later the London Chromicle
published a three-part letter, probably the work of John Home, to which it
cave the ttle, *Remarks on the Lite and Character of the late David Hume,
Fsq.'. In the course of this account we are told that

Very earlv i life |Hume| published his “Treanse on Human MNature,” 1o which,
howvever, he never put his name; and which, after remaining unanswered for thirty
vears, has ol late furnished matter for much reasomng and more declamation 1o the
Doctors Rewd, Beatty, and Oswald, The substance, indeed, of this treatise he
afterwards melred down inte his “Philosophical Essavs” or “Enquiry concerning
Human Understanding,” which was soon after published.*'™

The Annual Register tor 1776 mcluded ‘An Account of the Life and
Writings of the late David Hume, Esq.; as given o the World in one of the
periodical Publications’. In places this sounds very much like the letter
published in the London Chromicle, but there 1s a more detailed discussion of
the Treatise,*" T'his work, we are told, although

not inferior to any thing of the moral or metaphysical kind in any language, was
entirely overlooked, or decried at the time of its publication, except by a few liberal-
minded men, who had courage to throw aside their popular and hrerary prejudices,
and to follow sound reasoning, without being afraid of any dangerous conelusion, or
fatal discovery; of seeing errors unveiled, however sancrified by vears, or supported
by authorities.

We are next told that Hume soon enough learned, “to the severe disappoint-
mentof his youthtul hopes, that the taste for systematical writing was on the
decling’. Consequently, he ‘divided his treatise into separate essays, and dis-
sertations’ which he then published, *with improvements, alterations, and
addinons, at ditferent periods of his lite’, Unfortunately, his ‘enemies’ and
those hoping to add to their own reputations,

by exposing the mistakes of a great genius, have levelled all their arguments against
this juvenile produoction, though never dignified with the suthor's name; and Dr.

Beattic in particular, more than thirty vears alter the publication of that sceprical

¢ Fandon Chrosicle, 10=12 Sept, 1770, quoted from Fieser {ed.), Early Responges, 9 333, The
author of this letrer appears to have seen a copy of Hume’s Advertizement dhistancing bamsell from
the Trealie, a circumstance thar lends further eredibility vo the suggestion that the aurhor was John
Home {see n. 2330, On the Advertisement, see below, Sect. 10k

W Arpual Regrster, 28, Fieser, on the basis of textual similarities, also atteibutes this aceount to
_Tuhu | ]13!1.‘&';_51.'!:: f:'r.'.l'.':'r' Hr:.rh'.uun.l 9 3nl.
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system, has been so successful as to obtain a pension by his Exsay on the Tmmutability
af Trath; in which he discovers all the vielence of a sectary, and all the illiberality af

apedant, and rather abuses than confures Mr. Hume ¥

‘As the Treatise of Huvian Nature 18 now very scarce’, the author says,
‘some account of it may be agreeable to many readers”’ Hume's purpose, ‘as
he himselt informs us, was, “to mtroduce the experimental method of rea-
soning into moral subjects™, His ability to achieve thisend *can only be fully
discovered by an examination of the treatise itselt; which, as a composition,
15 admirable’. The subjects of the existing volumes, the understanding, the
passions, and morals, are duly noted. “Critcism and politics’, we are
miormed, *would have been added systematically, if the success had, in any
degree, been answerable to the merit of the work’. The description of these
five subjects as found in the Introduction of the Treanise (Intro. 5) is quoted,
and we are reminded that ar so early an age, at a ome “when he was thought
little able to give a new direction to science’, this *great man [had | digested
that ingenious system of philosophy, which has changed metaphysics from a
irrvolous to an useful study; and given a stability to morals, criticism, and pol-
itics, unknown m former ages!” Next, wronically, we are told the one thing that
Hume had likely never heard, and that he did not himselt believe: *But, what
15 still more exrraordinary, the stile and method of this first production are
not less correct and happy, than those of his most admired performances,
written atter his taste and judgment were matured by years and expen-
Enc':._"-l_r]

A *single quoration’ is chosen to support this last claim and also to illus-
trate Hume’s *method of reasoning expermmentally on moral subjects’. The
text quoted, with some omissions and mild revisions, 15 that of Treatse
3.2.12. 2-5 concerning the origin of the virtue of chastity, Following the quo-
tation, the reviewer remarks: *So much goed sense and sownd reasonnig was
never perhaps delivered in so few words, on the subject of female virtue, by
any writer ancient or modern: vet this 1s an extract from the treatise, whose
confutation has been impudently attempred, more than once, by mere
common sense, and childish declamation =

Hume's “My Own Life’—which mentions when the Treatise was written,
reports that it tell *dead-born from the Press’, and that 1t was then recast into
three shorter works—was published i the Seots Magazine in January 1777,
and as a pamphlet in March of the same year'™ Several journals took the

B Awwed Bepister, 174, B Tl 281, #2434,
5T return to My Own Life’ near the end of the following section.
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occasion to comment on the Preatize, The Critical Revien was not satshed
with Hume's claim that the Treatise fell *dead-born fron the Press™

We remember, however, that it was distingurshed by the Reviewers of that time, though
not in a manner suilable 1o the expectations or wishes of the Author [t was treated
with some degree of contempt by the Writer of the Hisiory of the Warks of the
Learned, vol. i1, for the vear 1739; who, nevertheless, prognosticated bedter thungs,
from the maturer age of the author. There is a pleasant story of David’s paying a
visit to the Critie, and threatening o put him o the sword; but as we cannot duly
authenticate the particulars, we do not chuse to repeat them

The Lendon Review for the same month was less circumspect, Having
recalled that the Trearise was 'severely handled” in the History of the Works of
the Learned, itwenton to say that this *so highly provoked our yvoung philoso-
pher, that he flew ina violent rage, to demand satsfacton of Jacob Robinson,
the publisher; whom he kept, during the paroxysm ot hisanger, at his swords
point, trembling behind the counter lest a period should be put to the life of
asober critic by a raving philosopher”.** But including this unlikely story was
not a sign of the reviewer's hostility toward the Trea tise and its author, lor he
Went on to say;

[t is remarkable that, in the history of our author's lirerary career, he is totally silent
on the subject of that formidable attack, on his philosophical principles, by Dir
Beattie, in the latter’s Essay on the Immutability of Troth, Farmedalble we call it on
account merely of its populanity, and the very favourable receprion it met with in the
world; a reception very different from that of our author’s Essay on Human Nature,
[t were difficult to speak of this work |of Beattie’s| with more contempt than, we are
well assured, Mr. Hume entertained of it “Troth!™ savs he, “there is no troth in g ic
i a horrible large lie in Octavn,™*

There were, however, less sympathetic comments on the Treatise. John
Home's ‘“Account of the Life and Wrinngs ot the late David Hume' was
reprinted in the Weekly Magazine in November 1777, The following month
an anonvmous ‘Postilion’ responded, doubting that the vouthful Hume had
changed the course of metaphysics or, for that matter, in his remarks on
chastity, had shown much *good sense and sound reasoning’. In *plain
Fnglish® he has said this:

A wife may be a w-—-¢ while the man is ignorant of it; that therefore she may not go
astray, and he may have some secunty for the child she bears being his, and so be

inchmed o take care of i, s right she be backward to grant favours to adulterers,

M Critsead Review, March 1777, in Fieser {ed. ), Early Responses, 9 2ok,
5 London Revive, March 1777, in Fieser (e, ), Early Responses, U 261,
26 Thid. 275,

et |
E ] |
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Can [exultin the profound thinking or erudition of the man who makes this speech,

and say, he s an impudent childish declaimer who ventures to write against him?*

Two weeks later, the same journal published further *‘Strictures’ on John
Home's *Account’ of Hume. These criticisms came from a psendonymous
*Tobias Simple’. This author’s reservations about the Treatise encompass a
broader range of philosophical issues, He doubts that Hume is as insightful
as he has been represented, and uses the discussion of chastity in support of
this doubt. He also defends the allegedly narrow-minded members of the
presbytery of Edinburgh #* He then collectseight of Hume's *dogmas’, Four
of these are traced to the Treg st

1. *“The etficacy of causes (says he) 15 neither placed in causes themselves,
nor in the Deity, but belongs entirely to the soul.” The obvious conclusion
15, that there 18 o first canse.

That matter and motion may be the cause of thought.

That justice 15 not a natural virtue, but artficial and arbitrary,

Thatall moral virtuesare of the same nature, 1.e. arbitrary, and depending
on the custom and institutions of men.

=

The pseudonymous Simple then imagines a short lecture which Hume
might have given had he obtained the Chair at Edinburgh, but makes no
turther claims about the Treatise. But enough has been said, both by Hume's
critics and by John Home, to suggest that the Trearise was understood by few
at the time of Hume's death.

Many addivional responses to the Treafise, and many of the most import-
ant ones, have appeared since 1777, but those responses constitute a story oo
long and complex to pursue here.

10, HUME'S ASSESSMENTS AND RECASTINGS
OF THE TREATISE

mentsof the Treatise, The tirstof these, a brief Advertisement, describes the
work as a juvenile production which he had never publicly acknowledged,
and requests that those mterested in his mature philosophical views look for

T Meeldy Magagine, Dec. 1777, in Fieser (ed ), Early Responiee, U 371

 Thid. 373-7.

A Thid, Four other dogmas are listed, Three of these are traced o ERL, Mo source is given for
the fourth, “That neither matter nor spiric exise’.
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these n the second halt of his Exsays and Treatises on Several Subjects ¥ The
second assessment is made up of even briefer commenis included in *My
Orwn Life”. Not so well known is the fact that these late authorial assessments
of the Treanse [ollow a dozen others made in the preceding thirty-hve vears,
It 15 to these earlier assessments that 1 turn first,

Arsummer's end 1734 Hume arrived in France, uncertain about his ability
to deliver his *Opinions with such Elegance & Neatness, as w draw w
[himselt] the Attention of the World®, and preferring to ‘rather live & dye in
Obscunty than produce them maim’d & impertect’ ' Three vears later, on
his way back ro Britain and entering what he described as a ‘critical T'ime of
Lite’, he had in hand a manuscript whose reasonings he wok w have “hde
Dependence onall tormer Svstems of Philosophy’ and requiring, he thought,
nothing but ‘natural Good Sense’ to assess ‘their Force & Solidiny”,**

By the end of 1737, as we saw 1n Section 1 above, Hume was not vet satis-
lied with his great work. He regretted that he could not satisfy Henry Home's
curiosity by providing him with an intelligible general skewch of the Treatise
and gave as his reason that his opinions and the terms in which they were
cxpressed were “so new’. The fact that there would be further delays in the
printing of the work he saw as an advantage, for it would give him time w
improve at least 1ts *Style & Diction’, which he now found less sansfactory
than he had when he *was alone in perfect Tranguillity in France’, a comment
which may suggest that parts of Hume's work were now bemg read by
others. *7 It 15 1 this lerter that Hume says he 1s revising his work to make it
less oftensive, with the expectation of showing it to Joseph Butler,

In earlv 1738, Hume reported to Home that he had wried, unsuccesstully,
to call on Butler. Unsure about his work, he had hoped, in vain as it
happened, to gain an authortatve and disinterested opinion of the sull
unpublished Treaise:

[am a little anxious o have the Doctor's opimon. My own I dare not trust to; both
because it concerns myself, and because it 15 so variable, that I know not how to fix it

BNl 2 of 2-vol. editions, vols, 3 and 4 of d—vol. edittons of £T55.

P Letter tora physician, Lelfees, 1217 quoted more fully above, Seet, 1.

Y Letter of 20 Aog. 1737 to Michael Ramsay, quoted more fully in Sect. 2 above, Hume, in this
same letter, and referring to what Bamsay considered his ‘superior Progress in the Sciences”, said:
T know not how far there may be a Foundartion for what vou say, [ mose flatter mysell that there s
some: Ground for it, in order to support my Courage in that dangerous Sttuation, in which I have
prlac’el mysell Bur however that may be, [ have enough ol Science to know, thata Man who s incap-
able of Gratitude & Friendship is in 2 very disconsolate Condition, whatever Abilities he may he
endow’d with & whatever Fame he mav acguire.”

¥ Letter of 2 Dee, 1737 to Home, Wewr Letters, 1-2, Mote &, to Treafere 1,222 may also support
this conjecture.

.
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Sometimes 1t elevates me above the clouds; at other times, it depresses me with

doubits and fears; so that whatever be my success, [ cannot be entively disappoimnted.

He also saw, in the possibility thar Home was soon to be in London, an oppor-
tunity for philosophical advice about the Treatise from his older friend:

I should esteem this a very lucky event; and notwithstanding all the pleasures of the
town, [ would certainly engage vou ta pass some philosophical evemings with me, and
either correct my pudgment, where vou differ from me, orconfirm it where we agree.
| believe [ have some need of the one, as well as the other; and though the propensity
ter diffidence be an error on the better side, vet "tis an error, and dangerous, as well as

disagrecable ™

Hume’s fears for the Treatise were also great enough to make him think
that being at home in the Scottish countryside, while the *Success of the Work
was doubtiul’, would perhaps spare him mornhcanon and contribute o has
tranguillity, he wrote to Home mn February 17394 In thas same letter he also
said that he expected no quick resolution of this uncertainty. Those capable of
reading so abstruse a work as the Treatise would be too biased to give 1t its
due, while those not biased by prior metaphvsical commitments would be
unprepared to appreciate a work of this kind., *My Principles’, he went on, *are
also so remote from all the vulgar Sentiments on this Subject, that were they
to take place, they wou'd produce almost a total Alteration in Philosophy’, a
revelution, in fact, while ‘Revolunons of this kind are not easily brought about,
I am voung enough to see what will come of the Matter; but am apprehensive
lest the chiel Reward [ shall have for some time will be the Pleasure of studying
on such important Subjects, & the Approbation of a few Judges,™™

At the end of this letter Hume again displayed his vacillating sentiments
about the Trearise, citing a weakness thar authors and lovers have in common,
They are *both besotted with a blind Fondness of their Object”, and though
he had been on guard against this weakness, he had by now come to have an
“implicite Confidence’ in his work,* In a letter to Michael Ramsay written
only a month later he again counselled himself to be patient:

As to myself, no Alteration has happen’d in my Fortane, nor have | taken the least
Step towards 11, | hope things will be riper next Winter; & | wou'd not aim at any

thing till I cow’d judge of my Success in my grand Undertaking, & see upon what

W Lerrer of 4 March 1758 to Home, Lerrers, 12 25 Hume laver sent Burler a copy of Vols, 1 and
2of the Treaiue: T have sent the Bishop of Bristol a Copy;, but cou’d not wait on him with vour
Letter after he had arciv'd at that Dagnate: At least 1 thought st wou'd b tono purpose after I begun
the Printing.” Burler was named bishop of Brisrol in 1738,

15 Tetter of 13 Feb, 1739, New Lerters, 3; see Bect. 2 above for the full text of these remarks.

A N Letters, 34, A simlar assessment is found anthe Preface o the Absfracs; see above, Sect, 3,

97 See also Hume's letter to Des Maizeaux, quoted above, Sect. 2.
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footing [ shall stand in the World. L am afraid, however, that | shall nor have any grear
Success of asudden. Such Performances make their way very heavily at first, when

thev are not recommended by any grear Mame ar ;"'l.ulhnril_}-'"“

By June 1739 even this modicum of confidence was gone. "T'o Home he
wrote that he was not much i the mood to write essays, *having recenv'd
Mews trom London of the Success of my Philosophy, which is but indifter-
ent, if I may judge by the Sale of the Books, &1f 1 may behieve my Bookseller”,
He then expands on the topic:

[ am now out of Humour with myself; but doubt not in a httle time 1o be only out of
Humour with the World, like other unsuceessful Authors, After all, [ am sensible of
my Folly in entertaining any Discontent, much more Despair upon this Account;
since | con’d not expect any better from such abstract Reasoning, nor indeed did |
promise mysell much better, My Fondness for what Limagin'd new Discoveries made
me overlook all commaon Rules of Prudence; & having enjoy’d the usual Sanstaction
of Projectors, tis but just [ shouw'd meet with their Dissappointments. However, as "tis
observ'd that with such sort of People, one Project generally succeeds another, [ doubt
not but in a day or two I shall be as easy as ever, in Hopes that Troth will prevail ar last
over the Indifference & Opposition of the World, *

About the Treanise Hume cannot be said to have taken his own advice w be
patient. Within the next few months he wrote the dbarace, a short work
intended w make more intelhigible to ordimary readersa much longer one that
had been said o be obscure and hard w understand. Thias short work pro-
vides us with Hume's most positive assessment of the Treatise. He grants
that the work is long and abstract and thus difficult to take in, but he imme-
diately goes on to defend its originality and to suggest that it offers, as he had
suggested in his earlier letters, a revolutionary new foundation for “the
greatest part of the sciences” (Preface 2). He compares the Treatise to other
works (the works of Locke, Shaftesbury, Mandeville, Hutcheson, and
Butler) that have *had a great vogue of late vears in Ewgland”, works that aim
to setout a ‘science of mar’ or an anatomy of human nature as accurate as are
‘several parts of natural philosophy® (Abs, 1-2). Aswe saw i Secton J above,
these backeround remarks are tollowed by a brief summary of the Trearise
account of central ‘reasonings concerning mafter of fact’—a sumary of its
novel account of the derivation of our idea of causal connections, ncluding
the idea of the ‘necessary connexion betwivt the cause and effect’; of 1ts
cqually novel account of belief; and of its application of these findings to the
operation of the mind (Aks. 5-26). Hume then briefly mentions other

B Lerter of 22 Feb 1739 10 Michael BEamsay, Letfers, 1028,
¥ Letter of 4 June 1739, New Letiers, 5.
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unusual views found in the Treaise; that the soul or mind 15 neither thought
itself mor a substance, but ‘nothing but a svstem or train of different percep-
tions . . . all unmited together, but without any perfect simplicity or identity’
{Abs. 28); that extension is not infinitely divisible; that geometry 1s not an
exact science; that the Treatise presents a *new and extraordinary’ account of
the passions, and makes the controversial claim thar human actions are
subject to the same necessity as that which characterizes the ‘operations of
external bodies’ (Abs, 29-31).

In the course of his summary Hume also tells us that the philosophy con-
tained in the Treatise 1s ‘very sceptical’, tending ‘to give us a notion of the
imperfections and narrow limits of human understanding’, and that while
there are throughout this book ‘great pretensions o new discoveries in phi-
losophy’, the one thing that can justity taking the author to be ‘an inventor is
the widespread "use he makes of the associanion of wdeas” (Aks, 27, 35). But
Hume moderates this positive assessment of the Treatise in the Preface of the
Abstract, where he repeats his earlier prediction that the author of this revo-
lutionary work will need to ‘wair with patience’ for the learned world to agree
with him because his work must be judged by the “Tew” who are are capable
of judring such work, and these, partal as they are w their own systems, are
likely to be prejudiced azainst his (Preface 3; cf. Abs. 4).7

By March 1740, Hume was, as we saw in Section 4 above, already anxious
to prepare a second edition of the Treatize. 'Twait’, he wrote to Hutcheson,

with some Impaticnee for a second Editlon principally on Account of Alterations |
intend to make in my Performance. This s an Advantage, that we Authors possess
since the Invention of Prnting & renders the Nowwm premaliur woannam not so
necessary Lo us as to the Antients™ Without it | shoud have been guilty of a very
great Temerity to publish at my Years so many Noveltys in so delicate a Part of
Philosophy: And at any Rate [am afraid, thar I must plead as my Excuse that very
Circumstance of Youth, which may be urg'd against me. [ assure vou, that without
running any of the heights of Scepticism, [ am apt, in a cool hour, o suspect, in
reneral, that most of my Reasonings will be more useful by furnishing Hines & excit-
ing People’s Curiosity than as containing any Principles that will angment the Stock
of Knowledge that must pass to future Apes, T wish 1 cou’d discover more fully the
particulars wherein 1 have fail’d. T admire so much the Candour 1 have observd in

0O the likelihood that the Preface was written after the main text of the Abstracr, see Sect. 3,
pp. #6l-1.,

1 Hume cites, notquite accurately, from Horvace, Ars poefica 388: SNonumague prematur im annum”,
or, more fully;, *s1 quid tamen olim serpseris, in Maech descendat udies aurts et patris of nostras, non-
e prematur i anmum, membranis intus posits: delere lieebat quod non edideris; neseit vox missa
revertt'. [*Yet o ever you do write anything, let it enter the cars of some eritical Maeois, anid vouor
Tathers, and mv own; then put your parchment in the closer and keep it back ol the ninth sear, Whan
virtt have not published vou can destroy; the word onee sent forth can never come back.’)
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Mr Locke, Yoursell, & a very few more, that | woud be extremely ambitious of imitating
it, by frankly confessing my Errors: I T do not imitate it it muost proceed neither from
my being free from Errars, nor from want of Inclination; but from my real unaffecred

[gnorance. | shall consider more carefully all the Particulars vou mention to me*

Indeed, by the date of this letter, which Hume begins by asking for advice
about a publisher for the third volume of the Trearise, he had likely bezun
preparing that second edition. The copies of Volumes 1 and 2 of the Treanse
containing the *Vast of Correcnons and Additions in the handwriting of the
Author’, still extant in 1538, have not been found. ™ But readers have had,
since November 174, the substantive additions provided by the Appendix,
‘Wherein some Passages of the foregoing Volumes are Hlustrated and
Explain’d’, found n Volume 3 of the work, We have also had, in the opening
paragraph of the Appendix, an assessment of those volumes, Having begun
by indicating that he is eager o admit and correct errors, Hume goes on to say,

[ have not vet been so fortunate as to discover any very considerable mistakes in the
reasanings deliver’™d in the preceding volumes, excepr on one article: But | have
found by experience, that some of my expressions have not been so well chosen, as to
guard against all mistakes in the readers; and "tis chielly to remedy this defect, [ have
subjoin’d the following appendix. (App. 1)

Then, atter an attempt to explain or illustrate his novel account of beliet, he
turns to the one *article’ he supposes defective, saying,

[ had entertain’d some hopes, that however deficient our theory of the inrellectual
world might be, it wou'd be free from those contradictions, and absurdities, which seem
to attend every explication, that human reason can give of the materal world, Bur
upon a more strict review of the section concerning persenal sdeniiy, 1 find myvself
invalv'd in such a labyrinth, that, I must confess, T neither know how to correct my
former opinions, ner how to render them consistent. If this be not a good geserad reason
for scepticisim, "tis at lease a sufficient one (if I were not already abundantly supply’d)
for me to entertain a diffidence and modesty in all my decisions, {(App. 101

One should also note here that the opening paragraph of Treatise 3.1.1 pro-
vides at least an implicit assessment of the carhier volumes, There Hume says
that, because morality 15 *a subject that nterests us above all others’, the
‘present system of philosophy will acquire new force as it advances;
and. . .our reasonings concerning morals will corroborate whatever has been
said concerning the snderstanding and the passions’. Without this advantage,

MELeirers, 10 380 Hume goes on to mention matters he intends to revise. This lerter and the
revisiins it mentions are also discussed in Sect. 4 above,

Wi Far further details, see above, ar the end of Sect, 4, amd Norton and Sorton, Paed Beore
Litrary, 25, 105,
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he adds, ‘I never shou'd have ventur'd upon a third volume of such abstruse
philesophy, in an age, wherein the greatest part of men seem agreed to
convert reading into an amusement, and to reject every thing that requires
any considerable degree of attention to be comprehended’.

There are no extant authorial assessments of the third and final book of the
Treatise, There are, however, many amendments to this book, That these were
meant to be incorporated into a second edition of Book 3 cannot at present
be established by any explicit remark by Hume. But the existence of these
amendments constitutes an authoral assessment of Book 3 as pubhished:
Hume at one time, perhaps as early as the winter of 174, believed that this
text needed to be clarihed, and set abour revising a copy of 1.*"

The next authorial assessments of the Treanse available to us were made in
mid-spring 1745, as partof the Letter from a Gentleman, Aswe saw above, Hume
in his part of this work responds to six charges made against him as author of
the Treatise* He denies and rebuts each of these charges, and does so with a
vigour which shows that in 1745 he was not ready w abandon positions or
conclusionscentral to the Treatise, But he was ready to sav that he had published
the Treatise too soon: T am indeed of Opinion, that the Author had better
delayed the publishing of that Book; notonaccount of any dangerous Principles
contamned it but becanse on more mature Consideration he might have
rendered it much less imperfect by further Corrections and Revisals, ™

In 1751 Gilbert Elliot, in philosophical correspondence with Flume, must
have asked 1t he would benefit from reading the Trearise. It was to some such
question that Hume was replyving when he judged the Treanse to have been
defectively composed and precipitately published:

I believe the philosophical Essays™

contain every thing of Consequence relating to
the Understanding, which yvou woud meet with in the Treatise; & | mive vou my
Advice against reading the latter, By shortening & simplifving the Quesrions, | really
render them much more complete. Adds dum monae ** The philosophical Principles
are the same in both: Bot [ was carey’d away by the Heat of Youth & Inveation 1o
publish too precipitately. So vastan Undertaking, plan®d before I was one and twenty,
& compos’d before twenty five, must necessarily be very defective. T have repented
my Haste a hundred, & a hundred nmes, ™"

Hume oftered a stmilar assessment of the Trearse in 1754, 1t was then that
he confessed to John Stewart his *very great Mistake in Conduct, viz my

O these amendments, see Sect. 3 above, The present edition of the Trestiee incorporates
these amendments, in appropriate form; for details see Editme the Texts, Sect, 3.5 (Regster B

HE Far further details, see the rext of the Lerter fror a Gentlemar and Sect. § above.

e Letter from a CGentleman 41.

T har s, the Philosophiced Esays concerning Haman Dnderstonding (laver, EFLT).

45 T add while [ decrease in size. B Lerters, 12138,
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publishing at all the Treatise of human Nature', a book that attempted
innovations ‘in all the sublimest Parts of Philosophy’, and that was written
with a ‘positive A’ that displeased him so much that he could no longer
review it, though he could hope that “the same Doctrines, better illustrated &
exprest’ would meet with success, ™"

These assessments remind us that at some point, perhaps even before 1745,
Hume had lost confidence in the Treatise, and in one important sense had given
up on it. He recognized that the Treatise was notattracting the kind of attenton
he had hoped tor, and he could see that copies were selling so slowly that there
was no reasonable prospect of a second edition. In his contract with John Noon
he had, as he told Hutcheson, committed hamselt *heedlessly ina Clause, which
may prove troublesome, viz, that upon printng a second Edioon” he would
purchase all remaining copies of the first edition “at the Bookseller's Price at
the time’. "' Hume, with limited financial resources, could not in the earlv or
mid-1740s have given serious consideration o buying the large quantity of
unsold copies remaining in Noon’s warchouse, And a large quantity there must
have been, for nearly twenry vears later, on 10 February 1763, amonth after John
Noon's death, stock from his inventory was sold at a booksellers’ trade sale.
Among the lows offered was one made up of 2% copies of “Hume on Human
Nature, 2vol” 2 I 290 sets of Volumes 1 and 2 were stll unsold in 1763, 1t 15 safe
to assume that a much larger number were unsold in 1745, well before Hume

01wl 1A, for the full texr of Hume's remarks, see Jefn Stewart, Bect, 9.2 above,

B Ledrers, 12 38 The text of thas letter 15 quoted maore fully at the end of Sect. 3 above, Hume's
coniract with Moon i gquoted i full in Sect, 2,

2 An annotated copy of the catalogue for this sale indicates that all or some of these copies were
purchased, for 74, {(for 74, per set, that 57) by George Keith, a bookseller who had on oceasion
published in parinership with Noon. Keath is reeorded as having purchased at this same sale and for
the same price at least two other philosophical works published by Moon: viz, Turnbull®s Proveiples
af Morad Philarophy (some or all of 230 copies purchased ), and Turnbull's translagon of Heimecsius,
Methadicad Systene of Universald Lasw (some or all of 300 copies purchased). These two works Keith
ressued with cancel title-pages bearing his own imprimt, but there s no evidence that such a change
wis miade o any copies of the Tregtise, Inaddition, on 7 Sept. 1758 six copies of *Hume on Fluman
MNarore 2 vols." were offered for sale, and perhaps not sold; on 27 Sept. 1739, Keith bought six copies,
‘Hume on Human Mature 2 vol.” for 16, 64, Information about these sales and that mentioned in the
Fll]lll'u'-'il'lg }uragmph iy b found in A Collecting r.g.l"J.l'r¢.' f.'d'n'.'aé'r.lger.-.'.': r.g.l" Frade Nelew .-.g,l"ﬂrm.[':-. ...".i'r.'rr.' i
Apedd F718 to Dee, 1768, Brioish Library, Shelf Mark C170aa. ], catalogues 82,96, 102, 121, See also
Lo Blagden, *Booksellers™ Trade Sales T7T8-1708" 1 Belanger, " Booksellers™ Trade Sales, 171817047,

There is similar, but less specific evidence suggesting that Longman alse had difficulty selling
Vol 3 of the Treatire. On 3 June 1760, a booksellers' trade sale offerad at auction 206 copies of
‘Hume on Human Namre®, The surviving record of this sale gives no further details—no indicaton
of the price the lot brought, of the buver (if there was one), or even of the exact nature of the loc, It
= likely, however, that 2000 copies of Vol. 3 of the Treatese were on offer. Fighteenth-century cama-
logues of such sales pvpically indicate if a work of more than one volume i being sold; the absence
of such an indwation here sugrests that the lot was made up of copies of a single volume, In adids-
tion, Thomas Longman, the publisher of Vol, 3, had died in 1735, and copies of works owned by the
Longman firm were offered in several sales held after thar dare.
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became tamous, and Noon, through addinional advernsements, had done hisbest
to capitalize on that fame by selling more copies of the work, Consequently, Hume
had no viable options so tar as the Treatise was concerned. There could be no
hoped-ifor second edition because he simply did not have, at the appropriate
time, from £ 250 to £ 350 to purchase, at 10, each, the 300-700 setsof Treatise 1
and 2 that Noon was likely to have had in the mid-1740s.** Because he hadacon-
tractual obligation to Noon that he could not meet by purchasing the remaining
copies, hisonly viable option, if he was successtully o promulgate his philosoph-
wal principles, was o give the essentials of the Treanse a sigmbcantly ditferent
form.** Thus, at roughly the same time as he was responding o Wishart's crir-
icisms, Hume began to reshape Book 1 of the Treaiise as a setof related essayvs
Thas revised presentation of the *philosophical Principles’ relanng to the under-
standmg, Phfosopfiical Essays concerning the Human Understanding, was probably
written by the summer of 1747; it was printed and published in April 1748.1
Hume was disappointed with the early recepuion ol the Plhilosophical Essays
{“this piece was at first but lietle more successtul than the Treanse of human
Wature', he said), but he none the less persevered in his reformulation of his
philosophical views Sometme in 1749 he went to live with his brother at
Ninewells, and there over the next two yvears he ‘composed the second Part of
my Essavs, which I called Polincal Discourses; and also my Engquary concermng
the Principles of Morals, which isanother partof my Treatise, that [ castanew’, ™
T'his work was printed in Julv 1751, and published, with the title it has always
had, An Enguiry concersing the Principles of Morals, later that vear. ™" Hume was
pleased with this second reformulation, judzing it *of all my writings, historical,

B Pollowing s appointments as tutor to the Marguis of Annendale, then as secrenary and later

a5 aide-de-camp to General 5t Clair, Hume summarized his assets in these terms: "While Interest
remaing a5 at present, 1 have L300 o vear, £100 worth of Books, great Stare of Linnens and fine
Cloaths, & near £ 100 my Pocker” (Letrer of 22 June 1751, fetters, 12 1610, In his anmobiograplhy
he savs that these three *Appomtments, with my Frogality, had made me reach a Fortune, which 1
culled mdependent, thowgh mast of my Frends were inclined o smile when $sanl so: Inshort, Twas
ncvw Master of near a thousand Pound' My Own Lite®, 33 From these remarks we can reasomably
conglude that, until at least ¢ 1748, Hume would not have had sufficient capital to buy up Moon's
stock of first-edition copics. Bor by that dave Hume had alveady decided that his philosophical
future would be best served by moving on from the Treatize, by presenting his principles in a new
form. Inalesd, the first of his recastings of the Trewtoe, the Phifosaphical By concernimg Human
Understanding (later, EH L), was publizhed while Hume was still emploved abroad by St Clair.

T grant that by the carly 17405 Hume was so thoroughly disenchanted with the Frestise that he
wouhd not have revised iteven if that option had been epen to him—I insistonly thar the option was
nct open e hime For an aliernative account of the matter, see Beauchamp, Introduction, &2
(Clarendon Edition ), pp. st and n. +.

4 For further details, see Beavchamp, Introdoction, £6 U {Clarendon Edition), ppesis—xxii, <lvi

50y Own Lafe’, 3. Hume's Pediteeal Diceourses was hrst published m 1732, with a second
edition that zame vear,

47 Vor further details, see Beauchamp, Introdwction, £PW{Clarendon Editson ], pp soomi—socy, xliv,
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philosophical, or hterary, mcomparably the best’, bur not with its reception,
T'he work, he said, ‘came unnoticed and unobserved into the World'.+#

The third and last recasting of the Treatise produced A Dissertation on the
Passrons, a piece hirst published in Hume's Fowr Dissertations of 1757, where
it was titled, OF the Passtons.*™ This work quarried the text of the Treatise
more extensively, relatively speaking, than did erther the first or second
Enguiry. More than 70 per cent ot the text ol this 10, 500-word work derives,
in a recognizble torm, and often nearly verbatim, trom the Freatise. The
Editors” Annotations indicate where such textual borrowings are made by
cach of Hume's three recastings. They also direct the reader to many of those
places at which these works take up wpics found earlier in the Treatise, or, in
some cases, n the Absiracr or Lerrer.

We have vet to consider Hume's final assessments of the Treatise, the well-
known ones of 17756, Writing on 26 October 1775 to his printer and friend
William Stwrahan, Hume near the end of his letter says:

But we must not part, without my also saving something as an Authaor, I have not vet
thrown up so much all Memory of that Character, There is a short Advertisement,
which I wish [ had prefix’d o the second Yolume of the Essays and Treatises in the
last Edition. | send vou a Copy of it, Please to enquire at the Warchouse, iF anv con-
siderable Mumber of that Edition remain on hands; and if there do, | beg the favour
of vou, that vou woud throw off an equal Number of this Advertisement, and give
our no more Copies without prefixing it to the second volume ™ [t is a complear
Answer to D Reid and to that lngotred silly Fellow, Bearne

Strahan complied at once with Hume s request, and confirmed that he had
done so: “The Advertisement (a very proper one) shall be instantly printed,

=y Own Life’, 4. The second Esguiry may represent the kind of philosophical work that
Hume had in mind when he told Hutcheson: 'Tintend to moke a new Trval, iF i be pessible e make
the Moralist & Metaphysician agree a little bettee® {letter of 17 Sepe. 1739, Letters, 10 33). For an
exploranion of this topic, see Stewart, “Two Species of Philosophs”, 56593,

¥ Hume changed the tatle a vear later when he melwded this work in has freape and Trafeses on
Several Subjects. For the genesis of this collection, see Beauchamp, Introduction, £F4 {Clarendon
Edition), pp. xxv—xxix.

0 Ahout rwo weeks later Hume repeated this instrucrion about the volume towhich the Adver-
tisement was to be prefixed. *Your Memory has fail'd vou’, he wrote to Strahan. “The last Quarto
Eddition of my philosephical Preces i 7708 wag i owo Volumes, and this Addvertisement may be pre-
fixed ro the second Volume' (letter of 13 Now. 1775, Letvers 22 3040, 1t & the second volume of that
editbon {and of all 2-vol. editions) of Essays aod Trearies on Severad Subjects, a volume made up of
An Baguary eoncerming Hunanr Uwderetanding, A eserlation an the Pagsors, Ar Enguiry concerrmg
the Praseapdes of Movals, and The Neiwewd Flistory of Befigion, 1 have not supposed that Hume
mntended the Advernsement toapply tothe [ast of these four wems.

WU Letrers, 20300 Hume's comment thar this Advertisement is 2 ‘complear Answer” to Reid and
Beattie has proved mtrigoing, and has led o a number of conjectures about the meaning of the
comment aml of 18 relation to the Advertisement, For g comprehensive discussion of these conjec-
tures and of his own, see James Someeville, The Enigmatic Parting Shot, chs, 1-5.
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and annexed t all the Eways that soll remain.™* As it happened, three
editions of the Essays and Treatises on Several Subfects remained in stock: the
two-volume octavo edition of 1772, the four-volume, small octavo edition of
1770, and the two-volume quarto editon of 1768, In January 1776 Strahan
printed copies of the Advertisement suited to each of these edinons* The
textof the Advertisement, as itappears ina copy of the hrst volume of Essays
and Treatises o Several Subjects, 1770, reads:

ADWERTISEMENT.
Most of the Principles and Reasonings contained in this Volume, were published in
a Werk in Three Volumes, intitled, A Treatise of Huwman Nature: a Work, which the
Author had projected betore he left College, and which he wrote and published not
long after. But not fimding it successful, he was sensihle of his Error in going to the
Press too early, and he cast the whole anew in the following Peces; where some
Megligences in his former Reasoning, and more in the Expression, are, he hopes,
corrected. Yet several Writers, who have honoured the Author’s Philosophy with
Answers, have taken care 1o direct all their Batteries against that juvenile Work,
which the Aurhor never acknowledged; and have atfected to trivmph in any Advant-
ages, which, they imagine, they had obrained over it:™* a Practice very contrary to
all Rules of Candour and Fair-dealing, and a strong Instance of those polemical
Artifices, which a bigotted Zeal thinks itsell authorised to employ. Henceforth, the

“E Fetters, 20 304 n,

#1 Strahan’s ledgers indicate that it was at this tme, Jan. 1776, that he printed, for msertion n
the three existing editbons mentioned, 500, 300, and 250 copies, respectively, of the Advertisemenr
{ Brivsh Library, Add. MS 48801, fol. 68). Burton noticed that the Advertisement was to be used
editions already printed, and not just those to come, as a letter toe him from T, H. Grose makes clear.
Burton had loaned Grose 2 copy of Hume's Phidosepical iy of 1748, In arranging oo veturn the
book, Grose wrote: “There is one passage in [ your| Life of Hume, about which | entertain a doubt.
Itimin vol. 1 p 273 “He now desived & ¥l subsequent editions &c.”. This evidently refers to the
Advertisement which 15 prefised toovol. 2. of the edition of 1777, But L do not find it prefised to any
other edition. I Tam vighr, the rext should run: “In the pesthumows edition of 1777 & {National
Library of Scotland, M5 9309 Burton’s reply is lost, but Grose was correct in supposing thar
Burton sugrests that the Advertisement appearcd, as mdeed 1t did, before Hume's death (see L
ard Correspondence, 10 273—4), His suggestion 18 so vagire, however, that the reader maghin thank thar
Hume had openly distanced himself from the Treatise as early as 1748, Wayne Colver noted that his
in the 1777 edition (*A Variant of Hume's Advertsement Repudiating the Treatae’, 67-8). 5o, oo,
does a copy of the 1770 edition m the library of the University of Liverpool. But, while these tw
copnes of the small setave Malvertisement have been locaied, no copies of the Advernsement have
been reported in the 1708 or 1772 editions of £33, The scarcity of volumes having the Advertise-
mient added may be the effect of a fire which destroved o warchouse belonging to Thomas Cadell an
2 March 1770 (Cadell, partmer with Amdeew Mallar from 17635, became Hume’s London publisher
after Mallar's death in 17680 Hume mentions this fire in his letter o Strahan of & April 1776
(Letters, 2 313=14)

B the post-1748 erities of Hume's views, onlv Reid focuses entirely on the Treatine, Al
althouieh Hume hiad an 1740 publicly voiced dissatisfaction, in the Appendax to the third volume of
the Freatize, with he account of personal alentits, none of those who eriticize this aceount (e.g.,
Eames, Reid, or Beattie) takes note of his second thoughts on this topic,
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Author desires, that the following Pieces mav alone be regarded as contaming his

philosophical Sentiments and Principles. ™

In April 1776, six months after sending the Advernsement to Strahan,
Hume wrote hisbrief autobiography, and in this made his inal remarksabout
the Trearise, The most famous of these, the suggestion that the Treatise “fell
dead-barn from the Press’, 15 not an assessment of the Trearise atself. It is,
rather, as we saw i section 8, Hume's recollection of the lack of interest
the Treatise during a relatively briet period immediately tollowing its publi-
cation. But a less often quoted remark 15 an assessment:

[ had alwavs entertained a Notion that my want of Soccess, in publishing the Trea-
tise of human Martare, had proceeded more from the manner than the matter; and
that [ had been guilty of a very usual Indiscretion, in going to the Press too carly, e

In general terms, these last judgements—those of the Advertsement and
this from My Own Life’—are consistent with one another, and also with those
made by Hume as much as thirtv-five vears earbier. Asearly as 1740 he had judged
the Treafise to be a vouthful performance in need of revision. This early assess-
ment s repeated, m stronger terms m 1743, 1751, and 1754 The Advernsement
and ‘My Own Life’ make the same point using a different vocabulary. Each of
these authorial assessments of the Treasise points to what Hume sees as defect-
ive or imperfect aroculanons of acceptable philosophical principles. In 1745
he recommends “Corrections and Revisals’ while mamtaming that there are
no ‘dangerous Principles’ in the work, In 1731 he savs that the *philosophical
Principles’ of Book 1 and Phtfosopfical Essays concerning Hluman Understanding
are the same. In 1754 he speaks ot the *same Doctrines, better illustrated &
cxprest’, In the Advertosement he says that most of the “Principles and Reason-
ings’ found in the second half of his Fewys ard Treatises were included in the
three volumesof the Treatise. He then admits o *some Negligences in his former
Reasoning, and more in the Expression’, which he hopes w have corrected in
his later works, and may in thas way mtmate that some substantive views found
in the Treatise are not found in the later works, The comment in My Own Lite”,
that 1t was the ‘'manner’ more than the *matter’ that was imphcated i the falure
of the Treatise, leaves open the same possibility, Nevertheless, his emphasis 5
agaim on ‘Expression” and ‘manner’, on form rather than substance,

The Advertisement also finds Hume emphasizing—some mizght say
cmbellishing—ithe juvenile origins of the Treatise. The work is no longer said
to have been planned before its author was ‘one and twenty’. Now we are wld

= Cueted from the copy of the 1770 edition of FT5S i the University of Liverpoal Tabrary
{Fraser 832, vol. 1. For the critical text, see EAU, Clarendon Edition {po [ 1] or Ostord Philosoph-

wal Texts Editon (p. [83]). For addinonal details concerning the Advertisement, see AL
{Clarendon Editson), 1254, e S0 Ohwn Life®, 5.
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that it was concetved before he left college (before age 18, might the tvpical
eighteenth-century reader puess? ) and published a vague ‘not long atier’. Hume's
assessments of the Treatise may offer different suggestions about when the
work was conceived and composed, but one part of his message 1s unchanging.
For roughly half his life Hume deeply regretted that he had published the Trea-
e when he did, because he believed he had done the verv thing he had most
feared in 17342 he had delivered his opinions in a *maim’d & imperfect’ form.
We must observe, however, that the assessments of the Treanse found in the
Advertsement and *My Own Life’ do ditfer from Hume's carher assessments in
one important respect. Both constitute printed, public acknowledgement that
the Treative 15 his work. Before the Advertisement, no such public acknowledge-
ment had been made, and thus the Adverosement is Hume’s first publhic avowal
of the Treatise, This fact, when coupled with another—Hume’s assertion that
most of the *Principles and Reasonings’ found i the Treatise correspond to the
‘philosophical Sentiments and Principles’ found in the relevant volume(s) of
the final lifetime editions of his works—leaves another ambiguity, For, while
Hume goes on to ask that henceforth it be understood thatonly the Ewguiry con-
cernintg Human Understandmg, the Enguiry concerming the Privaples of Morals,
and the Dissertation on the Passions be wken as ‘containing his philosophical
Sennments and Principles’, he has left us to understand that many of those same
opinions and principles are to be found in the Treatise, Consequently, it is an
exagoeration to say without qualification that, by publishing the Advertisement,
Hume disavowed, disowned, or repudiated the Tregnse ™ It 15 undeniable
that by the four complex sentences of the Advertisement he disranced himselt
from the Trearise. He gave public notice that he considered it a poorly expressed
juvenile work and cautioned against treating it as a reliable source of his marure
philosophical views. But he did not explhicitly disavow, disown, or repudiate any
of the principles and reasonmgs found mn that juvenile work. It was largely the
manner, the “positive Air', not the matter, not the *philosophical Sentiments
and Principles’, that he rejecred. Consequently, we may take it that wherever
the content of the Treatise and the philosophical works found in the Evsays and
Treatisesoverlap, as they often do, substantive similarinies or differences between
the earlier work and the later ones must be established on a case-by-case basis,
while an informed examination of the Treatise may contribute toward a better
understanding of those works derved, m part, from it. We may also conclude
thar, despite Hume's efforts to distance himself from the Trearse, the work 1sa
philosophical classic worthy m its own right of continuing and rnigorous study.

#7 For an analvais of the Advertisement that, despite its dtle, emphasizes this point, see
Cummins, “Hume's Disavowal of the Trearis’,
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Editng the Texts of the Treatise, the Abstract,
and the Letter from a Gentleman

T'he material presented here is divided into three sections. The first outlines
the procedures and policies we have followed in establishing cricical texts of
the Treatise, Abstrace, and Letter from a Gentleman. Following an account of
our comparative collations of muluple copies of the Treatise and Abstract, we
provide bibliographical descripiions of all three works, and then continue
with other matters relating to the editing of the texts, Register A in Section 2
and Register B in Section 3 record all differences between the copy-texis” and
the critical texts® of the three works.

I. FROM COPY-TEXT TO CRITICAL TEX'T

1.1 Copyv-texts

Volumes | and 2 of the Treatse were published by John Noon early i 1739,
Volume 3 was published by Thomas Longman at the end of October 1740.°
The work was not published again during Hume's litetime, and only about
1 per centof itexists i manuscript form. Consequently, there can be no ques-
ton regarding the edition from which the copy-text was chosen. For reasons

U crivieal esliting, [the copp-texs is] the mext (generally of o particular document) whose
readings, becavse of the circumstances of its production, are presumed authoritative in the absence
of contrary evidence. An editor follows s readings except when they are determamed To be in ervor
or when there 18 evidence for the superior authority of varant readings in ancther rext’ (Williams
and Abbott, Fetraduction bo Bifivgraplcal and Textuad Xhdies, 142-3; owr explanadoens of standand
hililiog raphical permes owe mineh 1o the Crlossary (pye 130=063) fowmd i this work. See also L Claskell,
MNewe Dilrnadiietion b J'fj'."'nrrl-lr.l'ulrr}r g8 31]—35.] Iin the present context, the terim fapi=dexd is reserved for
those particular copies of the Treadise, Abdract, and Letter from o Geptlemarn Trom which eur enitical
fexts derwe, These cophes provide, as 30 were, o delault text whose aceidental and substantive
readings we have followed except as explained in Sects, 13-1.7.8. We observe that those familiar
with deseriptive bibliography will find several of the notes e this sectien redundant,

* Fora swart, one may say that a criical fex? isa “constrocted” rext, Such a texe has its beginnings
in a document or documents that are then emended by among other thangs, the climinaton of
errors, the normalzation of aceidentals (see Sect. 1.5.2), or the mcorporation of authorial revisions.
The resulting critical text can be contrasted with a diglosatie or documentary edition, with, 1.e., a
scholarly editiom thar presemts, without emendation, the texe of o parocular docoment” [ Wallams
andd Abbote, foreodicfior to Biblwgraphecal and Tevinel Stadves, 14540,

' For details, see above, Historical Account, Sects, I, 36,
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of convemence, the first-cdition copy of the Treatise chosen as copy-text was
the three-volume set found in the David Hume Collection, Rare Books and
Special Collections Division, McGill University Libraries (shelf-mark
B 1485 1739). The copy-text of the Abserace is the Britush Library copy (sheli-
mark C.175.¢.8(2)) of the first and only known lifetime edition of that work,
This copy, which contains marginaba in Hume's hand, 18 bound togetherand
catalogued with a copy of Volume 3 of the Treatise. The copyv-text of the
Letter from a Gentfemaw 15 the one known copy of the fivst and only known
litetime edition of that work, the copy in the National Library of Scotland
(shelf=mark RB.s.141).

1.2 Forms of the First-edition Texts

Textual editors preparing crinical editions are expected to make all reasonable
effort to examing the relevant forms of a given text, looking especially for dif-
ferent states or issues, and seeking out such other miormation or materials as
may shed light on the text, In this section we first report on our collations of
multiple copies of the first edition of the Treatise, and then describe the
variants revealed by these collations. Analogous but much briefer reports
regarding the Abstract and the Letier from a Gentleman tollowar 1.2 3and 1.2.4.

1.2.1 Collation of the Treanse

Scholars have previously reported on Hume's hand-written corrections and
amendments in Arst-edition copies of the work, and on several textual vanants
found in this edition.* However, no comprehensive comparative collation of
the text has been undertaken previously.” Asa first step in the preparation of
the present edition, we carried out such a collation using a Mcleod Caollator.”
As a result, we are able to expand and correct previous accounts of textual
variants in the Treatise, and also to report on additonal variants.

* 00 Hume's antograph corrections, see W, Nethery, "Hume's Manuscript Corrections ina Cops
-::-r' J Tn'r.'!r'm' .'.EII".”.-lm..'n _"l.'r.'.':rrn";. |]. [ "I'.:'||.||.'|'|-'|'|'|-::-|"|'|.h‘a-|:|||. “'_"l.lurl: E'IILr'm.' _-'I.III-::-|:|;11|:II"| :"-1;11 Einu.lia in iL
First Edition of the Treaiese; B W Connen, *Some MS Corrections by Hune in the Third Volume
of his Treatese of Hvpan Navore”, B HL Middieh, Aw Apperatns of Fermst Readimgs for Avme’s
Treatise of Human Mature; sdes., “Textual Notes'. On textual variants to the Treetiee, see W B Todd,
Dravid Home: A Preliminary Bibliography', 190 Nadditch, “Textoal MNotes™, 664; 5, Ikeda, Daoid
Flomee wod the Erghteenil Centrpry Beinsh Thanghy, 3%, We vetorn oo these materials bhelow:

A pewparative collalion compares one copy of a text with another copy of the same sdition of
that text in order to see 1 there are differences between them, In the present case, the copy=text of
the Frearise (the MeGill copy ) was systematically compared with other first-edition copies.

* The MeLeod Collator i= a device that uses mirrors to superimpose the visual image of one copy
of atextonto the visual image of what is presumed to be another copy of that same text insuch a way
that any differences between the two texts, even minor differences of spacing, become apparent to
the operator, For 3 description of this collater, see B, McLeod, fCollator in 2 Handbag'
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As indicated above, the copy-text tor this edition is the McGill Universiry
copy of the first edition of the Treartise. To carry out our collations, we have
used a photocopy of this edition. To minimize distortion of the copied pages,
copies were made of only one page per exposure on a copier that allowed
single pages to be placed flat against the copier surface. These photocopies
were then taken to ibraries holding one or more copies of the Treatise, and o
which, on two occasions, an additional copy of the Treatise was brought. Asa
rule, then, the collatons carried out constitute a comparison of the MeGaill
University copy with other copies, but there were partial exceptions to this
practice. We also have photocopies of selected pages of one of the University
of Toronto copies, and we occasionally collated these with bound copies.
In addition, we made selected collations of one bound volume with another.

At the suggestion of Richard Landon, Librarian of the Fisher Library,
University of Toronto, Randall McLeod setup a prototype of s device in the
Fisher Library, and we were able to use this collator to compare the MceGilland
Toronto copies of the Treatise. All subsequent collations were carried out on
a production model of the McLeod Collator. The collator was used in the Rare
Book Room of the Unwversity of Edinburgh Library, in the Natonal Library
of Scotand, in the library of the Instituie for Advanced Study, Princeton, and
in the Hoose Library of Phalosophy at the Universaty of Southern California,

The University of Edinburgh Library holds two complete, and parts of
three other sets of the Treatise. One complete set can be traced to the library
of Dugald Stewart, and one incomplete set (Volumes 2 and 3 only) belonged
to Adam Smith.” An addinonal incomplete set includes Volumes 1 and 2, and
another consists of Yolume 1 alone. The Nartional Librarv of Scotland holds
one complete set, and Volumes 1 and 2 of another set. While the collator was
set up at this library, Dr Brian Hillyard arranged for the complete set of the
Treatise belonging to the nearby Signer Library to be made available tor
collation. Thus, in Edinburgh we were able to collate four complete, and four
incomplete, sets of the work, for a total of nineteen volumes,

The Rosenwald Collection of the Institute for Advanced Study at Princeton
contains a previously unreported, three-volume set of the Freanse which
we were allowed to collate, Furthermore, thanks to the kindness of Lady
Fecles and the co-operation of Dr Elliot Shore, then Institute librarian, we
were also able to use the Rosenwald Room wo collate the copy of the Treanse
then in the Hyde Collection. Volume 1 of this three-volume set bears the
inscription, in Hume's hand, “To Alexander Pope at Twickenham'. Volumes

" Vaol. 1 of the Adam Smith copy s located 10 the Tokyo University Tabrary, See H. Mizuta,
Adarw Surith s Libwary s A Catalogue, 127,
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1 and 2 of this set include corrections in Hume's hand. Later, we were able to
collate the three-volume set found in the Hoose Library of Philosophy at the
University of Southern California, a set that bears in all three volumes the
bookplate of Henry Home, Lord Kames. Volumes [ and 2 of this set also
include corrections in Hume's hand. Table 1 identifies the copies collated;
Table 2 identihes copies we have inspected but not collated.

1.2.2 Treatise variants

The largest number of textual variants has been located in Volume 3 of the
Treatese, but there are items ol mterest in the earhier volumes. The most
signmificant varant m Volume 1 15 the cancellans® often tfound at P1(1: 209-10 /
81.9-82.5)," the existence of which has been noted by Todd and Nidditch,

Tamr 1. CoPiESCOLIATED

Library Volumes Held  Shelf-mark
Mol University Laibranes 1 2 3 Bl4ss 1739
University of Toronto Library 1 @ 3 B-11 1807
Edinburgh Umiversity Labrary 1 2 3 JA 37557, Srewart copy
1 I 3 IDh.5.143-5
1 2 E.B. 1924 [[D.154815]
2 3 JA 29945 AL Smath copy
1 E.B. . 1924 [AAAM.6.20]
Mational Library of Scotland 1 2 3 25.11.a—
1 I NF 753015
Signet Library 1 I 3 I Hume HESZ
Institute of Advanced Stady, Princeton 1 2 3 no shelf-mark
Hyde Collection 1 1 3 noshelf-mark; Pope copy®
Hoose Library, Univ. South. Calit. 1 I 3 192, 1% 2t; Kames caopy

“The Pope copy is now held privately in another collection.

TN caweeliany {l::lr.li.'l'l ahortened o cr.-m':nrj 14 4 leaf that I'1.'|'|'|;J.|3-L'.=i. HEN] ||I'igil'|ﬂ] leaf I::l cariteedia h'nru.lhi:l
that has been cut out, leaving a stub to which the cancel or replacement leaf i pasted.

" P15 o sgearare, Books are made up of folded sheeis known as getberigs, Prnters of the
early modern period wdentified these gatherings by a series of signatares, placed in the divection fine
(see m. 240 of the frse page, or fiest and subsequent pages, of o sheet, Signatures in English books
psed the twenty-three characters of the Lavm alphaber, wirth additional gatherings assigned
multiple letrers Aa, Bb. . Aaa, Bbb, etc. Thus, the notaton Pl denotes the fivse leaf of gathering P
(also called, by extenson, sigmatore L In the present discossion, references of the form 1 2059110
ireferences that provide 2 volune number and pagels)), are alwavs w the first-edition rexr, while
referemces of the form 81.9=300 are always to page and line numbers of the critical text found an val. 1
of this edition,
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Table 2, CoOPIES INSPECTED

Library Volumes Held  Shelf-mark
Aberdeen University Library 1 2 3 H™.11.143-5
1 2 3 SBR1U24T
BHodleian Labrary, Oxford 12 3 Ciodwyn 42—
Britsh Labrary I 2 3 1135, c4—6; Chalmers copy?
3 C75.c.8(1); Hume copy
Cambridge University Library 1 2 3 S180..73.1-3
1 2 S180.d.73.4-5
Clark Library, Univ. Calif. Los Angeles 1 2 3 B1493.T71
Edinburgh Central Library 1 12 YB 1480
Glasgow University Library 1 2 3 Sp. Coll. 267-9
Huntingron Library 1 2 3 200000
King's College Cambridge 1 2 3 14,1
1 2 3 1142
1 2 14,3
1 2 1144
Princeton University 12 3 RHT
1 2 Fx 610039115

Ui the Chalmers copy, see R Klibansky, *Appendiz’. Khibansky correctly conjectured that the
manuscript amendments to the text of Vol 3 of the Chalmers copy derived from authorial amend-
mienta

who record only that the cancellans adds a tootnote. It is clear, however, that
Hume decided w add the tootmote while Volume 2 was being printed, for at
least one copy of the work (Edinburgh University Library, IDh.5.143-3) 15
uncancelled at P1 and has the cancellans bound in Volume 2 as a conjunct
final leat (X8) of the final gathering, The majority of copies of Volume | that

visible, As might be expected, the addition of a fiftcen-line note at P17 has
resulted in a significant reworking of the text, both to make room for the note,
and to eliminate text made redundant by 1.

 Plr denotes the recie, the right-hand side or front of leaf PL, in contrast o P17, which denotes
the verse, the lefi-hand sile or back of 1*1.

" These and all other resulting variants ave recorded in Begster B, We also found a non-texrual
difference berween the title-pages of some copies of Yaol, 1. Mear the beoom of these pages there 3
adouble ruled hine, Lo the decided majormy of the copaes we have examined, the spoce hetween these
lines 1= approsimately lmm; in others, imcluding the MoGall, Institute for Advanced Study, amd
Signet Library copies, the lines are separated by o space of approsimately 2mm. This varant
becomes more interesting as the two versions of the title-page appear to be wdentieal in all other
respects (in the spacing of hines and letters, and even in the broken or wwsynoratic ketters found
besthy abowve ansd below the ruled line ). Furthermore, the title-page of Vol. I was clearly printed from
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Todd, Nidditch, and Ikeda have also reported that some copies of
Volume 2 are cancelled ar M4 (2: 167-8 / 2349.20-240.4)."* All, however,
mistakenly report that the cancellans adds a six-line footnote. As can be
scen in the copies presented to Kames and Pope, and in one of the King's
College copies (F.14.3%), it is rather a leaf without a footnore that replaces
the original leat that included a footnote, ™ Given the material facts ot the
matter, it 15 not difficult o see what happened. Hume, perhaps while
reading the proof sheets of Volume 2, concluded that his explanation of
the senses in which he had used the word mragivarion would be of greater
use if it were moved forward o his discussion of probable reasoning (o
the end of 1.3.9), and even more wseful if he expanded it, But, having
decided to make this change, the reasonable further step was to delete
what had become a redundant and inadequate note of explanation at
2.2.7.6, and this is precisely what the cancellans at M4 does. The majority
of the copiesof Volume 2 that we have examined are uncancelled, perhaps
because the removal of a note, and particularly one that appears not to
contradict 1ts longer replacement, seemed unmimportant to binders and
owners of the volume. But the fact thar this leaf was completely reset,
perhaps at Hume's expense, reveals that he attached some importance to
its deletion. So, too, does the fact that in the two surviving copies of
Volume 2 that we know Hume to have handled, the copies presented to
Kames and Pope, the note-free cancellans has replaced the cancellandum.
The resetting of M4 also introduced two minor variants into the text
tound at M47; these are reported in Register B,

Previous reports of varianis in Volume 3 of the Trearise are correct as far as
they go, but our collation has revealed the existence of previously unnoticed
differences, incluoding a variant gathering, F, that introduces approxim-
ately twenry textual varants, and a possible complicanon regarding the
cancel to P,

The hirst cancelled leaf in Volume 3 15 the unpaged A4 (3 pp. [vii—viii]).
The final eleven lines of the contents of Book 3 are printed on the recto (A4)

the same setting of tvpe (exscept for the facr that *OF the Passions” replaces "OF the Undersmanding”,
amd the deletmn of the apostraphe from ATereer s-Ciraped to prodduce Mereare-Chapel). All copies of
the tithe of Vol 2 that we have seen have the narrower form of the double rule, These phenomemna
ey mmeheate that the two tide-pages were pranged by balf=sheer crgosition (om this term, see Willinms
amd Abbor, fofeediction to Biblimgraphical and Texiwal Stdves, 14U).

" For these reports, see n. + above,

U This finding s corroborared by the cataloguing note for a fourth copy, that in the Houghton
Library, Harvand University {(*ECT3 HES23T 1739}, The note reads: *In this copy, the leaf containing
P 167=8 im0 v, 2= inregral, with a sis-line note ar the foor of p DO We are indebted o Huogh
Amory for confirming this deseriprion of the Houghton Libeary cop.
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of this leaf, T'here are no variants on this page, but differences mn spacing
reveal thar it too was reser. The cancellandum, found in a small proportion of
the copies we have seen, contains verso an eight-line Errara, and nothing else.
The cancellans replaces this Errata with a fourteen-line version, all of which
appears to have been reset. The longer list, although fully consistent with the
shorter one, includes an additional eight entries. "

The second cancelled leal’ in Volume 3 i1s found at o (3: 75-6), where
Hume has on 6 added an additional sentence that occupies four lines, To
accommodate this addition, the compositor {tvpesetter) replaced the two
twentyv-nine-line pages of the cancellandum with a cancellans consisting of
two thirty-one-line pages. Mostof the copies we have examined are cancelled
in this way. A copy that 1s not cancelled in this way 15 Hume's own copy, but,
as Connon has reported, that particular volume incorporates, in the form of
marginal additions in Hume's hand, not only the sentence added by the can-
cellans, but also another sentence.™ We find, then, that Hume made at least
three separate attempts to express a point that appears w be central to his
account of the origin of justice and property. "

The situation here, however, 1s more complex than has been previously
reported. Gathering P atself is found in two forms (hereafier disunguished as
Aand B) that derive from two distinet settings of 1t Because -1 15 the more
common of the two versions, has fewer obvious tvpographical errors, and
follows more closely what we believe to have been the orthographical forms
of the manuscript of the Treatise, we have concluded that it 15 the earlier
setting, and likely to have been the text from which version # was set. These
alternative settings introduce a number of additenal variants, and resulr,
when combined with the cancel of Fb, in four different states of E'™ These,
and a library holding a copy in the relevant state, are:

o State 1 (51) Copies in this state are made up ot version A4 of F, in an
uncancelled form (University of Toronto Library),

* State 2 {52): Copiesin this state are made up of version A4 of F, with, at F'6,
the cancellans described above (Nartional Library of Scotlandj.

* State 3 (53) Copies in this state are made up of version & of If in an
uncancelled form {Bodlezan Library).

= State 4{54): Copies in thas state are made up of version & of F, with, at I'6,
the cancellans described above (MeGill University Library).

" Register B indicates which items were added wo make the longer list.

¥ Bee Connon, *Some Manuseript Corrections”, 153-18,

I® See Register B, entry 320045-321.2

" A state 15 3 part of a book (e, a leaf or gathering that Jiffers in form or substance from the
same partof the ook a5 foand mother copies of the same mpression or edition.
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Using A and B to represent the separate leaves of the alternative settings A
and £, and C to represent the cancellans, the situation may be represented
schematically:

Fl I"2 I3 4 I's I'oe 7 I's
51 A A A A A A A A
S2: A A A A A C A A
53 B B B 3 I3 B B B
=4 B B 5 & B C B B

The textual varants resuloing from these separate impositions are found
between page 316, line 44, and page 322, line 32, of the present edition, and
are recorded in Register B, '8

We have said that the varant gathering of F dermves from an entirely new
serting of type. That it does is indicated by differences, obvious when seen
with the aid of a collator, in spacing (of words, lines, running heads, margin
titles, and signatures), and also from more obvious differences in line breaks,
mdividual letters, and marginal brackets. Such evidence of resetting is to be
tound throughout the two versions of T, and on pages that were part of both
the inner and outer formes. ™ As an example of these differences, compare the
line breaks in the two versions of 3 70014-21;

A B

nothing can be more certain, than that it is nothing can be more certain, than that i s
nat any relation of ideas, which gives us this oot any relation of ideas, which gives us
concern, but our impressions and sentiments,  this concern, but our impressions and senti-
without which every thing in nature 15 per-  ments, without which every thing in nature
fectly inditferent to us, and can never in the  is perfectly indifferent to us, and can never

least affect us The sense of justice, there-  in the least alfecr vs The sense of justice,
fore, 18 not founded on our weas, buron our therefore, is not founded on oure ideas, bur
IMpressions. QN OUT IMPressions

Only the two versions of 3: 71.11-16 show a similar alteration i line breaks,
but the marginal ritles found on five of the cight rectos (3: 65,71, 73,77, 7Y)
were set in different patterns, while other kinds of differences can be noted
on every page. If these differences, distributed as they are, make it safe o

W Seeentries ILEY, 1T, 319,39, 320034, 37,43, 32114, 13, 16, 37, 40, 45; 322.utle, 152 1tems), 25

" Faerme (sometimes foemd) is the name given to the assemblage of tvpe prepared fior the printing
of one skle of a sheer, which, when printed on both sides and folded, constitubes a gathering, For
dingrams showing the tvpical arrangements of pages within sprer and awter formes, see Goskell,
New Tniraduciiaon to Bibfiography, figs, 46-63, and especially for octavos, figs. 30-3.
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conclude that B, the second version of the gathering, represents an entirely
new setting, the many similarities between A and B also suggest that they
were printed at about the same time and in the same print shop. We know of
nothing that explains why B was required, but it could have been something
as simple as a falure to correctly count the number of sheets of A that had
been printed, and the subsequent discovery of such a mistake.

The third cancelled leaf in Volume 3 15 P8, and though the variation here
15 somewhat puzzling, it can be easily described. Inat least some copies of the
work in which P8 isconjunct with P1, the first hine of P8 (3: 224) 15 corrupted
by the substitution of the first line of (217(3: 225).2" The cancellans P§ corrects
this corrupuon. If the first line of the conjunct P8 15 in some instances
correct, then this gathering exists in three states (with P1 and PS conjunct
and both with and without the incorrect line, and with P8 as a cancel), but
there are none the lessonly two versions of the text, for two of the three states
will provide identical, correct readings, and difter only in so far as P8 is or
i not a cancel.?’ The remaining state will be the uncancelled state with the
incorrect line. How the corruption could have come about is beyond the
scope of the present discussion, but we can report that, with the exception of
the one incorrect line, the cancellandum and the cancellans appear to have
been printed from the same setong, and no addinonal variants are introduced
by the cancellans, Taken together, these phenomena suggest that there may
have been a stop-press correction of P&

1.2.3 Collaton of the Abstract

Although we were unable to carry out optical collation of copies of the frst
cdition of the Abstract, we have compared the copy-text w photocopies of
other copies of the work, or photocopies of the copy-text with other copies.
These comparisons revealed no variant states among the five copies of this
briet work (sixteen leaves) mspected in this wav. The five copies visually
collated are the British Library copy (the copy-text; shelt-mark C.175.¢.8(2));
the National Library of Scotland copy (shelf-mark Rb.<.204); the Trinity
College Cambridge copy (shelt=mark Srafta 100); the Trinity College Iublin
copy (shelf-mark Fag.ID.5.45 no. 5); and the University of Toronto copy
(Walsh Collection).

*# Ume such copy s the Bricsh Library copy (C17300.8(10) m which Hunme has entered correc-
cions and amendments.

T We have been unable o establish that all uncorrupted versions of PR are cancels.

2 U stop-press corrections see Willams and Abbat, fotrodasreen to Bibfagra phocal and Textual
Sindics, 367
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1.2.4 Caollation of the Letter from a Gentleman

As there s only one known copy of the iirst edinon of this work, no compar-
ative collation of it 15 possible,

1.3 Bibliographical descriptions

The materials tound in this section provide, in a standard format, biblio-
graphical details of the five volumes under discussion.

A Treatise of Human Nature

Volume [

Tile. A | TREATISE | OF | Human Nature: | BEING | An ArTeEMmer to
mtroduce the ex- | perimental Method of Reasoning | INT'O | MORAL
SUBJECTS. | [rule] | Rava temporum felicitas, uli sentive, guwe velis; & guowe | sentias,
dicere ficet. Tacrr, | [rule] | Vo L | [rule] | OF THE | UNDERSTANDING.
| [double rule] | LONDON: | Printed for Jors Noow, at the Wire-Hart,
near | Mercer's-Chagpel, in Cheapside. | [short rule] | M DCCXXXIX,

Coflation Formula.* Demy 8% 7=a* B-O*PY = P1)Q-20G° 21" [54 — 2T14)
signed; S1(— 1) signed VorL. L]; 242 leaves;™ pp. [i—vii] [1] 2-10]11] 12-313
[314] 315475 [470].

Cortents, wl° title as above, verso blank; w27 ADVERTISEMENT;
al'—a2" THE CONTENTS; a2" ERRATA of Yol. T {14 lines) and Vol. 11
(6% lines); BI—2H6 texe (X537 blank); 2ZH6 bookseller’s advertisement,

Catchwords. ™ Each page, except title; double catchwords where foomotes
continue on the following page. Discrepancies: no catchword reterring to
errata (a2*—to Le. p. [vui]); that referring to Bl is found at w2 and aZ; X3¢

2 This collational formula and others ke it provide, by *using signatures to represent gatherings
amil superscript hgures to mdwate the number of leaves m a gathering’, an abbreviated account
of ‘the number, onder, and arcangernent of leaves and gatherings" of the three volumes and twi
pamphlets on which we are reporting (Willkams and Abbot, feeredwction to Bidfigraphical and
Textual Stadies, 140}, Signatures were needed by binders, whoe received books im flat sheets, then
folded and arranged these m their proper order.

" The notation & indicates that the tvpical gatherings of this beok were made up of sheets
folded three times w make eight leaves (sixteen pages). The Greek letter ar i used o indicate
unsigned leaves or gatherings that are not inferable as parrof the sequence of signed gatherings thar
follow, The notatwon 34 signed” mdicates that the Grst four leaves of o gathering bear signatures,
a5 AL AZ AL A4 Exceprions o this pattern are signitied by a solid bar { —, the minos sign), so thar
B4 — 2HA) sizned” mdicates that in Vol 1 of the Trearse the rectos of the first four leaves of each
eight-leal gathering bear (at the foot of the page, on what is known as the Fireetion fine) signatures,
that this pattern continues through gathering 206 (e G, and that gathering 2H {i.e. Hh) i signed
on only the fiest three leaves, The notation *S1— w1} signed Voo, L7 indicares that, with the excep-
tron of signature , the first leaf of each gathering bears Vo, 1" on the direction line.

A cafchmerd 153 word, or part thereof, appearing in the direction line of a page and serving as a
gunisle to what 18 0o follow at the top of the succeeding page.
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caution,/caution (1; 310-11); 2H1™ what/ought (1: 436-6)*; P8 tually/
actually {1z 224-3); 201 veular/icular (1: 386-7). This last discrepancy
appears to be the resule of the *t" making up “ticular’ falling our of the hrst
line ol type set for 20027

Ornaments, Headpieces: (i [v][1]11 33 125 315; factotums: |iii] [1]11 53
125 315; tailpieces: [iv] 124.%°

Press freures, 1045, 350, 3775

Fariant states. 1. The lines that make up the double rule on the tde-page
are in some copies separated by a lmm space, in others by a 2mm space, but
the page has not been reset. 2. The cancellans at P1 (2(0=10) introduces a
ffteen-line note, abbreviates the wext as found in the cancellandum, and
introduces varant accidental torms. ™

Praduction. See the entry for Volume 2.

Pullication. See the entry for Volume 2.

Cither mformation. See the entry for Volume 2.

Volume 2
Ditle, A | TREATISE | OF | Human Nature: | BEING | An ATreser o
introduce the ex- | perimental Method of Reasoning | INTO | MORAL
SUBJECTS. | [rule] | Rara temporuns felicitas, nbi sentive, guee velis; & guee |
sentias, dieere higet, Tacrr, | [rule] | Vou, IL | [rule] | OF THE | PASSIONS.,
| [double rule] | LONDON: | Printed tor Jons Noox, arthe Wie-fHlare, near
| Mercers-Chapel, in Cheapside. | [shorcrule] | M DCC XXXTX.

Collation Formula. Demy 87 A B-L* MY £ M4) N-U* X5 (=X = Vol. 1
P1) |54 — A1) sagned; S1{— Al + A2) signed Voo, I1); 161 leaves; pp. [1-1v]
[T]2-93[94]95-217 [218] 219315,

Contents. Al e asabove, verso blank; A2 THE CONTENTS; BEl*-X7
text (G7Y, P57 blank). Some copies include, following the text, an additional
tour-page gathering A, listing eighty-three books printed tor John Noon,

Catchwards. Each page, except title; double catchwords where footnotes
continue on the following page.

Clrpaments. Headpieces: [mi] [1] 93 219; factotums: [1] 95 21Y9; tilpicces:
093 217 318,

T har s, the comma following cavtion,” in the direction bine of X391 310} 18 omatied i the
first lime of X401 3110 In addition, “what® found in the divection lime at 2ZHTH 1 3630 is omitred
rem the first line of the following page, ZH1", o0 that 1; 466 begins ‘ought o be’, when it should
b, “what cught to be', Uhe other dscrepancies result in analogons but minor texmeal flaws,

5 e prece B a printer’s ornament used ak the beginning of a textor iextual division (e, contents
page, sechion, or part), A fSrletem B o prinier’s ormament containimg a space inn which o lemer man
b imserted. A tadpece 5 an ormament or other decorative device wsed ar the end of a division of 2 book.

A press fgre 15 @ number vsed to iWentfy the work of a particolar press or press operator and
s [ an the botgom margin of a leal. = For details, see Begister B, entries 81.10=42.1.
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Press fignres, None.

Fariant states. 1. The cancellans ar M4 (167—8) deletes a six-line note with
also two changes to accidentals recto and verso.™ 2. At least one copy
(Edinburgh University Library, Dh.5.144) includes X8, on which is tound
the cancellans for Volume 1, P1{2009-10), 3. Separately printed booksellers’
advertisements are bound at the end of some copies.™

Productionr. Study of the display tvpe used on the dtle-pages and running
heads, marginal braces, and ornaments shows that Volumes 1 and 2 of THN
were printed by John Wilson, a master printer with premises on Gracechurch
St Noon undertook o publish these volumes in late September 1738, and
they were set and printed between then and late Janvary 1739, Hume was
living in London at the time, and would have been available to read proots.
Because Noon's contract with Hume was for 1,000 copies, it is generally
supposed thar 1,000 copies were printed. Hume himselt may also have thought
that 1,000 copies were printed; see the entry for Volume 3, Production.

Publicateon, Late Janvary 1739 Price 10s (two volumes). In "My Own
Life" Hume said that *In the end of 1738, 1 published my Treatise.” The
carlicst known advertsement appeared in the Londen Post, 257 January
1734, For additional details regarding the date of publication and the
advernsements, see above, Historical Account, Sect. 6.

Ciher information, On 10 February 1763, a month after the death of John
Noon, 290 copies of *Hume on Human Nature, 2 vol’ were offered at auction
to the London book trade. For further details, see above, Historical Account,

Sect. 10,

Volume 3
Tife. A | TREATISE | OF | Human Nature: | BEING | An ArreEmer
to introduce the ex- | perimental Method of Reasoning | INTO | MORAL
SUBJECTS. | [rule] | Dhure semper vivtutis amator, | Cueere gutd est virtas,
et posce exemplar honesti. | Lucan, | [rule] | WITH AN | APPENDIX. |
Wherein some Passages ot the foregomng | Volumes are illustrated and
explain'd. | [rule] | Vou. IIL | [rule] | OF | MORALS. | [double rule] |
LONDON | Printed for Toovas Loxncyas, atthe Skigin | Pater-noster-Romw,
M DCC XL

M Bee Register B, entries 239 34, 240.1, 240.4,

“ The Chalmers (British Library 1153.0.3) and Kames (Hoose Libeary 192 HY9XT ) copies of
Vol. 2 include an eight-page list, “Books primted for John Neon, at the White-Flare near Mercer's-
Chapel, Cheapside’. One King's College copy of this volume (F14.4°) inclodes a rvenrv-four page
*‘Catalogue of books printed for and sold by Samuel Bire’,

# See LA below; Historical Account, Sect. 5; and I E Norton, *John Wilson, Hume's First
Printer’.
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Collatton Formala, Demy 820 AN 2 A4 B-EFFS 219+ Fh) G-OF P4 - PR)
Q-US X=X [SH — A1, A3, X3) signed; 13 signed “T'2; 51 (— AT) signed
VoL IIL]; 15% leaves; pp. [i—viii] [ 1] 2-199200] 20181 | 282] 283-310.

Contents. A 1" ntle asabove, verso blank; A2 ADVERTISEMENT; A-A4
THE CONTENTS; A4 ERRATA{141lines); B1'=X 3" text (04, T'5" blank).

Catchmords, Each page, excepr ntle; double catchwords where footnotes
continue on the following page. Discrepancies: "Here” vs, *Her” at 68—Y of the
two known copies of the B gathering: ™ “expressly” v “expresly” at 15960,

Clrnaments. Headpieces: [m] [v] 1] 37 201 283; tactotums: [1] [1] 37 283;
tailpieces: [1v] 36 281,

Press freures. 12 16, 29,44, 102, 126, 136, 153, 162, 194, 221, 224, 236, 253,
271, 299

247,50, 180, 210, 230, 242, 260, 276

Faviant states. 1. The cancellans ar A4 replaces an eight-line Errata list at
A4 with one of fourteen lines. The conjugare Al7, including only the title-
page, was apparently not reset. 2. The varmant gathermg I {3: 65-80) derwves
from a complete resetting, and each of the two versions of this gathering are
also found i both an uncancelled and a cancelled state at o (3: 75-6). The
resetting ol the sheet introduced variant accidental and substantive forms,
while the cancellans of Fo adds a twengy-nine-word sentence to 3.2.2.24.%
3. The cancellansat P8 {3: 2234y corrects an error in hine one of P8, which in
its uncancelled state has as its first line the text of the first line of Q' (3: 225).

FProduction. Study of the display type used on the atle-pages and running
heads, margmal braces, and ornaments shows that Volume 3 of THN was
also printed by John Wilson (see the entry tor Volume 2, Produetion). Hume
went to London during the summer of 1740 in order to arrange publication,
and apparently remained there while the volume was being printed (see
above, Historical Account, Sect, 3). There is no direct evidence of the
number of copies printed, but Hume, in March 1740, asked Hutcheson
‘what Copy-Money I may reasonably expect for one Edition of a thousand of
this Volume', thus suggesung that he contemplated an edivon of 1,000
copies. ™ However, as Volume 3 18 somewhat scarcer than Volumes 1 and 2, 1t
may be that Longman ordered tewer than 1,000 copies because he had
learned from Noon that the previous volumes were not selling well.

Publfication. Late October, 174). The earliest known advertisement tor
Volume 3 appeared in the London Evenine Post tor 28-30 October 1740,
The price is not given in this or other advertisements for the volume, but

% For information on the two gatherings of F, see above, 1,22

W For further details, see above, Sect. 1.2.2 and Remster B, entries 318.9=322.25,
B Lerbers, 13 37,
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Hume, in the letter to Huotcheson just cited, supposed that his manuscript
would *make a four Shillings Book'. Given that Volumes 1 and 2 sold for 10s.,
and that in 1740 and again in 1736 Longman and Noon co-operated in offering
three-volume sets of THN for 14s., 1t would seem that Hume was right about
the price. For additional details, see above, Hhistorical Account, Sect. 6.

Citfrer tnforntation. On 5 June 1760, 200 copies of ‘Ilume on Human
Nature” were offered at auction to the London book trade. It is likely
that these were copics of Volume 3 of THN. For turther derails, see above,
Historical Account, Sect, 1.

Aw Abstrace of ... A Treatise of Human Nature

Tiele. AN | ABSTRACT | OF | A BOOK lately PusLisiien; | ENTTTULED,
| A | TREATISE | OF | Human Nature, &c.| WHEREIN | The CHIEF
ARGUMENT of that | BOOK 15 tarther iiustraTED and | expLawen, |
[rule] | |[ornament] | [double rule] | LONDON: | Printed for C. BorseT, at
Addison’s Head, | over-against St, Dunstan’s Chareh, in Fleet- | street. 1740, |
[Price six Pence. |

Coflation Formula. Small 8 in 45 [A) B-D* [52 signed]; 16 leaves;
pp. [1-5] =32,

Contents. [A]l" title as above, verso blank; [A]2™ Preface; [A]3'-D4* text.

Catchmwerds. Each page except utle. Discrepancies: B4 effect,/and (16-17).7

Crmaments. Ornament: atle-page; headpieces and factotums: [3][3].

Press frawres, Mone,

Fariant states. Several copies, including Hume's, have a hand-written cor-
rection, inan unknown hand, at D27 (p 27,1 24): *quesnon’ 1s scored out, and
‘reasoning’ 15 written in the margin,

Producrion. William Strahan’s ledger, British Library Add. MS 48800, fo. 4,
dated ‘Febry %', under the heading *Mr John Noon', records: *To printing
an Abstract of a Treatise on Human Nature 2 Sheets English Octavo (@) 14
per Sheet 500 Copies 1/8/-"

Nates, 'Borbet’ on the otle-page 15 a misprint for *Corbet’,

Pubiieatron. Announced, with a longer subtitle, in the Dadly Advertiser for
11 March 1740, For addivional detals, see Historical Account, Sects, 3, 6.

A Letter from a Gentleman
Tiwie. A | LETTER | FROM A | GENTLEMAN | TO | His Friexn in
Ediburgh: | CONTAINING | Some OBSERVATIONS | ON | A Specimen

¥ Craskell savs ehat ‘it s normally mpossible oo tell whether 87 i 45 was printed by whole sheets
with two signatures of by hall=sheet mposivion” {Neo Tetroduction te Bibliagraply, 106, note ).

% T hat is, effecr”, found in the direction line of B4%, iz omirted from the fiest line of (217, 5o thar
. L7 beging, ‘and antecipates my', but should begin, *ofFfect, and auficipales iy’
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ot the Principles concerming | RELIGION and MORALITY, | said o fe
maintain’d in a Book lately pu- | blish’d, mtruled, A Vreanse of HHuman |
Natwre, &c. | [rule] | [ornament] | [rule] | EOINBURGH, | Pinted in the Year
ML DCC XLV,

Collation Formuda, Small 87 in 45 A-D* E2 |S2{ — A1) signed]; 18 leaves;
pp- |1-2] 334 [35-6].

Contents. Al title as above, verso blank; A2-E1" text; E2°  blank.

Catchwords. Each page, except utle.

Crpaments, Ornament; ttle-page; tactotum: 3,

Press firnres, Wone,

Production. Previous editors have suggested that the tvpe and ornaments
indicate that the work was printed by the firm of ‘T. Lumisden and |. Robert-
son of Edinburgh, ™

Notes. "Pinted’ on the ttle-page 15 an obvious misprint,

Publication. Announced in the Caledomian Mereury and the Edinburgh
Frenmme Courant, 21 May 1745, For additional details, see Historical Account,
Sect. 8,

1.4 Producing and Analysing Digital Versions of the Copy-texts

To produce a reliable digital version of these texis, the entire copy-text
of each was kevboarded twice, These distinet sets of files were then, using
appropriate software, compared. Any discrepancies between them would
indicate that at least one of the files was incorrect at those points, These dis-
crepancies were checked against the copy-text and corrected. When this
process was complete, the corrected files were printed, and, by means of a
proot-reader and copy-holder, reviewed tor turther errors. (Subsequently, o
compare the crincal rext to the copy-text, this proof-reading process has been
carried out on two more occasions. )

Creating in this tashion a rehable, digital version of the copy-texts gave us
an advantage that editors of previous generations did not have, It allowed
those texts, at least that of the 225,000-word Trearise, to be studied in ways
that would not have been available to editors working betore, roughly, 1980,
Armed with digital texts, we were able to locate with ease each use of any
given formal component, italics or small capitals, say, or anyv given form of
punctuation. For example, we were able to locate all the colons in the text and
ascertain that, one Latin quotation and clauses beginning with that excepted,
on only fourteen of over 430 occasions was a colon followed by a lower-case

¥ LG Mossnerand [ V. Price, ‘Introduction’, in 4 Letler from o Centfesan, p.xsw
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letter, O, to mention a second example, we were able to study those sentences
that include sub-sentennial questions (suchas tharar 1: 73.28-74.2 (30.24-3):
‘Here therefore 1 must ask, HWhat w5 ouwr tdea of a simple and mdivisible
peant?"). We found that these questions nearly always have a question mark at
the end, and that those that are printed in italic nearly always capitalize the
interrogative term with which they begin,

With digital versions ol the copy-texts in hand, it was also a simple matter
to compile a list of words used in each texe, along with a count ot the number
of uses of cach, Some of the information made available n this way 15 of
marginal interest at best (as one would expect, the 1s the most common word
m the Treafise, appearing about 13 800 times, while 2, by a narrow margin
over thar—+.623 o 4,318—comes second). Other findings are of greater
interest, We found, for example, that the copy-text alwavs spells immediately
with an ¢ before the concluding [y, It uses comiexion or its plural 1658 times,
connection or its plural three vimes; reflection or s plural 135 vimes; reflevion
and its plural nine times.™ In Volome 3, ordinal terms { first, second(fy), etc.)
denoting the successive points in an argument are all printed in italic; only
some terms of this sort are italic in the preceding volumes.

Inaddition, our digital textof the Treanise allowed us o make a concordance
of that work, and with that to zo on to study Hume's use of terms and to draw
pertinent conclusions from this study., We could not only count the uses of
reasai (there are 430, plus twentyv-nine uses of reasons) and of reasoneg (there
are 325 plus ninety-three uses of reasorings), but could also review these uses
m Context,

Information of this kind, recondite though some of it may seem at first
glance, proved to be of editorial significance. Editors producing a critical text
are expected o exercise principled and systematic editorial judgement over
cach substantive component of the wext {over cach word and each phrase,
clause, sentence, or paragraph), and also over each aceidental or fermal
component of the text {over orthography, capitalization, punctuation, italics,
cte. ). The data avaalable from our digital text was of great help in making the
countless unavoidable judgements that must be made about the tormal and
substantive features of the copy-texts being converted into critical rexrs.
Should the critical text at 26,35 speak of *a short and decisive reason’, as does
the copy-text at 1: 63.21=2, or of a *a short and decisive reasammg’? Whach
of these torms 1s Hume more likely w have used or intended? Should the
critical text of the Treatise follow the copy-text in all its formal varations,
or should it eliminate what appear to be (and can now be demonstrated to be)

™ Seealson. Ba.
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untypical forms—such variations i orthography, punctuanon, or capital-
1izarion as those mentioned in the previous paragraph? "hese guestions must
be answered, with each answer serving as the grounds for a choice about the
formal features of the critical texts of the three works found in the hrst
volume of this edition. Information accruing from word hists, concordances,
and digital searches enabled us to answer these questions and make these
choices without undue reliance on intuition. We return below o findings of
this kind and the use made of them.

1.5 Formal Emendation ot the Treatise

Hume's works were published over a forty=year period. During this period
English compositorial styvle (preferred forms of capitalization, hyphenation,
italicization, puncruation, and spelling) underwent noticeable change. The
General Editors of the Clarendon Hume, the edition of which the present
texts are a part, have concluded thar it would be inappropriate to produce
critical texts that dress a copy-text published at one time in the conventions
of another tme. Understood in a general way, this conclusion may provide
relatively unproblematic guidance n most cases, but the situation facing the
editors of the Treatise 15 in one respect anomalous: the work was published by
two different booksellers, in two distinct components, at an mterval of about
twenty-two months, At hrst glance it appears that the copy-text may repres-
ent not one, but two, compositorial styles,

1.5.1 The Printer of the Treatise

porally distinct components of the copy-text were the work of two different
printers (ol two different printing establishments, that 1s). None of the three
volumes meludes the name of a printer, but the volumes are suthciently alike
in appearance to suggest that they may have come from a single print shop,
This conclusion was reached by Kevnes and Sraffa, who sav that, “Though
the publisher [of the third volume] was ditferent, nevertheless the printer
was clearly the same, as 15 shown by the identity of the ornaments”. * But,

¥ Introduction, in As Absteact af A Treatice of Homan Natwee 17800, poxix. The further conjec-
ture of Kevnes amd Sraffa, ‘that the thind volume had been partly setup before Hlome had msisted
on parting from Noon®, is ansupported by evidence and anlikely in any event. Would a bookseller
have arranged for the printing of  work not vet under contrace? Moreover, we know that Hume sub-
stantially revised Book 3 during the wimter of 173940, anad thus can conclude that the thasd volome
was set after those revistons were made. For sdditional details about the writing and publishing of
Vol. 3, see above, Historical Account, Sect. 3.
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while we are convineed that one printer was responsible tor all three volumes
of the copv-text, this conclusion cannot be reached simply by looking at
the ornaments used in printing them.*' It 15 now known that printers of the
hand-press period loaned or borrowed ornaments, and this practice would
presumably have been common in London, where there were many printers
in close proximity to one another. In any event, some ot the ornaments used
i the Trearise may be found in works bearing the imprint of at least five
ditferent printing establishments: those of William Fenner and B, Berestord
of Cambridge; and those of John Wilson, Samuel Idle, Mary Fenner, and
James Waugh (sometimes with Joseph Fenner) of London. Some of the
ornaments are also w be found inac least two enorely disunct works printed
m the same year {1737) and bearing the imprintsof Ldle and Wilson, respect-
welv, Consequently, the reappearance in Volume 3 of six of the ornaments
used m the earlier volumes 18 not incontrovertible evidence that the three
volumes were the work of a single printer. To establish this hypothesis, it is
necessary w look for other evidence.

This evidence begins with the title-pages of the three volumes, the
similarity of which is apparent, especially when compared with many of
the hundreds of other ttle-pages of the period.*® Of course the three
volumes have distinctive subject ntles (*Of the Understanding’, *OfF the
Passions’, “Of Morals”), and the title-page of Volume 3 includes more text
and has both a different imprint and a different motto, but the three pages
are typographically similar. Two ot the tvpes used on each of these pages
are from the Caslon foundry, and were in common use in London by
1739—40.% Bur two other types found on all three title-pages are them-
sclves unusual, even rare, and in combination probably unique to a single
printer, and hence do suggest that the three tdes were the product of only
one printer. The two unusual types are that used to print the principal
words of the nitle, “Treatise of Human Nature’, and that used to print the
words ‘moral subjects’, *Vol’, and the associated (roman) volume numbers
that appear on each title-page, as well as three words, ‘Passions’, ‘Appendix’,
and *Morals', each of which 15 tound on only one of the three title-pages.

" There are thirteen different ornaments in the Treatise: four headpieces, five factotums, and
fowr imlpieces. 51y of these thirteen appear in both temporal segments of the work,

2 Bee Ed. App. | for photographic reproductions of the title-pages of the Treatise.

T The Caslon types used on all three drlespages are the Grear Primer Roman {used for "Being
An Attemipt tooantroduce the expermmental Method of Bensomng), amd the Caslon Small Piea {used
for the miottoes and the imprng lines ). A thimd Caslon type, the English Boman Mo 2, sused on the
fle-page of Yol 3 {"Wherein some Passages of the foregoing Volemes are ilustrated anid
explain’d’). For this information about tvpes we are mdebred oo James Mosley, 5t Bride Printing

Library, London, A specimen of Caslon tvpes, illustrating those mentioned here as well as many
others, i included in the 5th and subsequent editions of Chambers's Cyalapadia, *Letter’.

i



FEditing the Texts

The first of these unusual types 1s most hikely the Two-line English
Roman found in the Bowver Specimen of 174, while the second is Type
104 of the James Specimen of 1782, a Double Pica Roman from the
Walpergen foundry.

There 1sadditional evidence indicating that all three volumes were set in
the same shop: broken or idiosyncranic sorts (individual pieces of type) that
are found in at least one of the first two volumes are also found in Volume
3. Some running titles of all three volumes were printed from whatappears
to be the same broken upper-case, italic 7. The alternative possibility, that
in two different print shops there were two such letters damaged in exactly
the same place and in an indistinguishable fashion, 15 decudedly less likely.
Even more compelling, however, 15 the use n all three volumes of several
iiosyneratic braces, including two that are uniquely damaged. Finally, there
15 the noticeable stmilarity of the zeneral layvout of the volumes, mcluding
the two temporally separate sets of Advertisements, Contents, and Errata.
Apainst these similarites one must balance some differences: notes in
the first two volumes are flagged by symbols {most often a *), but are
numbered in Volume 3, and the different handling of ordinal terms,
discussed below.

The evidence that led to the conclusion that the three volumes of the first
edition had only one printer also led to the identity of that printer, Having
established that the Treatrse was not printed by one of the three eighteenth-
century printers (Charles Ackers, William Bowvers, and William Strahan)
whose records survive,® we used ESTC records to discover the names of
printers which sometimes appear, in the relevant period, in the imprints of
books published by John Noon or Thomas Longman. Examples of the work
of these printers were then examined. Some of the work of John Wilson, one
printer thus wentihed and whose name appears on some Noon ttles, 15
remarkably like that of the Treatise. For example, the ntle-pages of Dianiel
Willams's Practical Discourses on Several Subjects, a work printed by Wilson
in 1738, are in their general appearance strikingly similar to those of the
Treanise, and they make use of the rare Two-line English Mo, 2 and Double
Pica Roman mentioned above. The printer of Williams's work also made use
of the distinctive braces found throughout the first edition of the Treatise,
and, m a running head (*of" Prorestane Digsenters’) of the second volume, a
broken, upper-case italic # that marches a £ in the running head of Book 2,
O the Passions, Inaddimion, in fourteen of eighteen works that we examined,

H See D F MoeKeneie and [, C. Ross (eds.), A Ledwerof Charfer Ackers; K. Maslenand J. Lancaster

{eds.), The Bewper Ledgers; and the Strohan ledeers, Brigsh Library Aadd, MES 8800 (17 349=68;
credins and pavments to 1773).
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Wilson made use of the ornaments found m the Frearise.* Inshort, the case
for concluding that the first edition of the Treatise had only one printer, and
that this printer was John Wilson, isa strong one **

1.5.2 T'he Compositorial Standard of the Frea e

We can now return to the matter of the compositorial standard set by the
copy-text edition. Confident that the temporally distinct components of
this edition are the work of one printing establishment, we could survey
the two segments looking tor similarities and differences. As it happens,
we found that there are many more similarities than difterences, The pat-
terns of capitalization and punctuation are the same, while orthography
and the use of iralics each differ in only one noteworthy respect. It does
not lollow, however, that the first-edition text is in these respects fully
consistent, In fact, readers of the Treatise could easily conclude that
Hume was relatively unconcerned about orthography, punctuation, and
such matters as italicization, and that the manuscripts of the work were
casually prepared in these respects. The first edition, although printed in
an aesthetically pleasing format, 15 marked by more than a hundred
obvious and uncorrected tvpographical errors, and by many minor incon-
sistencies of form. Subsequent editions of the text, including all those in
print when this edition was prepared, have silently corrected most of the
more obvious of these errors, but their editors have not explicitly
addressed the additional inconsistencies mentioned.™ As a consequence,
these editions, as much as the original one, include a substantial number of
orthographical variations and a significant number of tormal inconsisten-
cies of other kinds.

It 15 reasonable to ask, however, it the evidence supports the conclusion
that Hume's manuscripts were as imnconsistent in these matters as the printed
text of the Trearse 15 For a start, it 15 useful to look at some of the letters in

¥ The braces, letters, ornanwents, and Atle-pages mentioned here are reproduced 1m0 Norton,
John Wilson, Hume's First Princee”, 124-32,

 The fact that Wilson's name has not been found in the imprints of works published by
Thomas Longman in no way weakens the case given that Moon and Longman co-operated, from
174 on, i the sale of three-volume sets of the Freere (see above, Historeal Account, Sect, &),
If, as appears to be the case, this co-operation was decided upon before Vol, 3 was printed, the twe
booksellers would naturally enough have decided that the three volumes of the set shoald look
like a satebed set, and thus Longman would have had an incentive to use a printer he may not have
used previously,

= The secomd {published 1817} and third (publsmhed 1823, retssued 1820, amd reprmied in 1854
anid since as the Evervman and Intelex texts) editions of the Trearse silently modernize Hume's
orthography according to the standands of ther tme, and o this wav elimnate many formal
inConsistencies,

o8



FEditing the Texts

which Hume discusses the production of his works ™ In general terms, these
letters reveal Hume tw have enjoved being a fussy author. He said, for
cxample, that the ‘Pains’ he was taking in the revision of his History of
Fugland amused him.* He continuously revised, often in seemingly trivial
ways, the spelling and style of his collected works, the Fssays and Treatises on
Several Snbpects.™ He was not reluctant to give his printer directions about
punctuation and spelling. To William Strahan the printer he wrote: ‘Please
only to tell the Compositor, that he always employ a Capital after the
Colons,™ For the 1738 edition (printed in October 1737) of the Esays and
Treatises Hume and Strahan adopred a new form of spelling, one that
replaced the -owr of such words as colonr, honour, and fabowr with -or, w
produce calor, homar, and fabor. In June of the following vear, while a volume
of his fHistery was being published, Hume changed his mind about this
spelling, and though professing to *hate to be particular in a Tritle’, went on
o tell Andrew Millar, his publisher, that *if Mr Strahan has not printed oft
above ten or twelve Sheets [80-96 pages of a quarto volume ], I shoud not be
displeas’d, if vou told him to follow the usual, that is, hisown, way of Spelling
throughout'.” Consequently, although it proved too late for Strahan to
reverse the orthography of the volume of the ffistory he was printing, Hume
dhid limat use of the new spelling to only the one edition of the Essays and
Treatises,

It is reasonable to conclude trom evidence of this sort that Hume took an
active mterest in the formal aspects of his works, and equally reasonable w
conclude that he would have cared about the form of the Trearise. He
remained in London while Volumes 1 and 2 of the work were being printed,
making last-minute revisions to these volumes. He also took the trouble of
returning to London to arrange for the publication of Volume 3, and 15 hikely
to have seen it through the press.™ In addition, the manuscripts of his

% As we show i this section, one can also gam relevant information from a study of the formal
charactersies of Flume's extnt manusceipt letrers amd from other of his survoving manusenpis,

¥ Letter of 18 Oct. 1708 1o Baron Mure of Caldwell, Leirers, 20 185,

= This is the conclusion of Tom Beavchamp alter his digital and viswal collations of the works
making up ETES. See £PM, Introduction {Clarendon Edition), o xuviii.

T Letterof 18 April 1737, Letters, 1: 247,

* Letter of 201 Jupe 1738, Letters, 12 282=3, Strahan was apparvently wo far advanged with the
Ind edn. of Hume's history of James Land Charles [ o nake the changes Hume desired, for the new
apelling 15 wsed in that edicon, On the other hand, Hume Inter weote 1o Strahan himsel§ abour the
orthography 1o be wsed in his two-volume Sietory af Epglard wodior the Hlose of Tedor, 1 o once an
Intentien’, he saul, ‘of changmg the Orthography in some partculars: Bot on Beflecton 1 hnd, that
this new Method of Spelling (which is certanly the best and most conformable to Analogy) has been
tollowd in the Quarto Volume of my philosophical Weirings lately publishd; and therefore 1 think it
will be better for you to continee the Spelling as it ="—as it was in his moanuseripe, that s { Letter of
[Juls 1758], Letrers, 1: 2833 = Bee above, Historical Account, Secis, 5, 5,
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Ivalogues concerming Natural Religion and of the last-written volumes of his
History of England have survived, and from these we can see that Hume was
generally consistent in matters of orthography, puncruanon, and form.
There is, in short, nothing to indicate that Hume was casual abour his
manuscripts, and much to indicate that he was not. It seems unlikely, then,
that the manuscripts of the Trearise were casually prepared, and equally
unlikely that they were more than occasionally inconsistent in matters of
torm. How, then, does it happen that the copy-text of the Treatise 18 notice-
ably inconsistent in these matters? As will be seen, the evidence sugeests that
the great majority of the inconsistencies found in the first edition ot the
Treatse were introduced by the compositors, and not by Hume. If that 15 s0,
and 1f these compositorially introduced inconsistencies can be idennhed,
then there are recognized grounds for eliminating them, As Gaskell, citing as
authority Walter Gireg, has putit, "where the accidenrals are grossly defective
in one part of the ext but not in another, or where difierent compositors
appear to have tollowed different typographical conventions’, it is entirely
reasonable for an editor to *aim at consistency in his final version’.
Consider, for example, a matter of some interest and importance, the
font (malic or roman) chosen for certain sets of ordinal terms: firse, and
second(fy), with, sometmes, third(fy), and, more rarely, fourth(ly). In this
respect, the form of the Treatise seems to have been determined, and
adversely so, by the indwidual compositorial preterences of those who
set the type, and not by Hume. Looking furst at the general appearance
of the first edition of the text, we find that, save for two kinds of exception,
the second and all subsequent letters of the initial word of each paragraph
of the text are set in small capitals (In, Trere). IF the initial word has only
one letter, then the second word 1s secentirely in small capitals (I PERCEIVE,
A nman). The exceptions to this general rule are the hrst words ot paragraphs
begmning parts or sections (these are set in various combinations of two-
line and large capitals), and, i Folunie 3 ondy, paragraphs having as the first
word the ordinal terms just mentioned. Neither the general pracuce of
using small caps at the outset of paragraphs nor the first class of exceptions
to that pracrice is of great mterest here, although it 1s relevant to note that
there 18 no reason to suppose that either of these practices owes its use to
similar forms in Hume's manuscript. But the fact that it 15 only in Yolume
3 that ordinal terms at the beginning of paragraphsare printed in italic is of
imterest, for it leads one to ask how this difference came about. Is it more
likely to have derived principally from the manuscripts on which the first

M A New fntroductin to Bidfagraply, 338, of. W W Greg, “The Rationale of Copy-Text’, 335,
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edition was based, or from the apphcation of different compositorial prac-
tices or styles to a uniform manuscript practice?

We have just shown that one neither can nor need explamn the difference
by reference to what would now be called the howse style of two different
printing establishments, The evidence that all three volumes were set and
printed by John Wilson is too strong to admairt of serious doubt, But it does not
follow that the work was not affected by distinet compositorial stvles. Given
that in the carly eighteenth century the journeymen printers of London were
indeed jonrneymen, itis not unlikely that the temporally distinct components
of the first edition were set by different compositors, If so, that could account
for the significantly ditferent manner in which the two components present
ordmnals at the beginning of paragraphs, as well as other differences found
between or within volumes. T'his first response is, however, of little practical
import. Itrells us nething abour Hume's practice or preferences in this matter,
and consequently it gives us no direction. Might Hume have intervened,
requesting that Volume 3 follow a pattern different from that followed in the
two earlier volumes? More to the point, can we, from the available evidence,
draw some reasonable conclusions about the likely presentation of these
ordinals in Hume's manuscript? We can.

A review of the manuscriptof Hume's Deadogues concernme Natural Religion
shows that Hume consistently underscored ordinal terms whenever he
used such terms to enumerate two or more points within a single argument
or discussion.*® This informanon leads us o sugeest that the compositors
of the first two volumes of the Treanse, having decided to use small capitals
at the outset of each paragraph, disregarded, for the affected words, the
underlining by which Hume had indicated his intent to have italics.™ More-
over, having decided tw overrule Hume’s underscoring and femin each
paragraph with small capitals, the typesetters attempted o mtroduce a con-
sistent pattern by also disregarding underlined ordinals within paragraphs.,
They failed to carry through this revisionary process consistently, for the
occasional malicized ordinal appears (always mithin a paragraph) in these
visllumes, a fact which suggests that the preceding or tollowing terms in that

¥ Compositors of the period would have taken a single line underscore as an instruction to set
the underlined text in italic. As John Smith, author of an instruction book for printers, put i, that
worrds or matter are to be set in italic “is intimated by underscoring once what s to be in that charac-
ter” (A Printer's Grammar: Wheretw ave Exibered ., Requisites for Attaining a more perfect Kaondedge
froth iw the Theory and Practice of the Avt of Printing, 32 cf. 202).

* Smith, discussing an analogous situation, stated the rule covering such situations: “the first
word of a new paragraph, tho' a palvavllable, = commonly put in Small Capirals; and even i it
happens to be a proper name, which some, upon such sceasion, put in [talic Capitals, but thereby

[they | break thee’ the rule of waformmy | namely | Lo set every fiesr word after a | paragraph | Break
im Small Capitals® { Printer s Granimar, 33).
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particular series were likely also marked for iwalic—underscored, thatis, Acl:
23613 (42.7), for example, the first edition reads *Frest”, while ar 1; 236,25
(Y2.13) the following point is introduced, ‘Bur, second!)’.” Additonal
examples of this phenomenon may also be seen at 1: 246.1 (95.26), where
‘Firs1’ beginsa paragraph, while at 1: 246,13 (95.32) second!y” 15 imternal to
that same paragraph; ac 10 2527 (Y7.52), 10 25514 (Y5.6), and 1: 2549
(UK.19), where one finds, respectively, “first’, “second”, and “third, all safely
cmbedded within paragraphs, followed at 1; 258, 16 (99 41) by a paragraph-
beginning ‘A rourrn’; at 1: 377.26 (143.24) and 1: 378,14 (143.33), where a
paragraph-internal *Firs’, precedes a paragraph-beginning *Secospy’™;
and, perhaps most instrucuvely of all, at 1: 349.9-17 {133.5-13), where the
‘tour things requisite’ to justfy Hume's svstem are brieflv hsted within a
single paragraph, First.. Secondly. .. Thiedly. .. Fourthly, and then dis-
cussed at length ar 1 34920 (133.15), following a paragraph-begmning
‘Tirst', and then, at 1: 33220 (134.21), 1: 359.7 (136.31), and 1: 363.15
{138.21), a paragraph-internal “second”, “third  and “fogrth’ > In short, notonly
can one infer that a particular compositorial stvle has affected the form in
which these ordinals are presented in the copy-text, but one can also reas-
onably infer, given the other evidence available to us, that in the manuscript
of the Trea tise ordinal terms denoting a series of two or more items were rou-
tinely underlined in the expectation that these terms would be set in italic,
We can still only conjecture that the change of the relevant compositorial
pracuce that characterizes Volume 3 of the Trearse was the result of an
explhicit intervention on Hume's part, but, knowing as we do of his interest in
such matters of form,” and having now seen the evidence indicating that he
had probably underlined all the ordinals found in Volumes 1 and 2, we can sce
that this conjecture 15 not unlikely.™

There 15 abundant addinonal evidence of other compositorially introduced
inconsisiencies. Throughout his early hife Hume began virtually every

* For the location of addinonal examples, see helow, Seet, 2,2.3.3,

# The compositors did cecastonally manage a consistent retrofic, See, ez, 129317, where “first”
i% internal o the parsgraph, and printed m roman, whileat [:94,6, "5econmey”, in thar form, begins
the next paragraph. Note that the two ternws are here relasively close together. Such proximity seems
Lt be, for an easily inferred reason, a characteristic of those instances in which paragraph-internal
ordinals are printed rommn 2nd match these velaged to them that begin paragraphs,

# FPurther evidence of this interest 15 presented in the balance of this section.

I the matrer of paragraph-beginning ordinals, Hume's later works, beginning with the
Ersays, Maral and Political published in 1741, and continuing through ET55 of 1777, follow the
style af Vol. 3 of the Treartiee. On occasion (the Essaps just mentioned and the guarto edition of
F A5 published an 1758), compositors llowed italic ordinals at the beginning of paragraphs
with cap—small cap words {e.g., "Secendly, NEITHER"). In ‘National Characters® (99 11-19 and

the two 1732 printings of ‘Populowsness" (5] 111=20) the ordinals of lengthy enumerations are
followed by periods racher than commas {e.g., "Seeendly. THERE).
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substantive he wrote with an upper-case letter, and perhaps had no intention
of using lower case even in those infrequent instances in which he did not use
a capital letter.® The few surviving manuscript pages of the Freatise, the
manuscript of the D logues, and his surviving manuseripe letters from the
period just before and just after the publication of the Treatise provide clear
examplesof this practice.” In addition, almostall substantives are capitalized
in the printed versions of the early editions of Essays, Moral and Political,
the Phifosophical Essays concermng Human Understanding, and the Evguiry
concerning the Pronciples of Morals, These facts support the clam thae the
substantives of the Trearise were capitalized in the manuscript of that work,
and that Wilson and his journeymen undertook, as the work was tvpeset,
a systemane alteration ot the capitalization pracoce of the manuscript.™
We know of no evidence indicating whether Hume did or did not approve
of this eighteenth-cenmury modernization of his manuscript practice, but,
perhaps of necessity, he accepted the result, even to the point of accepting
that the separately published third volume of the Treatise would in this
respect conform entirely to the first two.*

[t comes as no surprise to discover that so extensive a revision-in-process
was carried out imperfectly, and that in the first-cdition text one occasionally
hnds a few substantives that have been inconsistently left to begin in upper-
case, while certain others have been mistakenly left entirely in lower-case,
That is, there appears to be no good reason why the *Merchants' of 1: 316,27

U Hume appeesrs generally not o have capitalized cectain nouns such as sede (And inothe maim’,
New Letters, 17), marner (“And in like manoer”, Lerters, 12320, or thing (VT8 a thing”, Near Lotiers, 1)
when thess were used inoan indetermimate way. In this respect his usape aceonds with that of other
well-known writers of the period, See Locke, Feepy 12,15, 1,228, G, “mam’ G- 'matter” 16,3,
I2a. Becalso Ed App. 1, n. b

o Bee EdL App. L The manuscripts of these pages and of the Diafegues are, respectively, National
Labrary of Scatlapd M&S 23259 mem 15, and M3 23163, Some of the manosenpis of Home's
letters from this periosd are founcd 1 this same collection. Others are located i many different
libraries, See Letters and New Letters Tor some of these locations,

# Smith's instructions to compositors are of interest here, *But before we actually begin to
compose’, he said, *we should be informed, sither by the Author, or master, after what manner our
work is to be done; whether the old way, with Capitals to Substantives, and Talic to Proper names;
or after the more neat practice, all in Boman, and Capitals to Proper names, and Emphatical
words . [ we do not now | drown the beauty of Boman Lower-case Sorts by gracing every Substant-
e with a Capiral, but anly such as are Proper names, or are words of particular sipnification and
emphasis’ ( Printer ' Grammar, 20H -1}

“ Maldireh, observing Hume's “letvers and the nwanuscript of his radogaes soncerming Nataral
fefigran”, comcluded that *Hume persisted throughout his Interary ife in profusely using capitals at the
hepinning of substantives', From this conclusion, Sudditch woes on to another: that Hunee “did not want
this practice, | which ] was contrary wcontemporary booktrade comventions, to be copied by the printers
of his books = borne out by the fact that” his works and reprints thereof, from 1734 to 1777, all contiorm
o Thi COMTEMALrY hooktrade convention, wud mor 1o Huome's |'|'|:|.|'|LI:~:-:|"||'|I |'r1:l.-|.'li|_'n|.'. i respect il
capitalization; this also applies to the frst edition of the Trearie" (Apparatioof Fariawr Readings, 16}
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(121.21) should have upper-case status, while those of 2; 188,28 (246.40) are
only *‘merchants’, or why the *Printers’ and *Copists’ of 1: 25717 (Y9.26), or
the *Mathematcian’ of 1: 316,11 (121.13) should be uniquely elevated above
the ‘philosophers’ tound throughout the work, the “prince’ mentioned at 2
230,15 (260.36), or even the “deity” referred toat 1; 100,16 (40.33), 1; 280,13
(107,39, 1: 432,10 (162.36), 2: 240.6 (264.4), and 3: 15,18 (299.31).* There
15 an equivalent lack of good reason to suppose that the ‘Being’ mentioned at
1: 362.25, 28 (138.11, 13) was thought to have greater substance or import-
ance than the *bemng’ of 1; 361.7, 12 {137.27, 29).* Most of these anomalies
occur in Book 1. Again, it may be that Hume intervened. It could as well be
that some of Wilson's compositors were more consistent than others, Such
conjectures aside, 1t 1s clear that the practice of the second and third volumes
of the Treatise s significantly more consistent in the relevant use of upper
and lower case. Gwen this fact, and the general uniformity of Home's
mianuscript practice, it seems likely that most of these case-related inconsist-
encies derive from the compositors, and not from Hume's manuscript.

So wo, we sugzest, does much of the inconsistent spelling of the first
cdition derive from the compositors and not from Hume. Consider, for
example, the following. The 1739—H) volumes vwse the form making on
twenty-six occasions; on two other occasions one finds, n effect, makeme. ™
We say ‘i effect” because the text actually reads make- | ing, with the two
parts of the word placed at the end of one hine and the begmning of the next.
And from this fact we can reasonably infer that the atypical e was added by the
compositor(s) in accordance with a practice which called for such an addition
whenever certain kinds of words were hyphenated between lines.™ By our
calculation, there are nine such additions in the copy-text. We conclude thar
these nine inconsistencies should not be attributed to Hume ™

* The second and thind editions of the Treatse silently emend the capitalization of deiyr oo
proaluce Dy, a pracice carried over tithe Evervman and Intelex aditions,

= Semth, i s advice o pranters andd authors, imdentes that eecpmemed copatehization of substantives
such as these are would be taken as denoting relative importance, Some aothors, Smith sad, ‘denote
their emphatical expressions, by beginning them with Capitals”{ Printer s Grammar, 31),

*F The word counts found in this essayv are based on a word list compiled from a digital version
of the copy-text. As this list was based on a completely literal version of this text (e not even
obvious misprings were corvected ), counts based on it will necessarily differ from those based on the
critical text.

0 Smiarh advised thar “all the Participles whose Verbs terminate in an e feminine, cetain i at the
end of lines, when they are divided: Thos . . the Verbs which terminate in be, a5 brade, sale, ke,
&, retain their @ feminine at the end of a line; and the syllable ez, which makes the Participle of the
Verh, begins the next lime™ [ Prinler s Gramanar, W71

#0F the nine instances, there are four that affect the spelling of participles (e.z., mabiug, faking,
Fracima b, and fve that affect other kinds of word {eg, falshowd, pedrmers, mherever). For locations,
see below, Sect. 2.2.1.2.
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There are a number of similar examples, Early eighteenth-century
compositors were taught to use the apostrophe to replace a silent ¢ or factheir
discretion.™ Revision in the other direction was equally available to them,
cither from habit or preference, or when faced with the need to justify a full
line of text, for which the use of a wider piece of tvpe, an ¢, for example, in
comparison to an apostrophe, would be of assistance. In short, a compositor
was tree to set advanced or advaned, deduced or deduc’d, modified or modify'd,
could or cou'd, and so on. The compositors of the hrst edition of the Treatise
appear to have availed themselves, in an erratic manner, of this discretion,

Hume, as is widely known, was dissatisfied with the traditional spelling of
his family name. From an early age he supposed the name should be spelled
Hume, not Home, He also appears to have had, during the period mn which
he wrote the Treatise, other settled 1deas about orthography, T'he relevant
evidence for this claim s found m the extant letters and manuscripts he
composed from the mid-1730s until about 1750, The latest of his manuscripts
we have consulted with these ssues in mind 5 that of the Draflogues; the
carliest are his letters of 1737.7" The least well known are papers, now found
among the Newhailes manuscripts in the National Library of Scotland, that
Hume wrote while serving as an aide o General James 5t Clair. A survey
of these manuscripts reveals that Hume had several relatively well-sertled
orthographical preferences that are of interest in the present context, For
example, during this period Hume seems to have used an apostrophe, rather
than an ¢, in verb forms ending ¢4 and n which the ¢ 15 mute or unsounded.
That is, trom the late 17305 through the 17405, Hume seems routinely 1o have
written both advane'd, dedne’d, erc. rather than sdvanced, deduced, e, and
modify d, sigmfyd, et rather than modified, significd, etc. He scems also to
have routinely written con 'd, show'd, "twon"d, and weon 'd, although it has to be
said that the apostrophe, which he frequently formed by a downward stroke
on his backward sloping &, 15 sometimes impossible to detect, and so one also
hinds, or seems to find, recervd, modifyd, cond, and the like.

 Bmith sand thar e ¢ may be curoff by an Aposirophe, in all such Verbs whose Preterimper
fect, or other Tenses, end in ol except when preceded by a d', and that *a Compositor uses the
Apostrophe after his own discretion, and according as he finds what way the svllable 2 runs the
amoothest’. He then went on to say, *besides the influence which the Apostrophe has over the &, it
retrenches the fin eos ', shor ', mou'd", and that while such elision should not be carried out heed-
lessly, the absence of the mute [ ean no=ways lessen the credie of an elaborare Fssav; but may help
a Printer to lengthen his Letter .. being a Sort which in most Founts runs short’, e, of which
there are too few [Proter’s Grammar, 107), Gaskell savs that compositors used spelling variants
‘as an aul 1o justification’ { Ve fotroducteon to Bobfingraphy, 345). See also MeKervow, fnieadnssion
foo Bl raphy, 10=11.

T Thas discussion of the manuscripts of letters and the Diafagues s based on an analvsis of a
digiral version of them.
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Returnming now to the first-edition text, we find some mieresting and
significant parterns. There are in the three volumes approximately 3,000
nstances of verb forms ending “d. And there are approximarely 130 instances
of verbs ending wath asilent e, In short, an ed form s used in less than 5 per cent
of the more than 3,000 relevant instances. In addition, while the ¢4 form is used
in sixty-six of some 150 opportunities found i the first three gatherings of
Volume 1, it is used in only eighteen of the more than 1,200 opportunities
tound in the remainder of the volume, In Volume 2, ed 15 used in only six of
Just over 730 opportunities, with the six uses tound only within the first half of
that volume. In Volume 3, ¢d or ded is used in sixey-two of just over 900 oppor-
tunities, with twentv-seven of thirty-four ed torms found in the first three
vatherings, and all twenty-eight of the wed forms found after that pomnt. Quite
mdependently of Hume's practice in the extant manuscripts studied, it
appears that large segments of the manuscript of the Treatise used only ' n
those verb forms in whichasilent ¢ 15 used as part of a terminal «4. At the outset
of the two temporally distinet compositorial wsks (the fArst, the setting of
Volumes 1 and 2; the second, the setting, nearly two vears later, of Volume 3), a
compositor used the e form relatively often, but as the work progressed, the o
form was used more and more often, or, we hypothesize, the compositors
tollowed more and more often exactly the manuscript betore them.

Much the same analysis can be given of the use of the variant forms of cou’'d
and cordd, shon’d and should, "teon " d and “teenld, and wen d and wondd. These
words taken together occur just over 700 times in the text, In the copy-text owld
torms are used hftv-one times, ™ Moreover, these uses are distributed i much
the same way that the silent &4 forms are: in Yolume 1 there are nine onldf forms
in the first gathering, an additional eleven in the next three gatherings, and
three in gathering P (1: 200-24). With the exception of a wesld added by the
cancellans at M4 (2: 167.27 ), there are no onld torms whatever in Volume 2, OF
the twentv-two uses found in the uncancelled version of Yolume 3, only one 15
not found in the first seven gatherings, while the alternative gathering I found
in the MceGall and Bodlenan copies substitutes three onld forms for the alternat-
e an'd forms, Given the evidence of the extant letters and manuscrnipts from
this period of Hume's life, we hypothesize that the compositors were working
with a manuscript devoid of ewld forms, and that some of them, perhaps one
i particular, took the hiberty of moroducing this form into the copy-texe.™

We assume here that 51 of ¥Vol, 3, gathering E, 15 the earler of the two uncancelled versions of
I {seeabove, Sects. 1.2.1-2, and n. 151 below).

! These patterns may suggest that one compositor prepared the carly formes of both the
173% amad T740 texes, and then, havang establshed the formar of the work, left most of the remain-

ing compositon to ancother, or others; but we are unable to provide further support for this
comjecture,
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T'his approach can also lead us to mmstructive conclusions abour other
inconsistent spellings that mark the copy-text; ancient, for example, appears
three umes, anfiend twenty-one; ™ balance three umes, ballance twelve; connec-
fimt three times, connevion 172 tames; encrease eighty-cight times, morease
four times; reflection 135 times, reflexion nine times; suftile or subtility iifteen
times, sufile or subiilly sIX times, sarprise five TImMes, surfrize tWENty times,
wherever twenty times, mhere-ever four times. But a survey of the relevant
gample of Hume's letters and manuoscripts suggests that his own ortho-
eraphical practice 15 considerably more consistent than the first-edition text,
In that sample each of the forms more commonly found in the printed rexr—
anttent, baflance, comnexion, encrease, reflection, surprize, and wherever—is
used, while the alernanve forms—anctent, balance, connection, mcrease,
reflexion, surprise, or where-ever—are conspicuously absent. In the circum-
stances, 1t seems reasonable to conclude that these seldom used variants were
introduced into the text by the compositors.

For two reasons, however, we cannot conclude thar the general orthograph-
ical practice of the first edition always conforms o a uniform or ar least
predominant practice adopted by Home. Firse, Hume's manuscript practice
is not in every respect uniform. There are several words thar can be tound in
vartant forms in the printed texe of the Treatse and also n the sample of
manuscripts we have examined, These, with the number of frst-edition uses
n parentheses, include dependance (ten), dependence (eight); enforce (one),
iforce (three); entive (Iy ) (225), matrely {one); sutitfe (one), ititke (two ); public
(seventy-three), pablick (nine); recal (eleven), rvecall (ome); separate (113),
weperate (two), and the singular neuter possessive, ity (739}, i's (five), T'hus,
despite the tact that the first edition uses predominantly only some of these
variant forms, one cannot salely infer that all the less common forms have
been mtroduced by the compositors, Moreover, notonly is 1t possible that the
single occurrences of mfiredy and enditle, and the tour occurrences of merease
(see the preceding paragraph), came about because there was in the manu-
seript an ill-formed ininal e or ¢, but 1t 15 also possible that what appear o be
extant manuscript variations in the spelling of some of these words are to be
accounted for in the same manner. It is sometimes impossible to determine
whether ume has written an ¢ or an 4. Certainly, there are characteristic
differences in his usual torms of these letters, meluding, often enough, a dot
above the 1. But occasionally these characteristics are lacking or indistiner,
In that event, one 15 left to inter, from previous practice, which of the two
letters is intended. At that point, of course, one has sometimes gone nicelv in

* The figures provided include plurals or other variant forms of the words mentiomed.
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acircle: the ‘previous practice’ available may be comprised in large partof the
printed text of the Trearise, In short, a study of manuscript usage 15 helpful,
but the resulis of that study are not themselves entrely unproblemaric, and
thus do not provide editors with unambiguous guidance.

Secondly, the available evidence suggests that, in a fair number of
instances, the predominant practice of the printed text has been determined
by the orthographical preferences of the compositors, rather than those of
Hume. For example, diosse 15 tound twelve omes in the printed text, while
chrse 15 found twenty-five nimes; immediaty s never found, whale smmediarely
occurs 133 times; and shew ninetv-four times, show fiftcen times, On the
other hand, in the letters and manuscripts making up our sample, Hume has
myvariably written chease and show, and has shown a decded preference for
immediatly,”™ Again, there are grounds for supposing that the alternative
torms of these words were ntroduced mto the printed text by the com-
positors, whose collective intention may well have been to follow (as in the
case of mrmediately) a uniform practce. In short, it is possible that, had the
compositors had the use of more recent procedures or technigues, including
a convenient way of making minor corrections, the copy-textof the Treatise
would always have used chuse and shew, orthographical torms thar did not
show up in our manuscript samples.

1.5.3 Conclusions and Policies

Having assembled a considerable body of information of this kind, we faced
the question of how best to use 1. How, if at all, should it influence us in the
determination of accidentals in the critical text of the Treatise? Without
attempting to review the extensive theoretical discussion of such issues,”™ we
must explain what we have done, and, in general terms, why we have done 1.

A cnitical edinon of the Treatise cannot be a form-by-form and letter-by-
letter transcription of the copy-text. As we have pointed outabove, editors of
a crivcal text are expected o exercise principled and systematic editorial
judgement over cach of the components, accidental and substantive, of the
text they are constructing. T'he exercise of such principled judzement, and a
literal reproduction of the copy-text, typographical errors and all, are
mcompatible undertakings. ™

 The manuseripn of the feefogres, e, nvariably uses soemediatly,

* Far brel wntroductioens to theoretieal issues, see Willams and Abbott, feirodacrior fe B
grapiccal and Textnwl Kindies, 68—80; Gaskell, New fnrrodietion e Bibliography, 33600, For further
dhscussions, see Modern Language Association, *Annotates] Bibliogeaphy',

7 Seeabove, o, 2 and Seet. 1.4,
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Neither can the editor of a enitical edition undertake merely to correct the
obvious typographical errorsof the copy-text. Having accepted the principle
that the copv-text 15 in need of correction, one must ensure that one’s judge-
ments about individual words and forms are based ona thorough examination
of their variant forms and likely origims. One can perhaps conceive of a
substantial eighteenth-century text that, to be made into a crivical texr,
requires only the correction of a few wrong or reversed letters, but the
existence of such a text 15 improbable. Be that as it may, the first editnon of
Hume's Treariee 15 not such a ext, as 15 demonstrated above, It 15 formally
tlawed or inconsistent in a number of ways, and hence it seemed necessary
adopt an explicit policy regarding such matters.

Chur policy, briefly stated, has been to tollow the form of the copy-text
unless the zrounds for making a change appear to be better than the grounds
for following exactly the forms of that texr, Put this way, this statement of
policy 15 essentially uninformative, littde more than a tormal statement of
what 15 expected of any textual editor, The relevant notion of grourds must
be given substantive content, This task is neither simple nor one that, once
completed, eliminates the need for the exercise of judgement. The grounds
for deparung from the copy-text do not derive from some intuitively obvious
editorial principle, or even from a coherent set of such principles. They
derive, rather, from acts of judgement themselves given direction by general
principles of good editing together with a careful study of the relevant
authorial and compositorial practices, and leavened by reflection on, among
other things, the ser of principles guiding the larger project of which the
Treatise, Abstrace, and Letter frone a Gentlenan are a part, Other editors, using
the same informaton, and reflecting on the same themes and guidelines,
might in some cases reach justifiable conclusions that are difterent from those
we have reached.

Chur poimnt 15 more easily illustrated than abstractly described. We begin
with a question: Why is this matter of establishing the critical text of the
Treatise (and to a lesser extent, of the Abstract) many way ditheult? Why 151
not just a matter of consistently applying the appropriate principle(s)?
Because, among other things, the first edition of the Treatise was a joint
product of author and printer, and a product that was in formal respects
stenihicantly different from the manuscript on which 1t was based. Unnl
recently, such differences between manuscript and printed copy have been
inescapable features of the writing-publhishing process, and as such have
been accepted by every published author. In the past, the author provided
the substance of the work and, along with this, what we may think of as
an imphicit set of suggestions about certam tormal teatures 1t should have
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when printed. ™ Compositors, on the other hand, have undertaken to preserve
the substance of the text while transtforming the manuscript into printed
form. In the process, they, sometmes guided by a corrector or an editor
and an exphicit house style, may have accepted many of the author’s formal
practices or suggestions about form, but may also have rejected a number
of these,™

The text of the Treatise derives ultimately from a manuscript whose
author, we suppose, had generally sought and attined a high level of tormal
consistency, The compositors, although they rejected a sizeable number of
Hume's implicit suggestions about form, also sought consistency in these
matters.™ The later editor’s problem arises because these two views about
the forms to use, Hume's or those of his compositors, came mto conflict in
circumstances that allowed one implicit rule or another to be followed, but
not with the consistency likely to have been preferred by either aurhor or
compositor. Asa consequence, we have a text whose forms were determined
partly by the author, and party by the compositors, and which were deter-
mined only incompletely by either. Asaconsequence, we have a work marked
bw a few inconsistencies introduced by the author, and sull other inconsis-
tencies introduced by the compositors.

Faced with this situation, one might follow one of three principles:

Prl. Reproduce the inconsistencies of form found in the first-edition text.

Prl. Eliminate the inconsistencies of form found in the first-edition text by
adhering o Hume's preferred practice as revealed in his lerters and
MANUsCrpEs,

Pri. Ehminate the inconsistencies of form found in the hrst-cdition text by adhering
to the predominant practice of that text.

In our view, none of these principles, taken alone, can provide adequate
direction to editors seeking to produce a critical text of the Treanse or
Abstract. Prl i effect instructs such editors to abandon critical judgement in

“ Priorto the advent of recent forms of word processing, certain author's suggestions or intentions
were routine]y coded in wans that need not be used now; e, anthors enderlined (as Hume Jdid ) where
they expected compositers o use an italic font.

H Wilson's printing establishment was a small one, and thus it 15 unhikely that a ‘corrector’,
charged with making sure that ‘smbiguous words and compounds’ were alwavs spelled the same
way, mediated between Hume's manuscript and the compositors, but proofs of his ext nay well
have been checked by a corrector whe had the manuscript resd alowd to him, See Smith, Prster’s
Cerammar, 27 2-5; Craskell, New Introdvction bo Bebfliography, 110-10,

It was the duty of the compositor, according to Gaskell, *to correct or normalize the spelling,
punctwanion, and capatilzation (known nowadays as the “acerlentals™ ) of the manoscrpt”, He also
reports that *Compositors considered some spellmgs to be acceptable and others not, and they
regularly brought their author's spellings nto line with what they thought was right' (e Solrodfuetesn
ra Betfiography, 110, 345}, See also Smith, Prirter s Grammar, 199-20K), 274-5.
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tavour of a mere hreral transcription of the first-edition text, It demands the
reproduction of inconsistencies. But tvpographical errors are a form of
inconsistency, and no theory of editing would accept as a critical text a text
that reproduced such obvious flaws. Prl also fails to provide guidance in the
matter of Hume's corrections and amendments as represented by cancels
and marginalia, subjects to which we return below. Finally, given that
the Treatise 18 already available in phow-reproduced facsimile,™ a literal
transcription would meet no scholarly need.

One could, however, modify Prl, One could adopt Prl’; Elimimate all
iradvertent inconsistencies of form found in the copv-text, This is clearly
an advance over Prl in so far as it would permit us to eliminate obvious
typographical errors. It would also provide us with a principled basis tor
chiminating a number of orthographical inconsistencies: those, for example,
that represent the madvertent failure of the compositors to reform Hume's
practice thoroughly. Thus the consequent critical text, instead of reading
sometimes shewr and sometimes shor, would wse only one of these forms,
although, to determine which of the rtwo forms is to be used, we would need
to use Prl’ in conjunction with either Pr2 or Pr3. Unformnately, however,
not even this revised principle helps with some of the decisions that must be
made. It cannot be said that the compositors madvertently miroduced such
forms as make-| g, or that they madvertently set the ordinals that begin
paragraphs in small capitals. These inconsistencies may have been the result
of habitual practices followed unreflectively, but they are not for that reason
inadvertent, Consequently, it we allow ourselves to be guided only by Prl’,
we will find ourselves required to include in the critical text of the Trearise
forms that we can be sure Hume did not use, and inconsistencies of form
which in all likelihood were not to be found in his manuscript of the work,
while at the same nme we will be required w forgo the opportunity to restore
to the text useful features (1talicized ordinals 1in Books 1 and 2, for example)
of the manuscript. Moreover, to allow soime of these inconsistencies to stand
would be unhelptul, and sometimes even misleading. That an unmitgated
adherence to either Prl or Prl’ would have such consequences reveals that
neither would be a satisfactory guide in the marter before us.

Given the failure of Prl and its variant, Pr1’, we appear to have no choice
but to adopr a principle that allows us to ehminate compositorially mtroduced
inconsistencies from our crtical edioen, Pr2, calling as 1t does for the
chimination of inconsistencies by adhering to Hume's preferred practice, will
do just that.

B A Trearise of Flastan Natare, 3 vols, Introa. by [0 Ravoor,
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T'here 1s much to be saud for Pr2, One can often learn enough about Hume's
manuscript practice to determine which of two or more inconsistent forms he
preferred. It also seems generally right to suppose that the critcal rext of a
work published in only a single edition should bear the greatest possible
resemblance to the manuscript from which it derives, or, when the manu-
script atself i1s not extant, to the known manuscript practices of the author,
But, while this may seem generally right, it certainly does not appear to be
universally right, As we noted above, Hume consistently capitalized sub-
stantives, The first-edimon text does so only rarely, The uncritical applic-
ation of Pr2 would entail restoring such an initial capital to thousands of
substantives. Would 1t seem right, or merely capricious, to introduce these
thousands of capitals now? In addition, having decided to let the evidence
of Hume's preferences decide between inconsistencies, we could be pressed
to explain why we have nort taken that same evidence to lead us to restore
certain other forms that the compositors managed to eliminate completely.
It there 15 no principled way of deflecting this argument, and none 15 obvious,
then we would find that the unqualified application of Pr2 would require us
not only to replace mimedrately with memediat!y, but also and by &, for in all
likelihood both would have been the standard form used in the manuscript.®
O this tack, our erincal text would soon cease to resemble any book published
m early eighteenth-century Britain, tor &', as short-hand for gred, was typically
transformed into end. In short, the unqualified use of Pr2 would also lead to
a number of unaceeprable consequences.

We are left, then, with Pr3. The first-edinion text iself must be the
touchstone by which the forms of the critical text are to be determined. Bur,
although we have been led to this position by the arguments appearing
to climinate the alternative principles available w us, 1t is clear that an
unqualified reliance on Pr3 would also lead to unacceptable consequences.
Consider the now familiar examples, make-|me and ordinals. Shall we
mstruct the compositors of the critical text to insert an ¢ in the event that
certin words, makimg or judeement, for example, are divided between hines?
Or, in the matter of ordinals, which shall we say 15 the standard practice of the
first-edition text, the one used in Volumes 1 and 2, or the one used in Volume
37 Which of these two standards should be followed? Should this objection
be countered by an appeal to statistical superiority, by the claim that, because

A2 The situation is even more complex than this suggests. Flume regularly used a variation of
the ampersand (effectively, a +) to represent both the English word ard (see Ed, App 1 for
examples), and the Latin word «f . His compositors consistently translated this symbaol, as it rep-
resented and, mto that word. With equal consistency they converted the same symbol, when
represented the of of ere,, into a printed &, thereby producing &,
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the practice of Volumes 1 and 2 15 the numerically more common practice, it
should determine the form of the critical text, we would find ourselves ina
further quandary. The practice of Volumes 1 and 2 1s iself consistent only
in so far as small capitals are used for those ordinals that begin paragraphs.
Paragraph-internal ordmals in the same seres are sometimes also in roman,
but sometimes they are atalicized, and not, apparently, according to any
pattern that could provide us with a sensible rule by which to introduce the
same meonsistent pattern into the ordinals of Volume 3. Althouwgh we could
obviously extrapolate a purely mathematical pattern from the apparently
random usage of the earlier volumes, it would be absurd to sprinkle Yolume 3
with paragraph-internal ordinals randomly determined to be roman or italic,
and to do soiw the mame of consistency. Perhaps, after all, 1015 Prl that should
be adopted.

It would be poimntless to go round the same circle again, Bur having shown
that no simple, mechanically applied rule can make the unavoidable editorial
decisions that the editors of a critical editon of the Treatise face, we can now
add meaning to our earlier statement of policy. We have followed the form of
the copy-text unless the grounds for making a change appear to be better than
the grounds for ollowing exactly the text or forms of this text. The prima
tacie betrer grounds are various, and derve from several sources: any explicat
corrections of accidentals found in the three Errata, Hume's manuscript
correctionsof accidentals in copies of all three volumes, Hume's manuscript
practices and his expressed preferences, the copy-text itself, Hume's later
use of texts from the Treatise, mtbrmation about eighteenth-century composit-
orial practice,” information abour eighteenth-century orthography and
punciuation, our own judgement as informed by the preceding and improved
and tempered by the advice ol others qualified to give advice on such matters.

1.53.4 Summary

Following a comprehensive review of the forms of the copy-text (orthography,
punctuation, and the use of italics and small capitals, tor example) and a
survey of Hume's manuscript practice for the vears surrounding the writing
of the Trearize, we have concluded that many of the inconsistencies of form
tound in the first edinon of this work were introduced by the compositors'
efforts to substitute their preferred forms for those found m Hume's

BT bl also be moted that the eritieal texn makes no effort 1o preserve cectain typographcal
conventions commaon to eighteenth-century book production. These include, e.g., the use of small
capitals at the cutset of cach paragraph, catchwords, the long ¢, and variows kinds of ormamentaton.
These matters are dscussed more fully in Sect. 2.1 below.
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manuscripts ™ Faced with an unavoidable choice between preserving or
eliminating such inconsistencies, we have chosen to eliminate those which
cannot be traced to Hume's practice. This choice 1s justified by the fact thar
there appear to be no compelling reasons for preserving such inconsistencies,
and good reasons for eliminating them., At the very least, the resulting critical
text will prove less susceptible to the kind of misunderstanding that can
arise when one finds a key term (reflection, for example) randomly spelled in
ditferent wava™ As a consequence of this decision in the matter of consist-
ency of accidentals absoactly considered, the crincal text more closely
approximates the manuscript that Hume prepared, and the likely desires of
author and printer alike, both of whom appear to have aimed lor consistency
of torm. Our practice m eliminating these inconsistencies can be summarized
in a few sentences,

First, if with respect toa particular usage the printed rext is in fact perfectly
consistent, we have followed this usage even when we have good evidence
that Hume’s standard usage was otherwise. Thus, for example, the critcal
text follows the first edition in using immedio fely, rather than imsmediatly, the
form routinely used by Hume. Second, if’ with respect to a particular usage
the printed wext is virtwaffy consistent, we have followed this usage even when
we have good evidence that Hume's standard wsage was otherwise, ™ Hence
the critical text begins virtually all sentence-internal substantives with lower
case (some are, as they were 1n the copy-text, m small capitals) even though
these would have begun with capitals in Hume's manuseript. On the same
grounds, the five cases of it's as the neuter singular possessive have been
replaced by irs, the form used on 739 other occasions, Third, if with respect
to a particular usage the first-edition text is neither perfectly nor virtually
consistent, and if’ we have good reason w suppose that Hume's relevant
manuscript practice was generally consistent, we have followed his usage
rather than that of the compositors. Hence, for example, the critical text
invariably uses italicized ordinal terms and such forms as advawe d, antient,
choose, conmexion, modify'd, perswade, reflection, show, and wou'd, to the
exclusion of the alternatives, advanced, ancient, chuse, coniection, modified,

HOWe emphasize that we are speakimg only of mesnsstencees of form, Iy many respects the
compositors did impose their preferved forms with perfect or near-perfect conststency, and we have
fownd no growmds for reversing thess successes,

¥ The widely used Selby-Higge edition silently, and following no apparent guiding principle,
replaces first-edition uses of reffection or its plural with refevion or its plural on more than fifey
occasoms{see above, Sect. 1,20 Tos edioon alsosilenty ehmanates two of the three usesof coreecteer,
oecasionally adds an  w ee ' forms; and, while it deletes the end-of-line ¢ in makeing and traceing,
uses fadeng, and nereases from one 1o three the wses of pvdremens and from three to fowr the wses of

Salsefioed, In shorn, the Selbsv-Higge edivi cannct be held ap as o model of orthographical accurmey
o7 CONSISTency. By virfnally coisestent, we mean approximately 99 per cent consistent.
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persuade, reflexion, shew, and won/d, introduced into the text, as we believe, by
the compositors, Fourth, if with respect to a particular usage the first-edition
text 15 neither perfectly nor virtually consistent, we have also looked two
and followed the standard of use in Volume 3. In so far as this volume was
produced nearly two years later than the other two, for a more experienced
author, and n several respects appears to conform more nearly to Hume's
manuscript practice, this precedence 15 justibied. Fifth, and last, if with
respect o a particular usage neither the frst-edition text as a whole nor
Volume 3 15 either perfectly or virtually consistent, and we either lack good
evidence of Hume's preferred usage or know his usage to have been variable,
we have allowed the mconsistency o stand in the case of orthographical
torms, but have generally ehminated inconsistencies in the use of 1walics and
certain forms of punctuation, Thus, for example, the erincal text includes
both dependance and dependence because the sampled manuscripts use both
spellings, but, in keeping with what isonly a general practice of the copy-text
and Hume's manuscripts, all mentioned words are printed in italic, and all
sub-sentential questions are followed by a question mark. The great majority
of these formal emendations are recorded in Register A, but those that derive
from Hume himself are recorded in Register B.

1.6 Formal Emendaton of the Abstract and the Letter
from a Gentleman

1.6.1 The Abstract

In preparing the critical text of the Afstracr, we have followed the general policy
and procedures set out in 1.5.3—4 above. But because of the different circum-
stances in which the Abstrace was produced, the results are in some respects dif-
terent. Hume wrote the main body of the short work now known as the Abstrace
sometime during the second half of 1739, His intention was to publish this
account of the Treatise in The Fhstory of the Works of the Learned, but his plan
tailed because that journal already had on hand an untavourable review of the
Treatise, aveview published in its Novemberand December 1739 issues.™ Indue
course Hume appears to have turned to John Noon for help, tor, after Hume had
prepared a brief Preface to the work, Noon arranged for the Adstract to be
printed by William Strahan and published anonymously by Charles Corbet.
Given that in this scheme of things neither Hume nor Noon was to be
implicated in the publication of the Afsiract, 1t is not surprising that Noon
had the pamphlet printed by Strahan rather than Wilson. It the idea was w

A7 For details, see Historical Account, Sects. 3 and 7.4
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present the Afsiract as a bit of “intermeddling” (Pref. 3) by a third party, it
would be well wo give ita different appearance. And this Strahan’s composi-
tors did. They gave the work a different general appearance and a difterent
set of accidental norms. Most noticeably, thev eliminated all but one of the
twenty-hive on'd forms that would hikely have charactenzed the manuscript,
and about 85 per cent of the ¢ forms. They also used shew and shewn on
the two relevant occasions. The critical text adheres to these and the other
predominant practices of the copy-text, All changes of torm are reported in
Register A below,

1.6.2 The Letier from o Gentlenan

Because Hume's contribution to the Letter from a Gentleman was a letter not
intended for publication, we have limited changes of form to the moderniza-
tion of quotaton marks and the correction of tvpographical errors. See
Secr, 2.2.2. 3 below,

1.7 Sources of Substantive Emendations

In making substantive emendations to the copy-texts of the Trearise and the
Absteact, we have consulted the imited but important materials in Hume's
hand that bear directly on these texts. With respect to the Treanse, these
materials include three of Hume's letters; a draft version of 3.3.6, ' Canclusion
of this book’; and Hume's marginalia in copies of the Frearise, With respect to
the text of the Ahstrace, there are only a few marginalia in the copy-text itselt
to consider. Mo manuscript remains bear directly on the text of the Letter
Srom a Gentleman, but Hume's one surviving comment about that work has
influenced our decision about the appropriate form of the critical ext. An
additional set of substanove emendations derive from the judgements of
editors, ourselves included.

1.7.1 Hume's Letters

Extant letters from as early as 1727 until shortly before Hume's death in 1776
reveal much about the origins of the Tregrise and its author's intentions,
expectations, and opinions as these bear on the work. Parts of three of these
letters were written largely in response to Francis Hutcheson's comments on
a draftof Book 3, Of Mevafs. The queston of how Hume may have reshaped
this draft to produce the published version of Book 3 15 the topic of Section 3
of the Historical Account found above. The third of the two letters replicates,
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with minor differences in accidentals and two small verbal variatons, a two-
sentence ‘Reasoning” found ar 3: 24.15-28 (301.40-302.2), but provides no
grounds for emendation of the copy-text.™

1.7.2 Manuscriptof Treatise 3.5.0

This manuscript (National Library of Scotland M5 23159, item 15) of about
1,150 words 1s of immterest because it 1s the sole remaming manuscript of the
Treatise orof any of the philosophical works that Hume published during his
lifetime. Ihis manuscript is most likely the copy of the conclusion t Book 3
that Hume sent to Hurcheson, a copy that was left among the latter’s papers
along with the letters from Hume mentoned above. This manuscript does
not represent a stage of thought signifhcandy different from that of the text
printed in late summer or autumn 174H), but it does give usan wdea of the torm
in which the Treatise was sent to the printers, and of how Hume's manuscript
practices or conventions were transformed into printed forms. The complete
tour-page text is reproduced photographically in Ed. App. 1. Potentially sig-
nificant verbal differences between this draft and the eritical textare recorded
in Register B below, but no emendations have been made as a consequence of
these variant readings. Ed. App. 1 also includes a record of all the substantive
chitferences, and many of the accidental difterences, between the versions of
3.3.6 tound in the copy-text and n this manuscript.

1.7.3 Treatise Errata

The first volume of the copy-text contains at a2" a tourteen-ling, eighteen-
entry Errata for Volume 1, and immediately below it a six-and-one-halt-ling,
nine-entry Errata for Volume 2. Volume 3 contained, first, at A4"an eight-line,
nine-eniry Errata, and then by means of a cancel, a fourteen-line, eighteen-
cntry Errata. The shorter of these two hists 15 consistent, so far as it goes, with
the longer list that replaces it. Excepting certain directions in conflict with
Hume's later hand-written corrections to his own copy of the first edition,
the eritical text incorporates the alterations called tor by these Errata ®

1.7.4 The Appendix to Volume 3

The first-edition text of Volume 3 concludes with a 5,600-word Appendix,
‘Wherein some Passages ol the foregoing Volumes are illustrated and explain’d’
% The letters ave those to Hutcheson of 17 Sept. 1759 and 4 and 16 March 17400 See Laters, 1

FZ=4}, The vwo sentences mentioned are printed in full, Historical Account, Sect, 3.
" For these conflicts apd their resolution, see the relevant entries in Register B below,
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Making up about one-half’ of this Appendix are nine passages, ranging in
length from 100 to 650 words, accompanied by instructions for their
inseroon at nine distnct locations in Book 1. The critcal texr, following
these instructions, incorporates into the text of Book 1 the nine passages
mentioned, 1t also follows Hume's directions by correcting two additional
errors mentioned in the Appendix. These amendments and corrections are
recorded in Register B below. In the present edition, the remaining parts
of the Appendix follow Book 3, just as the complete Appendix did in first-
edition copies of the work, In addinon, the complete Appendix as published
n 1740 15 reprinted below as Ed. App. 2, thus allowing readers o consider
the order and scope of Hume’s discussion as it was presented to eighteenth-
L'L'Tltlll'}' l'L'EI.I'.IL‘TH-

1.7.5 Hume"s Marginalia in the Trearise

As we noted n 1.2.1-2 above, Hume's hand-written corrections or amend-
ments are found in two sets, and one parr set, of the Treatise. Twenty-five of
the corrections found in Volumes 1 and 2 of the Pope copy do nothing more
than make corrections called for by the Erram for these volumes. The
remaiing correction, to 1: 37.4-5(24.21-2), corrects, in effect, the Errata.™
T'he Kames copy contains, m Volumes | and 2, fortv-seven corrections in
[Hume’s hand, twentyv-five called for by the Errata, the variant correction to
1: 57.4-5 (24.21-2), and an additional twenty-one corrections not found
elsewhere, These latter are for the most part stylistic, although the correction
at 22 104.5 (217.10) of ever to wever, does restore the obvious sense of the
argument there.

(O the approximately ninety hand-written interventions found in the
Hume copy (the Brinsh Library copy) of Volume 3, eighteen address the same
items as the Errata to this volume, but only eleven of these exactly replicate
an Errata entry. Three of the remaining seven differ in form (spelling or
capitalization); four are substantively difterent, Of the seventy-plus addi-
tional interventions, the majority may be aptly described as stvlisne, but this
still leaves a fair number of substantal alterations or amendments to the
text. Each of these corrections or amendments 1s recorded in Register B.
Moreover, we have assumed that Hume would have undertaken to mcor-
porate in any new edition of the reasise notonly the correcnions called for by
the Errata, but also the further corrections or amendments suggested by way
of his marginalia, and have responded accordingly to these suggestions.

" Al details may be seen in Begister B below,
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Where the Errata and the hand-written correcoons are in contlict with
respect to accidentals, we have followed the Errara, because these conform w
the standards of capitalization and punctuation sex by the copy-text. Where
there 15 such a conflict in respect of substantive matter, we have generally
accepted the reading of the hand-written material, because this post-dates
the Errata and thus can reasonably be taken to represent Hume's later
thoughts on the issue addressed. When we have not given preference to this
material, we have explained our decision in 4 note to the relevant Register
Eeniry,

1.7.6 Hume's Marginalia in the Abseract

As Connon has reported, the British Library copy of the Abstract, which is
bound with the Hume copy of Volume 3 of the Treatise, includes four
substantive amendments in Hume's hand.” These amendments have been
incorporated in the critical text, Inaddition, several copies examined include
a further correction, in an unknown hand, at D27, line 24. This amendment,
which was most likelv made by a corrector in the employ of William Strahan,
the printer of the first edition, has also been incorporated in the critical text
Dietails of these amendments are found in Register B, There 15 no addinonal
evidence that Hume intended or hoped tor a second edition of the Abstrace,
but we have taken his corrections as an indication that he was not satisfied
with the work as published, and as grounds for amending the copy-text,

1.7.7 The Letter from a Gentleman

Hume mentions the Letter from a Gentlenian just once in his correspondence.
‘lam sorry’, he wrote to Kames, that *you shou'd have found vourself obhe'd
to print the Letter [ wrote to Mr Couts, it being so hastily compos™d that
I scarce had time to revise it.™ Given this indication that the Leiter from a
Crentleman was not written with publication in mind, and the further fact that
Hume did not see the work through the press—did not have an opportunity
to treat it as though intended for publication by, for example, providing
Errata—and did not, so far as we know, make corrections to a copy of the
printed text, we have treated the copy-text as a printed transcript of a letter
that had been hghtly edited by Kames, Consequently, with the exception
of several typographical errors (see 2.2.1.5, 2.2.2.1), and a necessary

TR Conmon, “Some Hume M&S Alterations on a Copy of the “Ahsteact™”,
* For further details, see Historical Acesunt, Sect. 8.
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adjustment of guotation marks, the crincal text of the Letter from a
Crentleman follows its copy-text,

1.7.8 Conclusion

Abstracting from these authorally derved emendations, we have mstituted
only a relatively few substantive emendations to the Treatize, and only a small
number of these have a significant effect on the sense of the ext. A tew minor
changes have also been made to the text ot the Absirac. Fach of these emenda-
tions 15 recorded in Register B, and our reasons for making them are ser out
in notes, but some general remarks, with illustrations, are in order here.

The Treatise 1s a work of some 225,000 words. The evidence suggests that
Hume prepared his manuscript with care. In addition, a corrector may have
checked proots by having the manuscript read aloud to him, Hume, who was in
London when all three volumes were published, surely availed himself of the
opportunity to read proofs. Despite these elforts, the Trea tise was far from per-
tectly printed. As we have noted, Errara were compiled for all three volumes,
and Hume himself made further corrections.™ In addition, we have judged the
copy-text of the Freatise to be mn need of further substantive emendation on
approximately seventv-five occasions. We note, however, that while these
emendations are all appropriately classthed as substanive, Inasmuch as they go
bevond such merely formal features as spelling or punctuation, about 15 per
cent of them are on the borderling of this classihcation (eight, for example,
concern a choice between thase or these). The majority of the remainder have
only modest etfect on the substance or meanng ot the text. Roughly thirty
emend by substituting a noun of a different number (1.¢. singular or plural), or
bringing about numerical agreement of subject and verb. Another ten are
minor in other respects: an obviously massing word 15 supphed or an inappro-
priate particle replaced. In shore, we have made fewer than hfteen substantive
changes that atfect the sense of the text, and several of these follow recommen-
dations made, implicitly or explicitly, by earlier editors or commentators.
Moreover, our decisions about such changes have benehited from oppor-
tunities to discuss proposed emendations, opportunities arising from the
publication of what has been n effect a prototype of the critcal text™ and
of an article setting out the substantive differences between that prototype

“ For the significant set of obviows textual or tvpographical ervors not noted i the Errats or
corrected by Flume, see below, Sect. 2.2.1.3.

“ This prowtype & the text of the Treanize as foand in the Oxford Philosophical Texts (OFT)
edition of the work, first printed m 20000, The eleventh and later impressions of that text, and
any subsegquent OF T edieers of the Trearee and the Abseace, follow the critical text fownd m vol, 1
of this, the Clarendon edition of these works.
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and the familiar Selbv-Bigge edition of the Treamse.”™ As a result of these
discussions, we have elected to follow the copv-text in two controversial
mstances: at 1: 542323200 and ar 1: 351.25(134.7).

In the first of these instances we had suggested that the text should read
‘quantity’ rather than ‘quality’. While we continue to believe that the context
of this remark and the balance of Hume's discussion in Trearise 1.2 provide
grounds o question the reading ol the copy-text, we have been reminded
that Hume does speak of “desrees e any guality” (1.3.1.1; see also 1.1.53.7,
1.3, 1.2)and of *a real quality of extension’ that may be compounded (1,2.2.2;
see also 1.4.5.13). Thus the grounds tor accepring the copy-text reading may
be stronger than those favouring emendaton.™

In the second nstance, we suggested that the text should read “dennty?
rather than ‘unity’, If this emendation is called for, the case tor it needs to be
made at a length mappropriate to a note, and thus we have retained the
reading of the copyv-text. We raise the issue, and sketch reasons in favour of
an emendation atann, 1347,

The substantive emendations we or earlier editors have made are set out in
Register B below.

1.8 Editing the Quotations in the Texts

Cluotations in the Freanse and Abseract are of two types: those drawn from
other authors {external sources), and those drawn from the 7reatise iself.

1.5.1 Accidentals

The norms of the copy-text, as these bear on orthography and italics, have
been followed. On the other hand, the origimal punctuanon of Hume's
self-quotations has been tollowed on the grounds that deviations from his
original are at least as likely to derive from the compositors as from Hume's
transcription of the text quoted.™

1.8.2 Substantives

For doubtful substantive readings of quoted material drawn from external
sources, we have emended the text by substituting readings that rehably

¥ LUF Norton amd 8. [, Norton, *Substantive Differences between Two Texts of Hunee's Treatine.

O We are nlebted re AL AL Stewart Tor counsel on this matter, Chur reasons for guestiioning the
reading are summarized moanm, 23,149,

** We have reached this concluston from a study of cancels and the leaves they replace, See Rep-
gsper B, entries 8121, 24001 31817, 314955, 32003, 57, 45; 321 .37, 40, 45; 322 nitle.
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represent the apparent sense of quoted texts and that are found in edinions
of these texts available to Hume. We have done so because we do not
believe that Hume intentionally mistranscribed the texts in question, and
because the deviations in question are small ones that may have been intro-
duced by the compositors, just as deviations in punctuation were introduced
bv them,

Un the occasion in the Treatise when Hume, quoting himsell, omirs, first,
four sentences, and then two words of hns own texe, we have assumed that
the first omission was mtentonal and the second madvertent, and have thus
supplicd the two missing words, For further details, see ann. 379,12 and
Register B, entry 37916,

1.9 Standardized or Universal Forms of Reference

See vol. 1, A Note on the Texts, and Sect. 2.1.5-% below.

2. REGISTER A: FORMAL EMENDATIONS

This Register reports two kinds of formal emendation: those systematic
changesof form made without further notice, and systematic emendations of
form reported by kind.

2.1 Systematic Changes of Form Made without Further Notice

2. 1.1 Eighteenth-century practices no longer commonly in use have been
eliminated. These include:

—Printing initial letters of paragraphs beginning Parts within factotums
—Printing initial letters of paragraphs beginning Secrions as two-line capitals
—Printing in capital-small capital combinations the first or fivst and second word(s)
of allother paragraphs of the Treatise and the Abstracr
—The use of ornaments
The use of the long *{*
The use of catchwords
—The use of signatures
—MAdvertisements of other works in the Treatise,

2.1.2 Lasts of contents printed m italic and placed ar the begin-
ning of each ot the three volumes of the Freatise have been printed in
roman, combined into a single list, and placed at the beginning ot the
critical text,
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2.1.3 Corrections called for by the Errata in Volumes 1 and 3 of the Trea-
tise have been made and recorded in Register B, and thus the Errata are
not as such included in the crincal edition.

2.1.4 The use of a full stop or a period following Book, Part, and Section
titles of the Treatise, and following numerals in the 7Treatise have been
chiminated. For the reason set out in 1.6.2 above, periods following numerals
have been leftin the text of the Letter from a Gentleman.

2.1.5 Section titles found in the marging of the copy-text of the Treatise
have been used as the running heads of the critical text of that work, These
running heads also provide, in arabic numerals, Book, Part, and Secrion
numbers.

2.1.6 Each Book, Part, and Section of the Trearse has been numbered
arabic, the form more hikely to have been used by Hume in his manuscript
(see Ed. App. 1}, and the torm that he consistently used for sections in his
notes to Volumes 1 and 2 of the copy-text.

2.1.7 Paragraph numbers, beginning anew with each disunct section
of the Treatise and Abstracr, have been added in the lefi-hand margins. The
paragraphs of the Letter from a Gentleman have also been numbered conse-
cutively in the left-hand margins. Line numbers (10, 20, 30), beginning anew
with each page have been added in the nght-hand margins of all but pp. 4204
of the texts, T'he line numbers of footnotes continue overleaf as needed.

2.1.8 The right-hand margin of each page of critical text records the cor-
responding page(s) ot the text of the Treatise in what has for many years served
as the standard edition of this work, that edited by L. A, Selbv-Bigge in 1858,
and revised, with the addition of the Abstracr, by P H. Niddirch in 1978,

2.1.9 Symbols, asterisks or obehisks, for example, or lower-case letters
used o mark footnotes in the copyv-text of the Freatise have been replaced
by arabic numbers, and the notes of the entire work have been numbered con-
tunuously. Some foomote markers have been moved from the beginning to
the end of the phrase in which theyv are found, and those that in the
copy-text precede puncruation tollow that punctuation in the eritical ext,

21100 Repeated, marginal double quotation marks  distinguishing
emphasized or quoted material have been replaced by italic text or by the now
standard quotation marks that indicate the beginning and end of the marter-
1al quoted. Exceptions to this practice are hsted at 2.2.2 3 below:

2.2 Systematic Emendations of Form Reported by Kind

For the reasons outhined in 1.3 and 1.6 above, certain inconsistencies of form
tound in the copy-text of the Treapse and the Abstracr have been eliminated
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from the critical texts of these works, These emendanons have no effect on
the substantive meaning of the rext. Thev are of interest principally for the
light they shed on the manuscript conventions Huome probably used and
the manner in which the compositors converted his manuscript into a
printed book, Consequently, with a few exceptions, we have recorded these
emendations in Register A" We have orgamized these records by kind.
Those emendations that do or may aitect the sense of the text arve recorded
i Register B.

2.2.1 Orthography

Cienerally speaking, inconsistent orthography has been elimnated by adopt-
ing either Hume's preferred usage, as revealed by a review ot his manuscript
pracrice for the period +.1737-50, or by following the norms of the copyv-text
of the Treatise and the Abstract.”

2.2.1.1 Apostrophes

— Apostrophes added in the Treatge: 91,32 moment’s] moments 1200533
enemy's| enemies  236.5 other’s| others 286,41 "twou’d| "twond 3298
person’s| persons 3454 other’s] others 345,15 other’s] others 374,31
other's|others 39428 reader’s] readers™

— Apostrophes deleted inthe Treanse: 3112 1] If's 5143 18] 18's 638
every| ev'ry 10741 its] it’s  131.1 the other| tother 196,34 1ts] it's
265.33 s it’s 352,16 freed| free’d  373.15 the other] t'other

2.2.1.2 Hyphenation and Spacing
Hyphens restored or added in the Frearse: 1929 such-a-one| such a one
21.35 above-explain’d] above explain’d  24.38 sub-divisions]| subdivi-
sions 33,35 above-explain’d] above explun’d 3919 juxm-position|

M he -u"-ll_'l:priul'lﬂ are thase emendations of acenlentals that derve Trom the Ea i, Cin cielled
leaves, Hume's marginalia, or, in the dbsfracd, from the quoted text of the Treabie. These are
recorded in both Register A and Regiser B,

" As the emendartions here recorded are arcanged in groups of like kinds, reports of them can
often be made with significant cconomy of space, but all repores enable the reader o determine the
form of both copy-text aml crneal texr, Where bath eritial texr and copy-rest rendimgs arve expli-
citly reported, the emended critical texe alwavs precedes a square bracket, while the copy-texr
restding follows this bracker, as, for example: enemy’s| enemies. T hose stems that appear in pwo hsts
here in Register A are preceded v an asterisk (2). Those that appear in both Begister A and Kegis-
ter B are preceded by an obelisk ().

T Becanse it appears that only the singular possessive form ("8) was in use by 1740 (see Smith,
Printer™s Graomar, W8), we have nor emended the copy-texe in those few instances (see, e.g.,
175,19} in which a plural form (s} would now seem appropriate,

hi4



FEditing the Texts

juxta position 97,9 above-explain'd] above explain’d  *97.33-4 above-
cxplain’d| above explain’d  %7.41 to-day| o day  103.6 good-breeding)|
pood breeding 20842 above-cxplain’d] above explain’d 348,35 which-
cver| which ever  n. 82.3 (338), 383,38 above-explain'd] above explain’d

— Hyphens restored or added in the Abstrace: 408,36 who-ever| whoever
41115 billsard-ball] billard ball 415,34 above—explained ] above explamed

—Hyphens deleted in the Treatize: 7.19 no one] no-one  9.34 129 1228
3141 wherever| where-ever #7437 correlatve | co-relative 115,18 wherever |
wherg-ever <<enl="" 1537 34 anew| a-new 172,25 dwsapprobation| dis-
approbation 158,13 correlanve| cor-relative  193.21-2 disapprobartion |
dis-approbanon  228.9-10 countrymen| countryv-men 23444 apart] a-
part 2532 43 some way| some-way <eol= 31217 apart] a-part 336,13
withhold] with-hold 338,15 apart| a-part  337.3 bloodshed | hlood-shed
<enl> 306810 anew]| a-new  371.3Y aright| a-night 372,28 country-
men | country-men <eol> 37337 no one| no-one 37510 every one
every-one 395 2% apart | a-part

— End-of-line hyphenation. The following compound words appear in
the Treatise only as hyphenated words on two lines. In the absence of
further evidence from either the copy-text or extant manuscripts,
hyphenated torms ot these words have been used in the eritical text: 9.4H)
pinc-apple  34.7-8 quick-silver 117,34 head-pieces 26011 wise-
men 381,33 well-founded

— End-of-line additions, On nine occasions in the Treatise, the copy-text
compositors, following eighteenth-century practice, have added an ¢ when
dividing a word between two lines. " T'hese added letters have been deleted:
2%.45 falshood] false-hood  31.41, 115.18 wherever] where-ever 12510
making| make-ing 14535 tracing| trace-ing 148,30 making| make-ing
183,31 talshoods] talse-hoods 213,13 judgment] judge-ment - 2472 taking |
take-ing  n. 6840 (297" falshood] talse-hood

— End-of-line spacing. On five occasions i the Treatise, words normally
printed as 4 single unitare printed at the end of one line and the beginning
of the following line, but without a hyphen, In conformity with the general
practice of the copy-text, these words are in the critical text printed as
single words: 2.2 seyself] sy sedl 92,26 myself] my self 316.22 irself] it
selt 343,160 nevertheless| never | the less 3448 myselt] my self

T he potation <eol = indicates thar the copy-rext uses 3 hvphen apparently beciuse a word or
part thereof has come at the end of a line.

W For an explanation of these addifions, see n. 08 above,

w5 Numbers in parentheses tollowing references to notes are to the page on which the note
beging in vol. 1 of this edition.
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2.2.1.3 Letters (In this section, emendations are recorded alphabetically.)

In the Freabise: amidst replaces amid: 14744 anvent repl. ancient: Y5, 57,
D844, 144.37  ballance repl. balance i compounds: 313,11, 31016, 365.13
betwixt repd, between: 3144, 1319, 1412 14013, 18932 Catholics repl.
Catholicks: 7927 choose and its forms vepld, chuse and ies fornes; 40,2, 38,31,
198,29, 261.26, 2657, 267,12, 267.14, 267 .17, 267.29, 276,36, 300,30, 301.1,
34331, 343,32, 347,11, 351,13, 353,23, 350.6, 350.20, 358.2, 35820, 361.31,
ah2.8, 3607, 3314 concurr’d repl. concur’d: 3393 connexion(s) repl.
connection(s): 46,334, 49.22, n. 68.6 (297} controuling repl. controlling:
316,21 co-temporary sepl. contemporary: 10%.235  conveniencies repl,
conveniences: 203,11, 204,43, 2051920, 23312  corvollary awd its forms
repl. corrollary and sts forms: 11511, 1169 discernible repl. discernable:
25124, 3443 enchanted repl. inchanted: 397,26 enclos’d repd. inclos’d:
16043  encrease repl. increase: 42,21, 15429, 325.5, 35%.30  enforce and
w5 forms repl. inforce and s forms; 752, 27336, 34454 enlarging repl.
mlargme: 1151  enbiven and its forms repd, imliven and 1ty forms: 69,24,
0934, 6040, 0.7, 70015, 7036, 71,12, 753, 8437, 90,7, 97,13, 101,10,
101,18, 149.3, 207.40, 208,27, 228,42, 242,45, 270.25, 271.16, 279.3, 289.34
entirely repl. ntirely: 11.28  entitled repl. ntided: 210,34, 387.26 faint
repl. feint: 379 34 falsly repl. falsely: 13740 farther repd. further: 86,14,
122,32 fervours sepl  fervors: 85,17 forlorn  eepl.  forelorn: 172,16
imbecility repl. imbecillity: 356,23 implicitly repld. imphicitely: 81.1, 173.13
mactive  repl. unactive: 107,35 inconveniencies  repl.  inconveniences:
191718, *82.1, 312,22 31515, 317.33, 3304, 34521, 34856, 3487
mferr’d repd, infer’d: 17,20, 12732, 241.24  isosceles repl. 1soceles: 19,26,
3211 merely repl. meerlv: 28,35, 37.26, 43.9 middling repd. midhing:
23017 perswade and s forms repl. persuade and s forms 466, 76,9,
S04, 81,18, 85.5, 85,35 98 24, 144,35, 1457, 15225, 30219, 35214, 358.5,
365.7,365.32-3, 365,37, 375,56, 380,14, 380,16, 390.41, 39542 plane repl.
plain: 38.6, 38.8, 38,12, 38,18, 38.22, 42.2 public repl. publick: 193.10,
0915, 31841, 31842, 3195, 3199 431922, 321.23, n. 718 (313)
pusillanimous and 1t farms vepl. pusilanimous and s forns 1453.5, 283,135
recal repl recall: 13200 referr’d repd. refer'd: 16,21 reflection(s) repl.
reflexion(s): 8.7, 10.36, *11.4, 11.12, 11.14, 70.2, 198.29, 236.18, 236.23
relices repd. velicks: 71,2 separates and oy forms repl, separates and its forms:
2811, 282 3% show and its forms vepl. shew and its formes: 8,37, 10038, 14,15,
23.2, 27349, 30,30, 4334, 44.27, 47.20, 47.29, 3210, 36.21, 37.33, 62,10,
0336, 64.29, 697, 841, 102,40, 10715, 10718, 117.30, 117.34, 120.1,
12132, 126.15, 13421, 14042, 14117, 14144, 143.25, 148.15, 150.27,
153816, 160,39, 166,37, 171.9, 174,20, 175,31, 192 41, 194.25, 195,22, 198,34,
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199,29 2124, 212,45, 215,14, 215,38, 2202, 226,22, 226,32, 227.1, 227 38,
233.32,235.13, 23017, 239,31, 253.5, 20015, 265.26, 270,38, 286.24, 256,40,
295,15, 298.7, 299,35, 500.1, 300,10, 300.25, 305.5, 303.20, 505.5, 305.42,
07,56, 30920, 315.35, 317.30, 31836, 322.11, 325.11, n. 75.18 (327),
336,21, 343,23, 348.9, 350.4, 3539.37, 361.16, 362.6, 378.4, 383,38, 35340,
84,15, 388,21, 3Y0.5  steady repl. steddy: 11,36 stvl'd repl. sul’d: 278,20
subtile repl subtle: 34529 135145 sobulity and its formes repl. subuilty and
iy forms: 937, 268.1, 30733, n. 73.82 (328) surprizing repl. surprising:
196.33, 196,35, 196,45, 19716, 208.31 suspence repl. suspense: 123285,
123.35, 302,34 tacit repl. tacive: 32412 Tho' repl. THOUGH: 345,32 il
repl. "0l 3840, 66,43, 125.24, 262.4, 265.19, 27352, 278.34, 284.2  tran-
quilhity repd. trangumlicy: 282 43, 39737 tansterr’d repd. ranster’d: 95,1,
187.24, 25130 mal sepl. tryal: n, 7524 (327)  uncompounded repd
incompounded: 154.%

In the Abstract: connexion replaces connection: 416,38 entirely repl
intirely: 407.31, 408.7  entitle repd. intitle: 416,30 farther repl. further:
405,21

2.2.1.4 Letters and Apostrophes

In the Treaiise: 'd replaces ed: 3.5 advanc’d  3.% obtain'd  3.11 deduc’d
3.20 manag'd 324 gain®d 335 determin’d 339 fail'd 339 esteem’d
4.7 jude’'d 412 hop'd  4.29 follow'd 5.4 engag’d  5.29 arrv’'d 5,32
refin’d 533 requir'd 534 discover’'d  5.40 obrain’d  5.42 esteem’d
.3 pracuis’d 6,18 compar’d 713 distnguish'd - V.26 distinguish’d  n.
2.2 (7) allow’d n. 2.5 (7) produc’d 842 form’d 927 tollow’d 108
enpoy’d  10ULT convey'd 10,19 derv’d 10028 suppos®d, dernv’d 10,36
deriv’d 1038 convev'd 10.42 dertv’d 115 deriv’d 11.11 call’d
1112 deriv’d 1129 call’d  12.23 mendon’'d  13.25 interpos’™d 13,28
allow’d 13,31 esteem’™d 147 requir'd 14,32 us’d 14,35 above-
cxplain’d 1440 allow’d 153 3esteem’d 155 produc™d  15.7 consider’d
15,37 suppos’™d 1618 assign’d  10.2] suppos’d 16,22 suppos’d 16,36
form’d 174 annex’d 17.18 esteem’d 185 conmpoan’d 193 acquir'd
23.27 dimimish’d 23,39 resolv’d 28,15 annex™d  n. 20,2 (67) recen'd
7331 receivd 8239 inclin'd  83.24 suppos’d  83.27 explain’d 8339
observid 8341 requir'd  83.43 receiv’d  FY7.33—4 above-explain’d
114.12 consider’™d 14842 recewv’d 15003 call’d  151.25 conceiv'd
19719 desir'd 2072 concerwv’d  223.13-14 disturb’™d 29421 suppos’d
20510 pronounc™d 2971 ascrib’™d  n. 68,2 (297) affirm’d  n. 68.15(297)
us'd 1 6830 (297) receivid n. 68.33 (297) receiv’d n. 68.39 (297)
derv’'d  n. 68,3940 (297} suppos’d 2984 caus’d 298,12 discover'd
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29913 compar’d 29914 plac’d 29915 suppos™d 299,22 compar'd
244 38 well-dispos’d 300,17 acknowlede’d  303.42 consider’d  304.22
deriv’d  304.43 oppos™d 30512 oppos™d 30520 oppos’d 305,38
distinguish’™d  n. 7001 (305) oppos’d 3076 deriv’d 3078 produc’d
30712 consader’d  310.11 confin’d 316,31 esteem’d 361,42 transpress'd
38938 valu'd - 389 3% valu’d 3929 receiv'd 39423 valu'd 39424 valu'd.

In the Abstrace: ed replaces’d: 405,15 arained, seemed 405,16 claimed
405,18 received 40526 judged 40535 seemed 413,53 contined
413.19-20 supposed 413.22 annexed  413.27 performed  413.37
acquired 41344 contained 4137 asked 41514 wished 41516 waged

In the Treatse: v'd replaces wed: 3.9 carry’d 320 muolaply'd 5,31 sat-
sivid B> carry'd 820 copy’d 10038 convey'd 11.12 copy'd 1326
carryv'd 1541 imply'd 196 applv’'d 8424 hurrv'd 100,22 carrv’d
1778 carrv’d 21419 mornby'd 238,18 vary’'d 312,15 sansty'd  313.4
carry’d  317.41 supply’d 31810 marry’d 31817 supply’'d  343.21
cary’d 34425 satisfi’d  346.20 verify’d  347.23 carnv’d 3514 signify'd
353,20 carry’d  360.2 dyv'd 360015 satisty’d 362.2 dy'd  366.2
carry'd 30678 diversify’d 36933 sansiv'd  375.33 diversifv’d  376.21
satisfy’d  370.25 morafy’d 37939 apply’d  380.13 morufy’d  380.20
accompany'd 38238 tancy’d 38834 apphv'd 39121 occupy’d 3925
tortify’d 394,29 supply’d 39719 vary’'d 39730 modifv’d 3994 supply’d

In the Abstract ed replacesy’d: 40515 remedied  411.1 carried

In the Freatise: 'd replaces Id: cou’d repd. could: 26.8, 31742, 331,32,
331,33, 332.26, 333.1, 3333 shou'd repl. should: 4.44, 5.42, 6.10, 5.36,
10.21, 11.2, 12.35, 1543, 16.22, 25.3, 82.2, §2.3, 293.20, n. 68.16 (297),
301.7,302.16, 304.26, 304.34, 312,28, *321.14, 334.26, 343.23  "owou'd repl,
twould: 86,15, *321.16  wou'd repl. would: 3.7, 4.1, 3.23,5.24, 6,12, n. 2.4
(7, 14.21,21.15,25.2, 26.10, 60.31, 82.5, 82.8, 294 40, 296.29, 301.1, 301.7,
313.17, 317.43, 318.19, 318.29, *322.18, 347.22,

In the Abstrace: Id replaces™d: 4147 would] wou'd

2.2.1.5 Miscellancous Typographical Errors Corrected™

In the Treatise: 928 and] and and 11,17 philosophers| phlosophers
1220 second] sacond 2009 parallelograms]  paralelograms 28,39
phenomena] phenomina 2943 and this] an dthis  44.42-3 philosophy]
philosphy 4535 immoveable | imoveable 5134 fundamental] fundamantal

Aoy apparent tvpographical error that may constitute o substantve emendation 18 also
reported in Register .
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533.26 endeavour| endavour 5714 expressly| expresly  61.26 and] aud
*74.37 correlative] co-relative  76.21 foresees| forsees 7430 Rartho-
fomew| Bartholemew  83.2000ccur] cocur 5422 withhold] withold 883
actually] ac-actually  91.36 uninterrupted] uninterupted 935 w the)
tothe  97.6 probability | probabity  +n. 29 (106) Malehranche| Malbranche
107.11 uncertain] uncertian 108, 1% esteem | estem 114,26 preposterous|
proposterous 12231 preceding] preceeding 12236 quantity] quanity
12914 unreasonable] wnreason-sonable  144.2 conclusion] conlusion
148, 33 rresistible | irresistable 150,28 compos'd] compo’d 132,22 latter|
latrer  138.8 communicating | commuuicating 173,13 principle| princple
173.23  contradiction] conradicton 174,31 expressly] expresly 176,38
respect] repect 18310 seritonre | seritoure 191,39 ostentatious| ostenta-
cious 1952 villainy| villiany 1975 and| and and 202,37 or] ot 2324
agreeable] ageeeable 25415 waveller| travellar 206212 spontaneity] spon-
tantety 20228 something | somerhing 26331 invidious] invidous  265.7
be| be 26521 there] their 2737 which] whieh 276,39 proceed]
proceeed 28604 proesencibus| presemtibuy 295.5-6 agreement| argeement
236 proceeding] proceding  $318.% affection] affecton (S1)  321.15
distinction] dictinction (54)™  n. 7312930 (329 Tribemian] Treboman
33444 toresee] torsee 33941 perform] pertom 346,24 neighbourmg)
neighouring 348,77 we|we we 337, 3 sovereign | soverign - 362,20 Nalia|
Sylla n. 85.3(379) quemguam | quenguam

In the Letter from a Gentleman: 42135 Relations] Relatdons 42136
Existences| Existence  422.2 Reasonings | Reasoning  424.8 attach’d | attatch’d
424.25 Mankind] Mankina (the copy-text is hand-corrected to Mankind)
42524 Vol. 3] Vol. 2 425.31 Scepricism] Sceptecism 42533 Jeun desprit]
Feux a'esprit (the copy=text is hand-corrected to Jews o esprar)

2.2.2 Punctuation

2.2.2.1 Miscellaneous Errors Corrected

In the Trearise: 443 observation. | observation 10,29 proceed,| proceed
15.38 heat] heat, 17.22 erroneous,| erroncous. 20031 however,| however
27.21 ume. | tme  33.5 evident,] evident 4011 wiz.] vz,  42.31 distance, ]
distance; 4445 above-mention’d,| above-menoon’d 60,36 think] think,
68,39 frm,| firm 7936 remark,| remark; 18121 passions] passions,
'81.22 objection,] objection 86,31 and, properlv] and properly, 8923
evident, | evident 9542 evident, ] evident  n. 241 (99) Part] Pare. 11123

5 On the differences between States 1 and 4 mentioned here, see Sect. 1,22,
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must,| must  115.2 contiguity,| contguity 11543 be,| be n. 34.1 (126)
Part| Pare. 134.37 suppose, | suppose;  154.24 question,| question. 170,12
evident,] evident  190.27 But,] But  193.25 exalts,| exalts;  195.1% then,]
then 198.22 hang,] hang 216.31 hawred,] hatred n. 6001 {225) Experi-
ment, | Experiment 235,38 which,] which 236,26 colours,] colours.
208, 1Y myselt.] myself, 276,40 furure.] future  277.11 evident,] evident
281.26 evident,] evident  301.11 animal that] animal, that 30111 animal,
must| animal must 30135 volidons, | volinons 308,41 theretore, | theretore
MW.22 riches),| riches) 31536 property,] property, 131817 objects;|
objects? 131939 actions, | actions  "320.33 Nay| Nay, 732036 sympathy:]
sympathy: T320.42 mmstances, | instances 321,37 nothing, | nothing
32140 one,) one  T321.45 state,| state  T322 ode rules,| redes n. 7316
(327) Burgundy, | Burgundy  n. 75.200(327) accession. | accession n, 75,115
(329 undetermin’d. | undetermin’d, n. 76.2 (330) great measure,| grear,
mieasure  n. 7716 (332) relavon,] relation  338.36 might,] gkt 3506033
usurpation.| wsurpatiwon, 37811 thied| third;  T37915 pleasure,| pleasure;
TITYUA pain | pain,
In the Leiter frome a Gentleman: 420,11 Sabeiliy. ] Swbtilty

2,2.2.2 Omitted Question Marks Supplied'™

Inthe Treatise:  17.2 thewe? | then. 402 space? | space. 574 not?]not: 574
exist? | exist, 62,30 perceptions?| perceptions 64 14 expenience?] experience
103.5 together?| together. 1249 [fe?] fife. 126.1 perception?| perception.
137.34 annihilated?| annihilated. 13737 perceiving?|  perceivine,  138.21
beliel F) belief, 153315 he?] be, 15316 7] s, 16Y9.27 imagination?] imagina-
ton, 16929 them?| them, 1706 person?| person. 175337 certamty?|
certainty, 18427 mind? | mind. 193,12 sducarion?] education, 19927 7 | i,
212,353 samer] same. 23035 7] . 240,31 DLirdeness:| htdeness. 251,29
occasion? | occasion. 282,31 them?| them. 300.24 occasions?| occasions.
0542 wneasmess?| uneasimess. 31313 enteramment? | entermnment. 320,11
justice?| tgastice. 325,13 subject? | subject.  n. 7378 (328) belong?| belong.
n. 73 122 (329 shipr] ship. 33211 language? | language.

2.2.2.3 Quotation Marks Supplied™

In the Letter from a Gentlesan: 42127 Tmpression ™ and 18| Fipression; and
15 42129 [dea.” Again, *the| Idea. Again, the 421,31 w torm.” And] to form,

T he copyetext of the Treavie normally terminates sub-sentential questions with question
ks The erivieal texn supplies o question mark i those instances i which these are omatted in the
Copy-text,

T Added end quetstion marks have been placed owiside contiguons punctuation when this
punctwarion is the same as that found in the passage quoted from che Presdize, and inside contigu-
ous punctuation when the punctuation is different from that of the quoted passage,
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And 421,33 Absurdity™: And “what] Absurdity: And what 422 5 Produc-
tion?” That *we| Production? That we 422,78 larter™; or, “a| lasrer; or, a
422.14 Causes™ And “rthat] Causes: And that 422,16 Nawre™: And that
“the] Mature: And that the 422.17 Foundation™: And *that] Foundaton:
And that 42219 intuitive™; And in fing, That “any| intuitive; And in fine,
Thatany 422.251deas.”™ And“if] Ideas. And it 422,545 Necessitv.” And
in fine, “we| Necessitv. And in fine, we 423,27 Perception™: And no wonder,
tor “any| Perception: And no wonder, for any 42342 wwreasonable.” That
“all] wnreasonable, Thatall 42424 Rules” And “in]| Rules. Andin 424,42
Creature.” In fine (savs he) as “Force | Creature. In fine (says he) as Force

2.2.3 Iralic and Roman Type

2.2.3.1 Iralic Forms have Replaced Roman Forms of Mentioned Words
without Other Change™®

In the Treanse: n. 2.2 (7) sdea 0o 2.4 (7) smpresson 1438 redation 1923
trianele 1936 fiewre 19,30 receilmeal fienee 19307 vegnlar figure 19,37
triangle 1937 eguilaterad trianele 2008 firwre n. 224 (81) smagination
808 probaddity 100250 medifcation 16028 abstract mode 100,31
modification 16031 getron 160,33 geqron 1619 modificarion 18118
seconidary  VRLAS reflective 27839 fall 27839 cadency  311.27 natural
T 23 vivtwons 37724 vicious

2.2,3.2 Iralic has Replaced Roman along with a Change from
Upper to Lower Case

In the Treatse: 1432 redation] ReLaTion  n, 69,5 (298) relation] Relation
¥I04. 37 wature | Nature  *305.206 narwre| Natare 320038 vice| Vice
320039 virtne | Virtue

2.2.3.3 Twahc Ordinal Terms have Replaced Roman Cirdinal Terms

In the Treanse: V030, 18,7, 23 First. . Secondly. . Thiedly 20028, 34, 38, 216
Frest_ Secondly. . Thirdly. . Fouwrthly 3313, 29 forst . osecond  37.30; 38.1
Jirst. . Necondly 4019, 27 41,16 Firse. . Secondly .. thivd 43,20, 27, 39
First .. Secondly ... Thirdly 3334, 36 First. . Secondly 71,35, 43; 729
Frest . osecond . thivd 8832, 42, 8923 Forst. . Secondly .. third W27 First
O3.11, 17, 29 Frrse .. Secondly .. Thrdly 95320 Forst 9% .41 fourth
TIOL3Y, 1116 firse. . Necondly 11513, 24, 38; 116.9 Firse . ..
Secondly., .. Thivdly ., fowrth 11919, 24 firse. . Secondly 13315 First

T he typical proctice of the copy-Text = mo print mentioned wards or terms inoaalic, As Hume

im his manuscripts also typically underlined mentoned words and terms, the critieal texe prints all
mesniiened words in italie,
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143.33 Secondly  131.40; 132.6 First ... Secondly  139.35; 160.5, 14
Firse. . Secondly. .. Thivdly  160.33; 16111 Firse. . osecond 16821, 37 fiest ...
Secondly 21001, 7, 13, 28 Frest . Secondly. . Thirdly .. Fourthly 216,38,
217000 24; 218.14; 219.12; 219.42; 221.19; 22421 Frrst Experiment. . Necond
Experiment... Third Experiment. .. Fourth Experiment ... Fifth Experiment ...
Sixth Experment. . Seventh Experoment. . Eighth Expermment 2627, 15, 263.3
First o Secondly . othied 2679, 11 Forst . Secondly

2.2.3.4 Italic has Replaced Roman m Other Circumstances

Inthe Freapse: 4341 &, 30.280fany  31.1of 51.20r  532.400f . and
03.31 dhar 't 7329 Rome 7643 Mecea, . Holy Land  140.30-2 The
fatter. . former. 247 .43=5 Thar "ris. . end, F23917 Republic

In the Abstrace: 4830 Me. 413324

2.2.53.5 Roman forms of Words and Abbreviations have Replaced ITralic

In the Treatse: 40 and 424 and n. 21 (7)) and 8.17 and #1427
RELATIONS  ¥14.28 miones. . supsTavces [8.206m n. 1218 (47) the S
vie,"" A0 and 023 and 5230 and  56.13 and 3923 vie. 66,17 or
47 or 748 or...or 750 vie. Y70 and the Y71 and...and V7.2 or
the 865 and 904 viz. 1054 vie. 10334 vie. 13424 viz. 1458 and
1459 and...and 1464 or 145.17 and 13315 of 153337 and 20319
the 2141 cove 2142 marren 223,31 Duke of 23316 vie. 23319 vie.
257.2 and 2573 and...and 261.42 and...and...and...and 26218 or
2927 impressions 2928 adeas 320011 vie. oo T17 (324) Book. . Part...
Sect, 333,40 the Second 362, Hthe 363,31 the
In the Absrrace: 4088 the

2.2 3.6 Roman Forms of Puncruation have Replaced Ttalic

In the Freatise: 138 resemblance:  55.5 production: 156033 parier 188,20
frider 1908 humiclity: 314644 promese: 30735 generosity: 37037 reason:
38342 pthers:

In the Abstrace: 41118 belief?

2.2 4 Upper Case, Small Capitals, and Lower Case
2241 An Initial Lower-case Letter has Replaced an Upper-case Letter
In the Treanse:  Toades ideas. . ovigin. . composition .. conmmexion ... abstrac-

trowt . oorigii . adeas Y3 that 1523 space. e 20,37 that 3013 whatever
62.28 whether 66,22 wherein 94,37 that 9515 thar 9517 that  99.26

" Thecopy=text of the Treafise typically uses walic forms of vaz, and &0 only when these terms
are nof printed adjzcent to another talicized word. This patrern & followed in the crivieal text.
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printers.. copists  n, 301 (109 deity  n, 305 (109} being  121.0tles
seeptical 121,13 algebraist. .. mathematician 121,21 merchants 125,41
why 128,10 bemmg  138.11 being 138,13 being  157.27 theologians
1514 theologians 15934 theologians 161,12 theologians 162,36 being
10312 being  181.atles pride. . amility, .. sabject 228,35 being 233,22 the
205 ntles virtwe .. viee . odistinctions. . oreason 29411 deiry 302,35 of
J04.34 whether  *3M.37 wature  *305.20 watwre 3IN1LIT laws... nature
324 Yoccupation 3899 plidosophers 389910 grammarians 38928 'us

In the Absrraer; 407 30 operarions 414,29 peometry 414,32 geometry
414,34 geometry

2.2.4.2 An Initial Small Capital Letter has Replaced a Large Capital Letter

In  the Treatser 4.6 vman 7.2 IMPRESSIONS ., IDEAS 724 SIMPLE. ..
coMPLEX  #11L4 sExsarion, rEFLECTION L1 MEMORY . L IMAGINATION
13.5 RESEMBLANCE. .. coNTIGUITY 136 cause, . BrrEcT 1413 ATTRAC-
Tion  *14.27 perarions #1428 mopes., supsTaNcEs 6714 4 7812
crEpuLITY  97.7 amavocy 10001 prejunnce 107,38 perry 117,32
rocGie 14517 onve. o same 1od 16 sELF

In the Afstrace: 40526 FEw 415,19 passions

2.2.4.3 An Inminal Upper-case Letter has Replaced a Lower-case Letter
In words introducing clauses and italicized sub-sentential questions in the
Treavise:  17.2 Whether 187 7Tis  18.237Tis 2034 We 58,13 How
6 12 Why 11543 4w 1248 How 13821 Frome 13315 What ... What
193.11 Whether 35438 To 3043 Wiar 396,39 Wiat

—In words following colons in the Treatize:'™ 421 Morals 422 And
11.26 Either 12,41 But 27,3 Consequently  27.4 Consequently
275 And 42,12 We 6Y.1 Represents 77.26 And  97.24 But
10923 And  12530F 153443 And 2314 We

— Inothercircumstances m the Treattse: 2.1 Introducnon 2.3 Understand-
ing...Passions 2.0 Morals, Politics 2.7 Criticism . .. Human Nature
17.8 Republic. . Letters  99.2-3 Republic, . Letters  n. 49 (163) Father
n. 04 (166) Riapsedy  #250.17 Republic  n. 75.00 (328) Pacific 353340
Second 331,20 Caphofic 331,21 Cathelics 362,29 Second

—In other circumstances in the Absgracr: 40519 Republic.. . Letiers
408.8-Y Fsay.. Human Understanding 4089 Le Recherche. . L'Art
40810 Treatise. .. Fuman Nature

W e copy=-tesn uses lower case after coloms im the ope Latim caation vsmg colons, and itvpically
does soowhen a clawse beginning dhad follows 2 colon. The critical texe replicates these patterns of nse.
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2.2.4.4 Entire Words in the Treaise

Small capitals have replaced thewr lower-case equivalents:  214.1 Lovi|

fove 2142 UATRED) hatred

— Small capitals have replaced combinations of large capital and lower-case
equivalents: 32478 oCoUpaTIoN, PRESCRIPTION, ACCESSION . SUCCESSION |
Occupation, Prescription, Accession , .. Succession

— Lower-case letters have replaced small capital equivalents: 234,24 the
whole | THE wHoLE

3. REGISTER B: SUBSTANTIVE EMENDATIONS OR
AMENDMENTS AND TEXTUAL VARIANTS

3.1 Introduction

The final part of this report on editing the texts records substantive emen-
dations or amendments and textual varants. A majority of the substantive
emendations derve from corrections or amendments suggested by Hume
himself, Others, also substantive in nature, derive from the different stares of
the copyv-text edition, the recommendations of commentators, or the judge-
ments of editors, pastand present. A tew are of accidentals. More precisely,
with a few excepnions, the hst that follows records:

—Emendations made in consequence of the Errata, Hume's hand-written
corrections, and the instructions for correction found i the Appendix to
Volume 3.

—Amendments to the wext made in consequence of Hume's hand-written
additions or changes to the copy of Volume 3 found in the Brinsh Library,

— Textual varants, both formal and substantive, arising from cancels.

Substantive emendarions made either by previous editors or by the

present editors,

3.2 Abbreviations

The following abbreviations, used to indicate the source of or authority for
the critical text, are used in recording items of the kind listed in the previous
paragraph. All abbrevianons and editorial commentary are printed in bold.

—A signifies a hand-written correction or amendment made by Hume in his
copy of the Abstract. This copy 15 now found in the British Library, See
1.7.6 above,

—App signihies the Appendix to Volume 3 of the Treatise.
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Er siznifies the Errata to Volumes | and 2 of the copy-text,

—Er' signifies the first state of the Errata found in Volume 3 of the
Copy-text.

—Er? signifies the second state of the Errata found in Volume 3 of the
copy-text,

—H signihesa hand-written correction or amendment made by Hume in his
copy of Volume 3 of the Treatise, now found in the British Library,

—K signities the Kames copy of Volumes 1 and 2 of the Treanse, corrected
m Hume's hand, and now found in the Hoose Library of Philosophy,
University of Southern California.

—MS signihes the surviving draft manuscript of the conclusion to Book 3
of the Trearse. This manuseript, the property of the Roval Society of
Edinburgh, is now located in the National Library of Scotland {MS
23159, item 15), and 15 reproduced m Ed. App. 1.

—P signihes the Pope copy of Volumes 1 and 2 of the Treatise, corrected
i Hume's hand, and now in a private collection.

—51 signifies State 1 of gathering ¥ of Volume 3 of the Vrearise; see
above 1.2.2, pp. 595-6.

—82 signifies State 2 of gathering I of Volume 3 of the Treanse; see
above 1.2.2, pp. 3956,

—583 signifies State 3 of gathering I of Volume 3 of the Treatise; see
above 1,22, pp. 5956,

—54 sipnihes State 4 of gathering F of Volume 3 of the Treanse; see
above 1.2.2, pp. 595-6.

—T signifies the copv-text edition of the Trearise.

— GG signthes the edinon of the Trearse prepared by 1. H. Greenand T, HL
Grose. (References are to the 1964 facsimile of the 1886 edition.)

—NN signihes the present editors.

—PN signifies P H. Nidditch, (PN readings in square brackets | ] are all
found in SBN.)

—5B signifies the edition of the Treatise prepared by L. A, Selby-Bigge.
(References are to the 1964 issue of the edinon of 1888.)
SBN signifies the edition of the Treatise prepared by L. AL Selby-Bigge
and revised by P H. Niddirch. (References are w the edition of 1978.)

3.3 Forms of Entry

Fach entry begins with a page and line reference to the crincal text. These
are followed by the lemma, a segment of text found in the cntical text at
the specitied location, The lemma terminates at a single right-hand square
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bracket. An abbrevianon followimg this bracket indicates the source of the
reading adopted in the critical text, Except for several reports found between
entries 318.% and 322,25, any additonal readings of the same portion of ext
follow in presumed reverse chronological order, with the reading of the copy-
text coming last in any sequence of readings, Where necessary, a vernical line
separates alternative texrual readings and their associated abbreviations,
Because the editors of the 1817 and 1825 editions of the Treatise uncritically
revised Hume's orthography, no account of their texts 15 provided here
(see alson, 47),
Thus the entry

17.29 the degrees| K | degrees

should be understood as reporting that at page 17, line 29, the critical text
reads “the degreey’; that this emendation is the result of adopting the
correction made by Hume in the Kames copy of the text; and that the copy-
text at the comparable location reads *degrees’.

The entry

24.21-2 those minute objects] K P | those minute parts Er | these
minute objects'”

should be understond as reporomg thatat page 24, hines 21-2, the eninical text
reads ‘those minute objects’; that this reading 1s a consequence of adopting
the correction made by Hume in the Kames and Pope copies of the text; thar
the Errata to Volume 1 calls for the wext to read “those minute parts’; and that
the copy-text reads “these minute objects’. In this instance n. 117 {1 note
tound at p. 648) provides further explanation of the emendation.

The entry

147.38-9 pumishments| NN | punishment

should be understood as reporting that at page 147, lines 35-%, the critical text
reads “punishments’; that the present editors are responsible for this emendation;
and the copy-text at the comparable location reads *punishment’.

The entry
342.1 moral gualities| H | virtues and vices | H reads; moral Qualities

should be understood as reporting that at page 342, line 1, the critical text
reads ‘moral qualities’; that in doing so it follows the substantive reading of
the amendment made by Hume in his own copy of Volume 3; that this
amended reading replaces the words *virtues and vices' found in the copyv-
text. A brief remark, printed bold-face, then reports that the exact form of
Hume’s manuscript amendment 15 *moral Qualities’. Briet bold-tace
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remarks are provided whenever a hand-written correction or amendment
uses forms (sentence-internal capitalized nounsor ‘& for ‘and’, for example)
that are untypical of the copy-textand not used in the critcal text or when
there are other complexities to describe.

A small proportion of entries consists of or includes commentary, also in
bold-face, by the present editors, which we take to need no separate expla-
nation. Each of any important substantive changes made by the present or
carlier editors 15 explaned in a note. We assume that emendations made
tor obvious reasons (most of those involving a change from plural to singular,
or vice versa, of *these’ to *those’, or vice versa, or the insertion of a particle,
for example) need no further explanation.

3.4 Substantve Emendations in the Treatise

Page.line

viv.4 ideas, | NN | ideas;™

wiv.18 existence, | NN | evistence

xiv.22 necessary | NN | mecessary?

wav.2h weaor]| NN | idea, or

¥iv. 28 relacons] NN | redations,

xv. 10 deriv’d| NN | dernio’d?

xviJ virtue? | NN | vortue

[1] Book| NN | Vol "2

n. 1.1(3) Shaftesbury| NN | Shaftsburyp'*?

n. 1.1(53) Hutcheson| NN | Hutchinson!*

i.utle Of ideas. . comexion, abstraction | NN | O Hdeas. .. Absivaciion,
Connexion

717 our| Er K P | the

09.27 impression| NN following PN query | impressions'"”

15.29 than] Er K P | than with

M Dascrepancies berween titles found in the Contents and those indivrlual oles fownd ar the
heginming of the corresponding portion of fext have in this and the following six mstances from
e iv—-xvd been resolved i Gvour of the later, We ave done so on the grounds that it 3s highls
likely that Hume prepared manuscript copy for individual titles before he {or someone in the print
Shﬂp} transcribed the list of mtles ma]-.tm; up the Contents.

= The publication of the Trewtoe in o simgle volume (e.g., sol. 1 of the present edition) makes
Vol." imappropriate,

5 I has letvers {see Letters, 10 235, 4600, and Later works {see, e, EPM L4 Hume consistently
nseed “Hhafteshur”,

¢ I has letters (see Letrers, 12 33, 38, 40, 48, 38), Hume consstently used *Hutcheson'. The
vcormpositor has used an English spellimg of the name,

U5 That “impression” shoubd be singuelar is indacated by the fact thar the perception in question
said to give rise toasingolar “dea’ and s referred o by a singular pronoon, “it°, Nidditch suggested
{SEMN A08) that 