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1

1. Introduction: Sociability and
sceptical sentimentalism

David Hume attempted to become a professor of moral philos-
ophy at the University of Edinburgh in 1745.! He was not
appointed to the Chair of Ethics and Pneumatic Philosophy
and he never had an academic career.? Such is life, of course.?
University chairs in eighteenth-century Scotland were political
appointments and Hume was supported by a declining regime.*
There were also doubts about his willingness to lecture on
religious issues, and he probably was not exceedingly eager to
spend his days tutoring very young boys.>

1. M. A. Stewart, The Kirk and the infidel (Lancaster, 1995); Roger Emerson, ‘The
“affair” at Edinburgh and the “project” at Glasgow: the politics of Hume’s
attempts to become a professor’ in Hume and Hume’s connexions, ed. M. A.
Stewart and John P. Wright (Edinburgh, 1994), p.1-22 and Richard Sher,
‘Professors of virtue: the social history of the Edinburgh moral philosophy
chair’, in Studies in the philosophy of the Scottish Enlightenment, ed. M. A. Stewart
(Oxford, 1990), p.87-126.

2. For complimentary accounts of Hume’s early intellectual development, see M.
A. Stewart, ‘Hume’s intellectual development, 1711-1752’, in Impressions of
Hume, ed. Marina Frasca-Spada and P. J. E. Kail (Oxford, 2005), p.11-58; Roger
Emerson, ‘Our excellent and never to be forgotten friend: David Hume’, in
Essays on David Hume, medical men and the Scottish Enlightenment (Surrey, 2009),
p-81-91; Emerson, ‘Hume’s intellectual development: part I, in Essays on David
Hume, medical men and the Scottish Enlightenment, p.103-25 and John P. Wright,
Hume’s ‘A Treatise of human nature’: an introduction (Cambridge, 2009), p.11-39.

3. For abalanced overview of Hume’s career, see James Harris, ‘Hume’s intellec-
tual development: an overview’, Occasional papers of the Institute for Advanced Studies
n the Humanities (Edinburgh, 2011) and Harris, ‘Hume’s life and works: an
overview’, in Oxford handbook of David Hume, ed. Paul Russell (Oxford, forth-
coming). For an analysis of Hume’s metaphysical scepticism and early intellec-
tual development, see Peter Millican, ‘Hume's chief argument’, in Oxford
handbook of David Hume, ed. Paul Russell (Oxford, forthcoming). See also Emilio
Mazza, ‘Hume’s life, intellectual context and receptior’, in The Continuum
companion to Hume, ed. Alan Bailey and Dan O’Brien (London, 2012), p.20-37.

4. TFor a political explanation of Hume’s unsuccessful attempt to obtain a
professorship supported by Coutts and other Argathelians in the town
council, see also Roger Emerson, Academic patronage in the Scottish Enlightenment:
Glasgow, Edinburgh and St Andrews University (Edinburgh, 2008), p.341.

5. On life at the University in eighteenth-century Scotland, see M. A. Stewart,
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Scholars have emphasised Hume’s unorthodox religious views
when explaining this episode. But after Hume had (in his own
words) castrated the noble parts of the manuscript of his Treatise
and cut out at least one part on miracles and maybe another on
evil, there was little reason why his mitigated scepticism could not
have been seen to advance the interests of moderate clergymen
in eighteenth-century Edinburgh. Eighteenth-century Scottish
thinking in general was not profoundly irreligious, and sought
to reconcile, for example, sceptical tendencies in philosophy with
natural religion.® Hume did not engage in biblical exegetics that
left a University of Edinburgh student, Thomas Aikenhead, hang-
ing by his neck in 1697, and his interventions in religious matters
in the Treatise were indirect and fairly modest compared, for
example, to D’Holbach, Helvétius and Diderot.” Only after the
Edinburgh affair in 1745 did Hume engage more clearly in
theological disputes in his Philosophical essays.®

Consequently, there is ‘an elephant in the room’ regarding this
Edinburgh professorship that has significance for the history of
philosophy. If it was not because of religious views, why did
Francis Hutcheson oppose Hume’s candidacy? Ever since the
1920s, Hutcheson has been seen as Hume’s guiding light on the

‘The curriculum in Britain, Ireland and the colonies’, in The Cambridge history of
eighteenth-century philosophy, ed. Knud Haakonssen (Cambridge, 2006), p.97-120
and Michael Barfoot, ‘Hume and the culture of science in the early eighteenth
century’, in Studies in the philosophy of the Scottish Enlightenment, ed. M. A. Stewart
(Oxford, 1990), p.151-90.

6. James Harris, ‘Answering Bayle’s question: religious belief in the moral
philosophy of the Scottish Enlightenment’, in Oxford studies in early modern
philosophy, ed. Daniel Garber and Steven Nadler (Oxford, 2003), p.229-54. For
a useful treatment of Hutcheson’s views on religion, pagan virtues and doubts
about ancient philosophy, including the Stoics, see Thomas Ahnert, ‘Francis
Hutcheson and the heathen moralists’, Journal of Scotiish philosophy 8 (2010),
p.51-62.

7. On religious issues, see also David Hume, A Letter from a gentleman to his friend in
Edinburgh (Edinburgh, 1745).

8. M. A. Stewart, “Two species of philosophy: the historical significance of the
first Enquiry, in Reading Hume on human understanding, ed. Peter Millican
(Oxford, 2002), p.67-95. For a contrasting interpretation of the role of
irreligion in the Treatise to what I am suggesting, see Paul Russell, The Riddle
of Hume’s Treatise: skepticism, naturalism and irreligion (Oxford, 2008), p.12-23, 47-
57, 204-22, 267-89.

(6]
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question of morals, and the general view is that initially there was
a warm relationship between these two philosophers in the
manner of an older professor passing the torch to his protégée.
For example, J. Y. T. Greig wrote a letter to ]. M. Keynes in 1928
emphatically stressing the significant role that Hutcheson played
in Hume’s life and assuming that ‘Hume was rather hurt when
Hutcheson, cautious man, declined to support his candidature
for the Chair of Ethics and Pneumatic Philosophy in Edinburgh’.®
This conception was reinforced in the 1940s because of Norman
Kemp Smith’s influential work.!? It is common to underline that
‘there can be no doubt but that Hume’s moral theory had roots in
the writings of Francis Hutcheson’.!! Particularly in the confines
of Hume studies over the past thirty years, David Fate Norton’s
argument that ‘Hume’s moral theory’ should ‘be seen as part of
this antisceptical moral tradition’ of Shaftesbury, Hutcheson
and like-minded philosophers has shaped the way people
read and think about Book 3 of Hume’s Treatise.'2 In current

9. JY T Greig to J. M. Keynes, 25 June 1928, Cambridge University, King’s
College Archive Centre, The Papers of John Maynard Keynes, JMK/PPI87/24/11.
This has since become a traditional interpretation of Hume and Hutcheson;
for example, E. J. Hundert writes that Hume was ‘Hutcheson’s pupil and
friend’; see Hundext, The Enlightenment’s fable: Bernard Mandeville and the discovery
of society (Cambridge, 1994), p.82.

10. For Kemp Smith’s opinion, see his The Philosophy of David Hume: a critical study of
its origins and central doctrines (London, 1941), p.12-52. On the 1940s view of
Hutcheson’s influence on the Scottish Enlightenment and Hume, see also
Gladys Bryson, Man and society: the Scottish inquiry of the eighteenth century
(Princeton, NJ, 1945), p.8.

11. Peter Kivy, ‘Hume’s standard of taste: breaking the circle’, British journal of
aesthetics 7 (1967), p.57. See also, for example, Duncan Forbes, Hume’s philo-
sophical politics (Cambridge, 1975), p.32, and T. D. Campbell, ‘Francis
Hutcheson: “Father” of the Scottish Enlightenment’, in The Origins and nature
of the Scottish Enlightenment, ed. R. H. Campbell and Andrew S. Skinner
(Edinburgh, 1982), p.167.

12. David Fate Norton, David Hume: common-sense moralist, sceptical metaphysician
(Princeton, NJ, 1982), p-43. See also, David Fate Norton and Manfred Kuehn,
‘The foundations of morality’, in The Cambridge history of eighteenth-century
philosophy, ed. Knud Haakonssen (Cambridge, 2006), p.939-86. Norton has
emphasised that Kemp Smith and others overlook the religious differences
between Hutcheson and Hume. I do not think that this was the major issue at
stake. Hence, I see no difficulties interpreting Norton in the same line of
scholarship as Kemp Smith regarding Hume’s moral theory.
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scholarship there is a tendency to embellish the role of sympathy
and the moral point of view, and to suggest that Book 3 of Hume’s
Treatise should be read as prescriptive moral theory.!3 I argue that
this was not Hume’s intention. One aim of this study is to show
that the significance of sympathy in its Hutchesonian sense
regarding the development and existence of civil society in
Hume’s thinking has been overstated, while other central con-
cepts are neglected.!*

Hutcheson’s works had, of course, an important role in
Hume’s intellectual development. But Hume, as I maintain in
this book, belonged to a different line of thought where the idea
of sociability was similarly that human minds function as mirrors
to each other, contradicting rationalist accounts of morals. This
sceptical thread of sentimentalism stood in almost diametrical
opposition to Hutcheson’s understanding of benevolent human
nature and disinterested love towards human beings. An
example of this juxtaposition is that in Hutcheson’s system
political organisation is required because moral sense can at
times be impaired, in the same way that vision can be blurred
without there being anything wrong with the faculty. Moral
institutions, such as justice, help our natural moral sense to
function, but the institution of laws does not constitute our
respect for other people’s property. For Hume, in contrast, in a
crucial sense it does, even when the mechanism of sympathy
explains how people are public-minded, and how in extreme

13. For a corresponding interpretation that a person ought to judge his or her
actions from a corrective moral perspective, see Katie Abramson, ‘Sympathy
and Hume’s spectator-centred theory of virtue’, in Blackwell companion to Hume,
ed. Elizabeth Radcliffe (Oxford, 2008), p.240-56. The diminishing role of
sympathy in the transition from Treatise to the Second Enquiry is a standard
question in Hume scholarship. For a recent contribution, see Remy Debes,
‘Humanity, sympathy and the puzzle of Hume’s second Enquiry’, British journal
Jor the history of philosophy 15 (2007), p.27-57. On the extensive role given to
sympathy, see Jennifer A. Herdt, Religion and faction in Hume’s moral philosophy
(Cambridge, 1997), p.17-81.

14. For a balanced account of sympathy, see especially Luigi Turco, ‘Sympathy
and moral sense: 1725-1740", British journal for the history of philosophy 7 (1999),
p.79-101 and Turco, Lo Scetticismo morale di David Hume (Bologna, 1984). On
Hume and sympathy, see also Tony Pitson, ‘Sympathy and other selves’, Hume
studies 22 (1996), p.255-72.
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cases one might even come to hate oneself for lacking certain
approvable qualities in one’s character.1®

I see political philosophy as the main string of Book 3 of
Hume’s Treatise — what keeps it together. Hume’s analysis of civil
society cannot be understood from a perspective of modern
ethical theory because the contrast that Hume draws between
small and large societies diminishes the role of free-standing
ethical principles. It is possible for a man in small society to grasp
what is his ‘enlightened self-interest’ regarding the question of
respecting other people’s property, but in large society the rel-
evance of agent-oriented moral perspective is narrowed down
considerably because of human nature. I interpret the inter-
related fundamental difference in moral and political philosophy
as the main reason why Hutcheson’s attitude towards Hume was
dismissive and why he, according to Hume, blamed him for
lacking warmth in the cause of virtue.

Hume and Hutcheson did not know one another personally
before 1739 and Hutcheson indicated that he did not have a real
interest in metaphysical questions in 1739, which puts even more
emphasis on his views of Hume’s moral philosophy.!® Hutcheson
played a significant role in the affair of the Edinburgh professor-
ship.'” Having been asked to provide a list of people he con-

15. For relevance of character and virtues as character traits and an excellent
account of justice in accordance with other social conventions, see Annette
Baier, The Cautious jealous virtue: Hume on Justice (Cambridge, MA, 2010), p.123-48.

16. Francis Hutcheson to David Hume [c. April 1739, published in Ian Ross,
‘Hutcheson on Hume’s Treatise: an unnoticed letter’, Journal of the history of
phalosophy 4 (1966), p.69-72. For two excellent contributions revealing how in
the crucial question of association of ideas Hume differs from Hutcheson, see
Michael Gill, ‘Fantastick associations and addictive general rules: a
fundamental difference between Hutcheson and Hume’, Hume Studies 22
(1996), p.23-48 and M. Gill, ‘Nature and association in the moral theory of
Francis Hutcheson’, History of philosophy quarterly 12 (1995), p.281-301.

17. On Edinburgh, see also Nicholas Phillipson, ‘Culture and society in the
eighteenth-century province: the case of Edinburgh and the Scottish Enlight-
enment’, in The University in society, ed. Lawrence Stone (Princeton, NJ, 1974),
vol.2, p.407-48, and Emerson, Academic patronage, p.211-363. On the relevance
of the professorship affair regarding Hutcheson and Hume’s moral philos-
ophy, see also John Robertson, ‘Hume, David (1711-1776), in Oxford dictionary
of national biography (Oxford, 2004) and Stewart, ‘Hume’s intellectual develop-
ment, 1711-1752’, p.45.
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sidered fit for the chair of moral philosophy, he gave the names of
seven candidates, none of them called David Hume.!8 Hutcheson
probably wrote a letter to his publisher suggesting that he publish
Book 3 of the Treatise having received a letter from Hume about
this matter.!® Nevertheless, this lack of support in 1745 raises a
crucial question about Hutcheson and Hume’s relationship in
terms of whether, in the light of their existing correspondence,
there was any real friendship or torch-passing going on, or
whether it was a matter of the slender bond between two philos-
ophers falling very rapidly apart because of an unbridgeable gulf
in their approach to morals.2°

James Moore has based his ceuvre on the difference between
Hume and Hutcheson, characterising Hume as an Epicurean
thinker in contrast to Hutcheson’s Stoicism.2! This seemed a
useful characterisation at first, followed in splendid fashion by
John Robertson who added a contextual touch to the argument in
his Case for the Enlightenment. However, the discussion has now
degenerated into a debate about labels and there is a risk of not
seeing the wood for the trees.?2 I do not think it is very helpful to

18. See also M. A. Stewart, ‘Principal Wishart (1692-1753) and the controversies of
his day’, Records of the Scottish Church History Society 30 (2000), p.60-102.

19. On Hutcheson recommending Hume’s Book 3 to be published by Thomas
Longman, see David Hume to Francis Hutcheson, 16111 1740, Letters, vol.1, p.37.

20. James Moore, ‘Hume and Hutcheson’, in Hume and Hume’s connexions, ed. M. A.
Stewart and John P. Wright (Philadelphia, PA, 1995), p.23-57. See also Moore,
‘Hutcheson, Francis (1694-1746y, in Oxford dictionary of national biography
(Oxford, 2004) and Moore, “The eclectic stoic, the mitigated skeptic’, in New
essays on David Hume, ed. Emilio Mazza and Emanuele Ronchetti (Milan, 2007),
p.183-70. Norton interprets Hutcheson’s opposition to Hume in 1745 re-
garding the nature of their moral philosophy in diametrically opposite way.
David Fate Norton, ‘Hume and Hutcheson: the question of influence’, in
Oxford studies in early modern philosophy, ed. Daniel Garber and Steven Nadler
(Oxford, 2005), vol.2, p.234.

21. James Moore, ‘Hume’s theory of justice and property’, Political studies 24 (1976),
p-103-19; Moore, ‘Hume’s political science and the classical republican trad-
ition’, Canadian jowrnal of political science 10 (1977), p.809-39 and Moore, ‘The

social background of Hume’s science of human nature’, in McGill Hume studies:

studies in Hume and Scottish philosophy, ed. David Fate Norton, Nicholas Capaldi
and Wade L. Robinson (San Diego, CA, 1979), p.23-42. See also John Robertson,

‘The Scottish contribution to the Enlightenment’, in The Scottish Enlightenment:

essays in re-interpretation, ed. Paul Wood (Rochester, NY, 2000), p.47.
22. On this, see Luigi Turco, ‘Hume and Hutcheson in a recent polemic’, in
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conduct a serious dispute about what is real Epicureanism or neo-
Epicureanism.?® This book is intended as a direct intervention in
this matter. I do not attempt to settle the question of Hume’s neo-
Epicureanism or neo-Augustinianism (I use neither of these
related terms and I will soon explain why). I offer an account of
the development of artificial virtues in Hume (that is de facto
limited to his Treatise of human nature because he does not use the
phrase ‘artificial virtue’ in Enquiry concerning the principles of morals),
and how the young Hume’s moral and political thought can be
interpreted in the context of Bernard Mandeville’s intellectual
development.

This book is entitled Mandeville and Hume: anatomists of civil
soctety because Mandeville and Hume identified their projects of
conjectural history of civil society under a similar category. They
both employed an anatomical analogue of cutting up carcasses
(Mandeville) and pulling off the skin, and displaying all the
minute parts (Hume) - revealing something trivial, if not hid-
eous, even in the noblest attitudes — when making a distinction
between anatomists and painters of morals.24 Moreover, Hume
borrowed his ‘anatomist identity’ from the Fable of the bees,
implying that he sees his own moral and political philosophy
belonging to the same tradition as Mandeville, who had studied
medicine at Leiden and sat in its anatomical theatre.2 I hope
that studying the relationship between the later works of
Mandeville (who was, of course, Hutcheson’s nemesis) and the

New essays on David Hume, ed. Emilio Mazza and Emanuele Ronchetti (Milan,
2007), p.171-98.

23. In the manner of David Fate Norton, ‘Hume and Hutcheson: the question of
influence’, p.211-56. See, however, Christopher Brooke, Philosophic pride: Sto-
icism and political thought from Lipsius to Rousseau (Princeton, NJ, 2012), p.149-
202; Hans Blom, ‘The Epicurean motif in Dutch notions of sociability in the
seventeenth century’, in Epicurus in the Enlightenment, ed. Neven Leddy and Avi
S. Lifschitz (SVEC 2009:12), p.31-51 and James Harris, ‘The Epicurean in
Hume’, in Epicurus in the Enlightenment, ed. Neven Leddy and Avi S. Lifschitz
(SVEC 2009:12), p.161-81.

24. Foradifferent interpretation of the anatomist and painter of morals that puts
an emphasis on the role of metaphysics, see Stewart, ‘Two species of philos-
ophy’, p.67-95.

25. For further discussion and how Hume’s phrase ‘anatomist of morals’ is
borrowed directly from Mandeville’s Fable of the bees, p.3-4, see below p-153-57.



ment Britain. New case studies, uth Savage (Oxford, 2012), p.187-204.

{London, printed for the au 1711). John P. Wright, The Sceptical rea
David Hume (Minneapolis, 1983), p.190-91, 236-37, and Wrigh
George Cheyne, Chevalier ay and Hume's Latter to a physician’,

‘Hume's progressive view of human nature’, Hume studies 26 (2000), p.87-1
See also Simon Evnine, ‘Hume, conjectural history, and the uniformity
human nature’, Journal of the history of philosophy 31 (1993), p.589-6086.
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