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As deep and pervasive as Hume’s influence on contemporary philosophy is, there is perhaps no area of philosophy in which it is more comprehensive than the study of practical reason.  Indeed, along with Kant, Hume is often credited for placing questions relating to practical reason at the center of philosophical debates about morality and meta-ethics.
  And, even today, much of these debates revolves around positions that are generally taken to be true, if not to the letter of Hume’s views, than at least to their spirit.

This is clearest insofar as Hume is often taken to be the father of what is sometimes called “double Humeanism” about practical reason.
  The double Humean combines together two views that are often attributed to Hume: a view about motivational psychology – often referred to as the Humean Theory of Motivation (HTM) – and a view about normative reasons for action – often called the Humean Theory of Practical Reasons (HTR).

In broad outlines, the first of these views claims that beliefs and other cognitive states, on their own, can never motivate a new desire, intention, or action.  Rather, on this view, what motivates us to desire, intend, or act is always the cooperation of some desire (or other conative state) with such cognitive states.  Thus, on HTM, practical motivation is always the product of two fundamentally distinct categories of mental states operating in conjunction with one another.
   

HTR, on the other hand, concerns normative reasons for action (and, by extension, normative reasons to desire or intend to perform some action).
  In particular, HTR claims that an agent’s reasons for action are always the product of their desires, properly weighed against each other.  So, for example, in its classical form, HTR claims that one has a reason to perform some action just in case this action will promote the fulfillment of one’s basic or underived desires, given what one believes (or ought to believe) to be the case.

When appropriately developed, many philosophers have taken the combination of these two views to be an extremely elegant and attractive theory of practical reason.  According to this theory, the sole function of practical reasoning is the selection of the means that will best fulfill an agent’s basic or underived desires, properly weighed against each other.  Such desires are taken by this theory as given, and thus as not subject to rational evaluation.  Rather, according to this theory, when we ask whether someone’s actions are supported by their reasons for action, we are simply asking whether these actions are among those that best promote the fulfillment of these basic desires.  On this view, practical rationality (in the sense of being responsive to one’s reasons for action) is simply a matter of settling upon the course of action that will best serve one’s basic desires, appropriately weighted against each other.

As the “Humean” label indicates, the contemporary association of these two views with Hume remains very strong.  And yet, as readers of Hume have increasingly begun to recognize, there is good reason to be suspicious about whether Hume was a Humean in either of these senses.
  Below I will argue that these suspicions are well founded in both cases.  As a result, we do Hume a disservice when we characterize his relevance to the contemporary debate about practical reason in terms of his status of as the alleged father of “double Humeanism”.  For while Hume is not relevant to the contemporary debate in this way, he is highly relevant to them all the same.  Or so I hope to show below.

1.  Hume’s Theory of Motivation

In considering these issues, I will take up Hume’s relationship to HTM and HTR in turn, beginning – as is natural – with the first of these. 

To understand Hume’s motivational psychology, it is important to begin by sketching the basic elements that make up Hume’s conception of the human mind.
  For Hume, the mind is composed of a set of perceptions that are connected together by relations of causality and resemblance.   These perceptions are themselves divided into two broad classes:  impressions and ideas.   Impressions are more vivacious than ideas – and, while all our (simple) ideas are copied from preceding impressions, no impression is copied from any preceding perception in the mind.

The broad class of impressions may, in turn, be divided into two further classes.  First, there are impressions of sensation, which are the product of our senses.  And second, there are impressions of reflection, which are caused by preceding perceptions in the mind.  This latter class of impressions is dominated by the passions – which include our desires, but also include many other states, such as pride, humility, love, hate, curiosity, and the like.  Hume’s discussion of the passions is, of course, one of the richest elements in his philosophy.  But, for our purposes here, what is most important is simply that the passions, together with the closely associated impression of reflection that Hume calls “volition”, are roughly equivalent to the contemporary class of conative states.

Finally, for Hume beliefs are simply ideas that have reached a level of vivacity that, while lower than that possessed by impressions, is still sufficient to allow them to approximate the role that impressions play in the mind.  Taking all this together, then, we may treat the question of whether Hume accepts some form of HTM as equivalent to the question of whether he believes that it is impossible for an idea or belief to motivate a new passion, volition, or action without the cooperation of some pre-existing passion or volition.  If Hume does answer this question affirmatively, it seems reasonable to regard him as a Humean in the manner that much of the tradition has done.  But if he does not do so, then we should be suspicious of any attribution of such a view to him.

A.  The Humean Theory of Motivation:  The Inertia of Belief

Why, then, might one think that Hume answers this question in a manner that would support the attribution of HTM to him?  Here the central issue is what Hume means when he states that reason is “perfectly inert and can never either prevent or produce any action.” (T 3.1.1.8, SBN 458)  It is traditional to read this claim as an endorsement of some form of HTM.
  And this is in fact a very natural reading of it, especially within a contemporary context that tends to focus on the motivational efficacy of mental states like beliefs and desires.  For in this context, it is very natural to interpret the claim that reason is inert to mean that the products of reason – i.e. ideas and beliefs - are inert.

On this interpretation of Hume, the role of beliefs in motivation is simply to direct the motivational force possessed by pre-existing passions and volitions towards the actions that will be likely to satisfy them.  Thus, on this view, a belief on its own can never motivate a new passion or action.
  At most, a belief can combine with pre-existing passions to produce new passions – passions whose motivational force derives entirely from the motivational force of those pre-existing passions.

Such a reading of Hume does fit well with a natural reading of much of what Hume says about these issues, so it is not difficult to understand why it has dominated traditional Hume interpretation.  For instance, when Hume considers the manner in which we are motivated by the prospect of pleasure or pain, he writes,

‘tis evident in this case, that the impulse [to action] arises not from reason, but is only directed by it.  ‘Tis from the prospect of pain or pleasure that the aversion or propensity arises towards any object:  And these emotions extend themselves to the causes and effects of that object, as they are pointed out to us by reason and experience.  It can never in the least concern us to know, that such objects are causes, and such others effects, if both the causes and the effects be indifferent to us.  Where the objects themselves do not affect us, their connection can never give them any influence … (T 2.3.3.3; SBN 414)

It is not unnatural to read Hume’s reference to “indifference” in the passage to mean the following:  we are “indifferent” to some possibility just in case we have no pre-existing passion that relates to this possibility.  And if we read this passage in this way, it does appear to claim that new passions or actions can never arise from an idea or belief considered on its own.  Rather, on this reading, the “impulse to action” must (at least in part) be the product of a pre-existing passion that makes us more than “indifferent” to the objects of these ideas or beliefs.

Read in this way, then, this passage does appear to support the attribution of HTM to Hume.  And this is hardly the only passage that might be taken in this way.  But despite this, there are several serious problems facing any such interpretation.  

First, it is important to consider what the status of the claim that all beliefs are motivationally inert is supposed to be on this interpretation.  Many contemporary proponents of a form of HTM, like Michael Smith, take it to be an a priori truth that is “built into” our folk understanding of the basic categories of motivational psychology such as belief and desire.  But it is quite clear that Hume cannot understand it in this way, since he regards beliefs and passions to be “distinct existences” between which it is impossible to establish any causal connections a priori.
  Thus, given Hume’s views about the nature of beliefs and passions, any claim he makes about the connections between them must be understood to be empirical.

Unfortunately, if we read the claim that reason is inert as an empirical claim concerning the motivational efficacy of our beliefs, it hardly seems sufficient for Hume’s purposes.  After all, if this is the nature of Hume’s claim, there are plenty of cases that Hume’s rationalist opponents will point to as prima facie disconfirming it.  So it is hard to see how this claim would gain much dialectical traction without much greater empirical support than the rather off-hand observations Hume offers in the Treatise.  Moreover, in arguing for the claim that reason is inert, Hume appears to be arguing for something stronger than a mere empirical generalization.  That is, he appears to want to argue - not just that human reason is, as a matter of empirical fact, inert - but rather that reason by its very nature must be inert.  And this claim plainly requires something stronger than an empirical generalization about human motivational psychology.

Moreover, given Hume’s general views about the nature of belief, it would be extremely odd for to make even the empirical claim that no human belief is motivationally efficacious.  After all, for Hume beliefs are simply slightly less vivacious copies of impressions – including both impressions of sensation and impressions of reflection like passions.  And Hume clearly believes that a belief will generally mimic the causal properties of the impression from which it is derived, at least to a large degree.
  Thus, given that some beliefs are copied from motivationally efficacious passions, it would be odd for Hume to claim that these beliefs are entirely motivationally inert – since this would, in effect, present a counter-example to his general account of the relationship between the causal properties of beliefs and the causal properties of the impressions from which these beliefs are copied.

As we will see in a moment, we can avoid this problem, and better capture the force of the claim that reason is inert, by reading it as a claim about the faculty of reason as opposed to a claim about the products of this faculty, such as ideas and beliefs.  But these are far from the most serious problem for a reading of Hume that seeks to attribute to him a version of HTM along these lines.  Far worse are the many cases of ordinary human motivation in which Hume appears to claim that an idea or belief can cause a new passion without the cooperation of any pre-existing passion or volition.  For if these passages are taken at face value, Hume appears to offer and endorse, as basic to human psychology, a variety of counterexamples to HTM.
  

This is clearest in those passages in which Hume discusses the motivational efficacy of our beliefs about future pleasure and pain.
  For example, immediately before the famous “indifference” quote discussed above, Hume writes that:

when we have the prospect of pain or pleasure from any object, we feel a consequent emotion of aversion or propensity, and are carry’d to avoid or embrace what will give us this uneasiness or satisfaction. (T 2.3.3.3; SBN 414)

And at the very beginning of the Treatise, when discussing the basic distinction between impressions and ideas, he writes:

An impression first strikes upon the senses, and makes us perceive heat or cold, thirst or hunger, pleasure or pain, of some kind or other.  Of this impression there is a copy taken by the mind, which remains after the impression ceases; and this we call an idea.  This idea of pleasure or pain, when it returns upon the soul, produces the new impressions of desire and aversion, hope and fear, which may properly be called impressions of reflection, because derived from it.  (T 1.1.2.1; SBN 7-8)

Both of these quotes appear to describe the normal course of human motivation as having the following basic structure.
  First, we come to form a vivid idea (or belief) concerning some future pleasure or pain.  Then this idea, on its own, produces in us a consequent desire to seek out or avoid the objects that are connected with the object of this idea.  And then these desires, everything else being equal, move us to act in the desired manner.  If this is correct, then Hume cannot be read as claiming that ideas, on their own, are incapable of causing the formation of new passions.  For in fact, if these passages are taken at face value, his view appears to be that just this occurs all the time – and it occurs during the course of ordinary human motivation of the standard sort. If this is right, then whatever Hume does mean when he claims that reason is inert, he cannot mean that all ideas are inert in the manner HTM claims.

There are two natural avenues of resistance to this point.  First, one might argue that our “beliefs” about pleasure and pain are not purely cognitive states.  Thus, one might insist that the fact that these “beliefs” can (on their own) produce new passions does not count in any way against HTM.  Such a reading of Hume might take solace from the fact that Hume, following the common English usage of his time, often refers to pleasure and pain as “good” and “evil” – which might be taken to suggest that these ideas involve some sort of non-factual or conative component.  But there is no suggestion in Hume that anything like this is the case.  And in fact, Hume commits himself to the view that beliefs about pleasure and pain are beliefs of a straightforwardly factual sort in passages such as T 3.1.1.12 (SBN 459) where he includes facts about pleasure and pain among the matters of fact that are insufficient to make an action “unreasonable”.

For these reasons, a far more promising way of defending the attribution of HTM to Hume is to do what most attributers of HTM to him have done:  attempt to render these passages compatible with HTM by insisting that Hume takes all humans to possess a general background desire to seek pleasure and avoid pain – a desire that is the real source of the apparent motivational efficacy of beliefs about pleasure and pain in cases like those above.

Such a view is very common in the literature on these issues.  But it represents a fundamental misinterpretation of what Hume means when he speaks of passions and other perceptions.  On this reading, we possess a constant and ever-present desire to seek pleasure and avoid pain.  Now, for this reading to be remotely plausible, this desire must be understood to be one of Hume’s “calm desires and tendencies, which, tho’ they be real passions, produce little emotion in the mind.”  (T 2.3.3.8; SBN 417)  For surely we are not generally conscious of such a desire in the manner we are conscious of our more violent passions and sentiments.  But even if this desire is understood on the model of Hume’s calm passions, its existence still conflicts with another of Hume’s core philosophical commitments.  For while a calm passion produces “little emotion in the mind”, this does not mean that it produces none at all.  Rather, for Hume, all of the passions (and other perceptions) that are part of my mind possess force and vivacity and so make some contribution to my consciousness.
  Thus, when Hume speaks of calm passions he is not referring to a class of passions that are merely dispositional and so completely absent from our consciousness – rather, he is referring to a class of passions that make a very modest contribution to my consciousness when compared to our more violent passions and sentiments.

The difficulty this raises is that there is no textual evidence that Hume believes that even a very calm desire for pleasure is constantly present within our mind.  And, in fact, there is fairly decisive evidence against the attribution of any such view to Hume.  For example, consider Hume’s famous discussion of the idea of the self, where he writes:

If any impression gives rise to the idea of self, that impression must continue invariably the same, thro’ the whole course of our lives; since self is suppos’d to exist after that manner.  But there is no impression constant and invariable.  (T, 1.4.6.2; SBN 251)

But a constant and invariable desire for pleasure, no matter how calm, would be just the sort of impression that Hume here explicitly rejects.  So it is difficult to see how this way of defending the attribution of HTM to Hume might be reconciled with Hume’s understanding of the nature of the passions and his conception of the self.
  

B.  The Motivational Power of the Faculty of Reason:  The Inertia of Reason

Far better, then, to rest content with the natural reading of these passages – a reading that makes it clear that Hume would not endorse HTM, at least in an unqualified form.
  But if this is right, how should we interpret the claim that reason is inert?

As I noted above, the attribution of HTM to Hume rests on a natural inference from the claim that reason is inert to the claim that the products of reason are inert.  But we need not accept this inference – or anything like it – to preserve the intended force of Hume’s inertness claim. 

To see why this is the case, it will be helpful to consider in more detail why Hume believes that reason is inert and why he thinks that this claim is philosophically significant.  In the first instance, Hume believes that reason is inert because he believes that reason consists in the “discovery of truth and falsehood”. (T 3.1.1.9; SBN 458)  Or, in other words, he believes that when reason produces or prevents something via one of its characteristic operations, it does so via the discovery of its (likely) truth or falsehood.  But Hume also takes himself to have shown that passions and actions are not, strictly speaking, true or false.  Thus, he concludes, reason alone cannot prevent or produce a new desire or action via one of its characteristic operations – for it could only do so via approving of that desire or action as true or disapproving of it as false.

There’s a great deal to unpack in this quick summary of Hume’s argument – more, sadly, than there is space to explore here.  But let’s pause to emphasize a few key ideas that lie behind it. 

First of all, it is crucial to note that Hume takes the “truth or falsehood” that reason discovers to fall into two basic categories:  what he calls “real relations of ideas” and “real existence and matters of fact”:

Truth or falsehood consists in an agreement or disagreement either to real relations of ideas or to real existence and matters of fact.  What ... is not susceptible of this agreement or disagreement, is incapable of being true or false, and can never be an object of our reason.  (T 3.1.1.9; SBN 458; cf. T 2.3.3.2; SBN 413)

As a result, Hume takes the following three characterizations of the faculty of reason to pick out one and the same faculty:

1. Reason as the faculty for inference in general.

2. Reason as the faculty for demonstrative and probable inference.

3. Reason as the faculty for the “discovery of truth and falsehood” (insofar as this extends beyond the senses and memory).

In other words, Hume takes our inferential abilities to be exhausted by our ability to perform demonstrative and probable inferences.  And he takes this ability to be co-extensive with the ability to discover truths and falsehoods – at least insofar as these extend beyond the immediate deliverances of the senses and of memory.
  

It is plain that Hume does not regard this conception of reason as particularly controversial.
  But, in the present context, it is worth stressing that, by equating our general inferential faculty with our faculty for making theoretical inferences of these two sorts, Hume’s use the term “reason” excludes from consideration conceptions of reason, like those found in the Aristotelian tradition and in Kant, which give equal significance to theoretical and practical inference.
  Just how substantive the issue here is will depend somewhat on how important we take the category of “inference” to be.  And, in fact, as we will see later on, if Hume’s arguments are successful, the question of how to conceive of the faculty of reason will actually be far less significant than it might seem.  For, as will be discussed below, one of Hume’s ultimate aims is to undermine the normative authority of reason.  And if he is successful in this, how we draw the line between “reason” and other aspects of the mind will be of much less significance than it is often taken to be.  Nonetheless, this feature of Hume’s conception of reason is crucial to keep in mind in considering the relationship between his views and those of figures like Kant.

In any case, once this conception of reason is on the table, in order to establish the inertness of reason, all that remains to be shown is that passions, volitions, and actions are incapable of either of the forms of agreement or disagreement on which the operations of reason rest.

This claim is likely to be most controversial in the case of passions (and volitions).  What prevents passions (and volitions) from entering into either of these forms of agreement or disagreement is, most fundamentally, that they are impressions as opposed to ideas. This has two important consequences for Hume.  First, while reason can compare ideas with one another in order to discover their “real relations”, it is not capable of performing this task with respect to our impressions.
  Thus, reason is incapable of discovering the first form of agreement or disagreement in a passion (or volition).  

Second, as an impression of reflection, a passion is “an original existence … [and] contains not any representative quality, which renders it a copy of any other existence”. (T 2.3.3.5; SBN 415) 
  But, according to Hume, the second sort of agreement or disagreement requires just this - since, “this contradiction consists in the disagreement of ideas, considered as copies, with those objects which they represent.” (T 2.3.3.5; SBN 415) 
  Thus, Hume concludes that it is impossible to discover either of these two forms of agreement or disagreement in any passion:  “’Tis impossible, therefore [that our passions] can be pronounced either true or false, and be either contrary or conformable to reason.”  (T 3.1.1.9; SBN 458) 

Much the same is true, according to Hume, of actions.  In fact, for just these reasons, Hume concludes that a piece of reasoning can only conclude in the formation of a new idea or belief – as opposed to a passion, volition, or action.  And, crucially, this is not merely an empirical claim about our faculty of reason – rather it is something that is true of any faculty of reason as such.  For, unlike ideas and impressions, the faculty of reason is individuated by its characteristic activities and products according to Hume.

Crucially, if this is true, there is no reason to interpret the claim that reason is inert as an endorsement of any form of HTM.  For once we recognize that reason for Hume is identical with the faculty for demonstrative and probable inference, it is most natural to read the inertness claim as a claim about this faculty – namely that its characteristic operations can never (on their own) produce new passions, volitions, and actions.  And we can accept this claim without accepting the further claim that the products of reason – i.e. ideas and beliefs – can never (by themselves) cause new passions, volitions, or actions.  For the claim that reasoning can never (on its own) produce new passions, volitions, or actions is perfectly compatible with the claim that ideas can produce new passions, etc, so long as ideas do so via a process that cannot itself be regarded as a piece of reasoning.

Read this way, Hume’s claims about the inertness of reason are not claims about the motivational power of ideas or beliefs.  Instead they are claims about the motivational power of a faculty.  For the reasons just alluded to, such a reading easily avoids the issues we noted above for the attribution of HTM to Hume.  And, for the reasons we have already discussed, it fits very naturally with Hume’s arguments in favor of the claim that reason is inert.  

Moreover, it is easy to interpret the passages that are often taken to support the attribution of HTM to Hume so as to support this interpretation.  For example, the famous “indifference” passage that we discussed above only supports the attribution of HTM if we read its references to “indifference” to involve a conception of indifference whereby we are indifferent to some object whenever we do not possess some pre-existing passion that is related to this object.  But, in fact, given how Hume generally uses this term, it is far more natural to understand his references to “indifference” so that we are indifferent to some object just in case the idea of that object would not excite in us a new passion.  And, of course, when read in this way, this passage supports a very different view of Hume than the one involved in HTM.

For example, when Hume re-works the “indifference” passage in the Dissertation on the Passions, he writes that:

… matters of fact, where they are neither good nor evil, where they neither excite desire nor aversion, are totally indifferent; and whether known or unknown, whether mistaken or rightly apprehended, cannot be regarded as any motive to action. (DoP 5.1)

And similarly, when discussing these issues in the Enquiry, he writes:

where the truths which [reason or the understanding’s inferences] discover are indifferent, and beget no desire or aversion, they can have no influence on conduct or behavior.  (EPM 1.7; SBN 172)

Both of these passages fit far better with the second reading of “indifference” just proposed, and since they are simply re-workings of the original Treatise passage, it is natural to conclude that none of these passages give any real support to the attribution of HTM to Hume.

Finally, this way of reading the claim that reason is inert fits perfectly with Hume’s intended usage of this claim.  For in making this claim, Hume’s primary target was the sort of moral rationalism that represented the primary alternative to sentimentalist views like Hume’s within English-language philosophy during his lifetime.  This sort of view - represented by William Wollaston, Samuel Clarke, and (arguably) John Locke - claimed that facts about morality could be discovered by the operations of reason alone in much the same manner as facts about mathematics or (perhaps) God.
  The main purpose of Hume’s claim that reason is inert is to establish a basis for arguing against views of this sort:

Since morals ... have an influence on actions and affections, it follows, that they cannot be derived from reason ... because reason alone ... can never have such an influence.  Morals excite passions, and produce or prevent actions.  Reason of itself is utterly impotent in this particular.  (T 3.1.1.6; SBN 457; cf. T 3.1.1.12; SBN 459)

Now, if the above claims are correct, in order to properly understand this argument, we need to realize that it ultimately concerned, not with the motivational efficacy of moral judgments or attitudes, but instead with the motivational efficacy of certain faculties.  Thus, just as we need to understand Hume’s claims about reason to be claims about a certain faculty - as opposed to claims about the products of this faculty – we also need to read his claims about the motivational efficacy of “morals” to be concerned with the motivational efficacy of a faculty - namely, our faculty for making moral distinctions.
  Otherwise, Hume’s arguments concerning these matters would simply be fallacious – since, as we have seen, there is no conflict between the claim that reason is inert and the claim that the products of reason are sometimes very “ert” indeed. Thus, Hume’s point against the rationalist cannot be that the rationalist allows reason to produce beliefs that in turn can motivate new passions and actions – since Hume himself allows for this possibility in the case of ordinary beliefs about pleasure and pain.

Thus, while Hume does describe what is at issue in these passages in a variety of ways, what ultimately concerns him in them is the relationship between two faculties:  the faculty of reason and our moral faculty.  On this way of reading Hume, his argument against the moral rationalist has the following structure:

1.  The faculty of reason (on its own) can never produce passions or actions by approving or disapproving of them.

2.  Our faculty for making moral distinctions (on its own) can produce passions and actions by approving or disapproving of them.

3.  Thus, our faculty for making moral distinctions cannot be explained solely through an appeal to the faculty of reason.  Our moral faculty is not merely one of the manifestations of the faculty of reason and moral distinctions are not derived from reason alone.

This argument is valid – and given the correctness of Hume’s previous arguments, its first premise is true.  Moreover, given Hume’s own views about the moral sense, its second premise will be true as well.  After all, on this view it is clear that our moral faculty can (on its own) produce new passions.  And in virtue producing these passions, our moral faculty can be regarded as immediately approving or disapproving of actions as well.  Thus, unlike the faculty of reason, which can never produce a passion or action by approving or disapproving of it without the cooperation of some other faculty, our moral faculty is capable of producing new passions and actions by approving or disapproving of them without relying on any faculty other itself.

So, at least given Hume’s views about these matters, this argument is sound as well as valid.  And it is sufficient to refute the sort of moral rationalism that is Hume’s target.  For the moral rationalist’s distinctive claim is precisely that our faculty to make moral distinctions is just one particular manifestation of our general faculty of reason.  Thus, this reading of the inertness of reason vindicates the main use that Hume wishes to put this claim to, without thereby taking on the problematic interpretative commitments discussed above.

2.  Hume on Practical Reasons:  ‘Tis Never Contrary

A.  The Humean Theory of Practical Reasons

For these reasons, we should be dubious of the claim that Hume accepted the first component of the “double Humeanism” about practical reason that is often ascribed to him.  But perhaps things stand better with respect to the second prong of the Humean account:  the Humean Theory of Practical Reasons?

Much as was the case with respect to HTM, it is not difficult to find passages that can be read to support attribution of some form of HTR to Hume. 
   For example, the following famous passage is often read as an explicit endorsement of some form of this view:

What may first occur on this head, is, that as nothing can be contrary to truth or reason, except what has a reference to it, and as the judgments of our understanding only have this reference, it must follow, that passions can be contrary to reason only so far as they are accompany’d with some judgment or opinion.  According to this principle, which is so obvious and natural, ’tis only in two senses that any affection can be called unreasonable.  First, when a passion such as hope or fear, grief or joy, despair or security, is founded on the supposition of the existence of objects, which really do not exist.  Secondly, when in exerting any passion in action, we choose means insufficient for the design’d end, and deceive ourselves in our judgment of causes and effects.  Where a passion is neither founded on false suppositions, nor chooses means insufficient for the end, the understanding can neither justify nor condemn it.  ’Tis not contrary to reason to prefer the destruction of the whole world to the scratching of my finger.  (T 2.3.3.6; SBN 415-16)
When viewed through the lens of the contemporary debate about normative reasons for action, it is very natural to read Hume’s references in this passage to when a passion is “unreasonable” or “contrary to reason” to be expressions of a theory of reasons for action – a theory according to which an agent may be said to have a reason not to have a desire (or, by extension, not to perform an action) only insofar as this desire is either the product of a false belief or a failure of means-ends reasoning.  According to this interpretation of Hume, where neither of these two features is present, there is simply no space to engage in the evaluation of an agent’s desires in terms of their conformity with what she has reason to do.  Thus, according to this version of Hume, our underived desires can never be evaluated in terms of their responsiveness to our reasons for action.  Rather, to evaluate a desire in terms of an agent’s reasons for action just is to consider whether it was derived from some prior desire via a process that involved a faulty (theoretical) inference or false belief.

In such a reading of this passage, we can easily recognize the Hume that is often regarded by contemporary proponents of HTR as their intellectual forefather.  And there are many other passages which, if read in this manner, naturally support the attribution to Hume of a theory of this sort.  But there are also good reasons to be skeptical that this is in fact the correct way to interpret Hume’s discussion of these issues.

To begin to see why, consider the following passage:

For it proves directly, that actions do not derive their merit from a conformity to reason, nor their blame from a contrariety to it; and it proves the same truth more indirectly, by showing us, that as reason can never immediately prevent or produce any action by contradicting or approving it, it cannot be the source of the distinction betwixt moral good and evil.  Actions may be laudable or blameable; but they cannot be reasonable or unreasonable:  Laudable or blameable, therefore, are not the same with reasonable or unreasonable.  (T 3.1.1.10; SBN 458)  

There are two things about this passage that are highly significant for any attribution to Hume of HTR.  First, Hume here claims that no action can be called “reasonable or unreasonable”. Thus, if his use of these terms is meant to address the normative question of whether an action is in conformity with an agent’s reasons for action – he appears to be claiming that it never makes sense to speak of actions in these terms at all.  And this, of course, would rule out HTR – along with any other theory that accepts that there are some reasons for action of some sort.

For this reason, a defender of the attribution of HTR to Hume must read his references to what is “reasonable or unreasonable” in passages such as this one in some other way.  But once one does so, the primary evidence for the attribution of HTR to Hume quickly disappears.  For note that Hume, in this passage, equates the question of whether some action is “reasonable or unreasonable” with the question of whether the faculty of reason can “immediately prevent or produce any action by contradicting or approving of it”.  And similarly, in the passage discussed above, Hume treats the question of whether a desire is “unreasonable” as equivalent to the question of whether this desire might be contrary to the faculty of reason. 
  Thus, Hume’s immediate concern in these passages is not the question of whether a desire or action is contrary to an agent’s reasons for action in the contemporary sense of this phrase.  Instead, his primary concern is whether a desire or action can be said to be contrary to the faculty of reason as Hume understands it.  Or, in other words, when Hume asks whether a desire is “contrary to reason” or “unreasonable”, he is concerned with whether this desire could ever be prevented by one of the operations of the faculty of reason (on its own).

Once we recognize that Hume’s main concern in these passages is this issue in faculty psychology, it is hardly surprising that he reaches the conclusions that he does.  For, as we have already discussed, Hume conceives of reason as the faculty for demonstrative and probable inference, so it is entirely natural for him to claim that a desire can be “contrary to” this faculty only insofar as it is based on faulty reasoning or false belief.  Thus, as is in general true of Hume’s claims about reason in the Treatise, the claim Hume is arguing for in these passages is not a normative claim, but rather a psychological claim about a particular mental faculty.  And, much as it was a mistake to quickly infer anything about the inertness of the products of reason from Hume’s claims about the inertness of the faculty of reason, it is also a mistake to quickly infer normative conclusions from Hume’s psychological discussion of whether actions and passions may be “contrary” to the faculty of reason.  For in fact - as we will see in moment - one of Hume’s main aims in his discussion of the faculty of reason is to undermine the traditional conviction that this faculty as such has a special sort of normative authority or significance.  Thus, there is no simple path from Hume’s psychological claims about the faculty of reason to normative claims about what we have most reason to do or desire.

If this is right, then the passages that are often taken to support the attribution to Hume of HTR are actually concerned with a different issue entirely – namely, the question of the relationship between our passions and actions and the faculty of reason as Hume understands it.  But where does this leave the task of interpreting Hume’s views with respect to the normative questions that HTR addresses?  In other words, what - if anything - does Hume say about when one has a reason for action in the contemporary, normative sense?

In response to this question, Derek Parfit has suggested that Hume simply lacks any conception of a reason for action in the normative sense of this term.
  While I agree with Parfit that Hume’s discussion of “reason” is not directly concerned with such issues, this does not mean that Hume has nothing of interest to say in response to these sorts of normative questions.  For while Hume does not make use of the contemporary concept of a reason for action, he does have much to say that speaks to which sorts of considerations an agent’s feelings and actions ought to be responsive to.  And insofar as he addresses this question, he is providing us with a picture of how we ought to feel and act that addresses the same questions that contemporary theories of reasons for action are meant to.

But what is the picture of these issues that we find in Hume?  One answer to this question, of course, is provided by the traditional attribution to Hume of HTR.  But we have already undermined the grounds on which this attribution rests.  And, as we will see in a moment, there are crucial aspects of Hume’s positive views about these issues that are inconsistent with HTR. 
  But if Hume is not a proponent of HTR, what are his views about these issues?   In a moment, I’ll discuss my own view on this question, but first I want to briefly discuss an important alternative view that also challenges the traditional attribution of HTR to Hume.  

To see what this view involves, remember the passage in which Hume claims that actions are never “reasonable or unreasonable”.  As we noted above, if we read “reasonable or unreasonable” in this passage as meaning in conformity with or contrary to one’s reasons for action, then this passage seems to claim that there are, strictly speaking, no reasons for action.  This is a very radical claim indeed, but that – of course – is no reason not to attribute it to Hume.  And, in fact, a number of authors have recently suggested that Hume should be read in just this manner.  Thus, on these views, Hume is not a Humean about reasons for action because he is in fact a skeptic about reasons for action of all sorts.
  As Elijah Millgram puts the point, on this reading, Hume is not a Humean because he believes that whenever and however our passions and desires are sensitive to changes in our beliefs, “this sensitivity is not itself an aspect of rationality, and a failure of such sensitivity does not expose one to the criticism that one is being irrational.”
  Thus, for authors such as Millgram, Hume should be read as attacking the idea that there is any interesting sense in which passions, desires, or actions can be evaluated in terms of their responsiveness to an agent’s reasons for action.
When presented in this way, it is easy to see that Millgram’s view represents a natural development of the traditional Humean reading of Hume.  In short, Millgram has simply extended the Humean’s claims about the status of underived desires so that these claims apply to all desires, passions, and actions – be they derived or underived.  Unfortunately, once characterized in this way, it is not difficult to see that this interpretation suffers from some of the same basic interpretative issues that are at the root of the traditional Humean reading of Hume.  For both of these interpretations draw most of their plausibility from the attempt to read Hume’s references to what is “contrary to reason” or “unreasonable” as concerned with the normative question of what one’s reasons for actions support or oppose.
  Thus, both of these interpretations lose much of their attraction once we recognize that these passages are concerned with psychological issues relating to the Humean faculty of reason – as opposed to normative questions about reasons for action.

For instance, when Hume writes that “’tis not the passion, properly speaking, which is unreasonable, but the judgment”, he might very naturally be read as endorsing some sort of global skepticism about reasons for action.  (T 2.3.3.6; SBN 416)  But in fact, he is simply endorsing a familiar claim about the relationship between the passions and the faculty of reason – namely, that our passions are never “contrary” to this faculty in the sense discussed above.  So, while it is surely true that Hume rejects the idea that the faculty of reason has a practical dimension, this does not have any immediate implications for the normative question of whether there are reasons for action.

B.  Virtue, Reasons, and the Authority of Reason

So what would Hume say about reasons for action in the contemporary, normative sense?  Above, I suggested that it is easiest to approach this question by considering what Hume has to say about the considerations that our desires, passions, and actions ought to be responsive to.  For whenever we have such a consideration - that is, whenever we have a consideration that one’s actions ought to be responsive to - we have something that has the essential properties of what we refer to today as a reason for action in the normative sense of this term.
  

Of course, as noted above, Hume does not use the phrase “reason for action” in this way.  

Thus, the question facing us is how to translate what Hume does say about these issues into a contemporary philosophical idiom in which talk of “reasons” plays a central role.  But once we do so, I think it is relatively clear that Hume would endorse neither the Humean account of reasons for action nor a general skepticism about reasons for action.

What is most important in this regard is Hume’s conviction that there are considerations that are not amenable to a “Humean” account, and to which any normal agent ought to be responsive.
  Consider, for example, Hume’s attitude towards morality as summed up at the conclusion of the Treatise.  There Hume describes the Treatise’s project as an “anatomical” one that is focused mainly on describing and explaining the functioning of the mind – as opposed to making normative claims about how it ought to function.  But nonetheless, Hume stresses that nothing in this discussion is meant to undermine the practice of what Hume calls “practical morality”.  Rather, he believes that his discussion will only strengthen our pre-theoretical commitment to morality in this sense.  And when it comes to this normative branch of philosophy, it is quite clear that Hume accepts that the desires and passions of individuals ought to be responsive to moral considerations in ways that go beyond any sort of responsiveness to instrumental considerations.  

After all, the ultimate basis of these moral distinctions lies, for Hume, in the moral sense.  And as Hume himself notes, the moral sense cannot itself be accounted for through an appeal to instrumental considerations of any sort.
  But nonetheless we are willing to judge that those who lack a moral sense – as well as, more broadly, those who lack any of the more basic Humean virtues - are not functioning in the manner they ought to be.  Thus, the pattern of normative evaluation that Hume endorses does not vary with the desires of the subject being evaluated in the manner one would expect if Hume endorsed a desire-based or instrumentalist account of reasons for action.  For Hume, the absence of certain moral responses counts against one practically whatever one’s background set of desires and preferences.  And so, while it may be not contrary to Humean reason (in the sense of demonstrative and probable inference) “to prefer the destruction of the whole world to the scratching of my finger”, there certainly are good reasons not to do so - i.e. considerations we may expect men who are fully rational in the sense of being responsive to reasons for action to be responsive to.

In this way, as the moral case makes clear, Hume would readily accept that there are many non-Humean considerations that an agent ought to be responsive to in deciding what to do.  Or, in other words, there are many non-Humean considerations to which a virtuous agent in Hume’s sense will be responsive.  In considering this last way of capturing Hume’s views about these issues, it is crucial to remember that Hume uses terms like “virtue” very expansively.  In particular, it is clear that Hume means his account of virtue and vice to apply, not just to the moral virtues in a narrow sense, but also to qualities like prudence or wisdom, which we today would generally be inclined to view as manifestations, not of good moral character, but rather of practical or epistemic rationality.
  Thus, Hume intends his account of virtue and vice to provide the outlines of an account, not just of the moral virtues in a narrow sense, but rather of meritorious character traits of any kind, including those that we today would group together under the headings of practical and epistemic rationality.  

In this way, for Hume, being properly responsive to practical reasons is just one aspect of what it is to be virtuous in his expansive sense of the term.  As such, Hume’s understanding of the relationship between reasons for action and morality is actually much closer to that of contemporary virtue ethicists like Philippa Foot than it is to the instrumentalism that has taken up Hume’s name.
  For once we translate Hume’s views about how we ought to feel and act into the contemporary idiom of “reasons for action”, we can see that Hume would agree with these virtue-ethicists that the question of whether someone has been responsive to their reasons for action cannot be separated from the evaluation of this responsiveness as virtuous or vicious. Thus, Hume would join these theorists in denying that there is any normatively authoritative standard of practical rationality that is fully independent of the standards of virtue and vice.
  

Nonetheless Hume would, of course, give a very different account of the origins of our standards of virtue and vice than the account offered by contemporary neo-Aristotelians.  For Hume would have no interest in the project of grounding facts about virtue and vice in an Aristotelian conception of human nature or the Aristotelian conception of man’s proper function.  Rather, according to Hume’s account, for a character trait to be a virtue is just for us to approve of this character trait in a certain sort of way when we view it from a certain point of view.
  Or more precisely, a character trait is a virtue for Hume just in case it is approved of by the moral sense when viewed from what Hume describes as the “general point of view”.
  

Thus, for Hume, a consideration will be something that we ought to be responsive to just in case being responsive to it is something that elicits our passionate approval when such responsiveness is viewed from the general point of view.  In this way, remembering the expansive sense in which Hume speaks of virtue, we can extract from Hume’s account of virtue and the moral sense, an implicit account of when some consideration should be considered a reason for an agent to act:

(REASONS) Some consideration C is a reason for X to A just in case the moral sense approves of X’s A’ing being responsive to C when we view this behavior from a reflective “general point of view”. 

For the reasons noted above, I believe that this principle provides the most natural way to translate contemporary talk about reasons into Hume’s own discussion of the various “virtues” and “vices” that make up Humean good character.
  Crucially, while the account of reasons for action that follows from REASONS is not Humean in the traditional sense, it is deeply rooted in the passions in two important respects.  First, according to REASONS, it is our passionate responses of approval and disapproval that determine what is or is not a reason for someone to act.  And second, while REASONS does not generate a fully desire-dependent account of reasons for action, it does produce an account according to which an agent’s passions will often play a large role in determining what they have reason to do.  For, as Hume often stresses, whether we approve of some response in a particular individual from the “general point of view” will be heavily influenced by that individual’s own passionate make-up.  Thus, while REASONS is not a fully Humean account, it is an account according to which there is a good deal of “subject-sensitivity” (in the sense of this term familiar from contemporary epistemology) built into our understanding of what is or is not a reason for action.
  In other words, on this account, what I have reason to do will often differ from what you have reason to do precisely because of differences in our passionate make-up.

As I have already noted, there is much in this account of reasons for action that is similar to contemporary virtue-theoretical accounts of these issues.  But Hume’s views about these questions are, in one important respect, far more radical than the views of most such theorists.  For one of the central lessons of Hume’s discussion of the place of reason in the theoretical and practical spheres is that the faculty of reason as such has no intrinsic normative authority in either case.  This is clearest, of course, in Hume’s discussion of the manner in which reason completely undermines itself when it reflects upon the question of its own reliability.
  As the conclusion of Book I of the Treatise makes clear, Hume believes that it is only possible to avoid the skeptical consequences of this fact by rejecting the idea that all the operations of the faculty of reason should be equally authoritative with respect to the question of what we ought to believe.  Instead, if we are to avoid both skepticism and the dull rejection of all reasoning as such, we must allow the operations of our reason to be guided and moderated by the more sensitive parts of our nature – including the passions of curiosity and ambition.

In this way, the single most important upshot of Hume’s discussion of reason in the theoretical sphere is the denial that there is a universal connection between what our faculty of reason approves of and what we have (normative) reason to believe.  For the second, normative question cannot be settled by any appeal to the operations and standards of the faculty of reason alone.  And much the same is true in the practical case as well.  For, as we have just been discussing, one of the primary purposes of Hume’s discussion of reason in the practical sphere is to systematically undermine the idea that the faculty of reason should have any sort of special authority with respect to questions of how we ought to act.  Rather, much as in the theoretical case, Hume believes that reason ought to play a role in determining what we do only insofar as its influence is moderated and guided by our passions and sentiments.  Thus, here too we find Hume severing the traditional connection between what our faculty of reason approves of and what we have reason to do.

It is here, as much as anywhere else, that the historical significance of Hume’s discussion of both theoretical and practical reason rests.  For the most fundamental difference of opinion between Hume and Kant on these issues is not a matter of how they conceive of the faculty of reason – although, of course, they do conceive of this faculty differently.  Rather, what separates Hume from Kant most deeply on these issues is that Kant accepts, while Hume rejects, the traditional idea that the faculty of reason has a special sort of normative authority.  In this respect, at least, Kant is thoroughly more traditional than Hume – for on this point it is clear where the weight of traditional opinion lies.  After all, in their very different ways, the idea that the faculty of reason should have a special normative status is shared by figures as diverse as Plato, Aristotle, Aquinas, Descartes, Locke, and Kant.  In this way, the most radical aspect of Hume’s discussion of reason is the quite simple and radical idea that the question of what we ought to believe and how we ought to act is never settled by what our faculty of reason (on its own) approves of. 
  It is this general challenge to the authority of reason, as much as Hume’s discussion of, say, the concept of a cause, that sets the stage for Kant’s attempt to answer the quid juris question.  For Kant is concerned with this question – not just with respect to this or that particular concept, but also with respect to the use of our faculty of reason in general in both the theoretical and practical spheres.  
� Of course, philosophical interest in the connection between practical reason and morality is much older than Hume and Kant, as any reader of Plato or Aristotle is well aware.  But it seems safe to say that Hume and Kant have, at least until recently, provided much of the historical context within which the contemporary Anglophone debate about these issues has operated.


� I take this terminology from Neil Sinhababu.


� For the sake of simplicity I’ll avoid talk of “motivating reasons for action” and reserve talk of “reasons for action” to capture claims about what some authors call “normative reasons for action”.  But one prefers such terminology, one can regard HTM as a theory about the first of these sorts of reasons and HTR as a theory about the second.


� The phrase “Humean Theory of Motivation” is used in a variety of different ways, leading to a good deal of unnecessary confusion.  For instance, consider Michael Smith’s version of the Humean theory of motivation in The Moral Problem (Oxford: Blackwell, 1994).  Smith does accept that a desire can only be motivated by a set of mental states that includes a prior desire.  But at the same time, he believes that a belief (plus background facts about rationality) can give rise to a new desire.  For Smith, not all cases of the latter are cases of the former – since motivation always involves a teleological element, which need not be present in every case in which one state gives rise to another.  Thus, Smith, at most, accepts HTM as applied to the special case of motivation in this rather narrow sense of the term.


� To be clear, when I speak of practical reasons here and in what follows, I have in mind reasons for action or what are sometimes referred to as “object-given” as opposed to “state-given” reasons for desire.


� Many contemporary views that are influenced by these ideas contain important non-Humean elements as well.  For an important example of this see Mark Schroeder’s Slaves of the Passions (Oxford:  Oxford University Press, 2007).


For the importance of the distinction between underived and derived desires see, for example, the discussion in Thomas Nagel’s The Possibility of Altruism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1974).


� See below for some of the authors who have called this assumption into question.


� In discussing these issues, I will focus primarily on Hume’s views as presented in the Treatise – although I will occasionally refer to his discussion of them in his later work.  In part, this is the product of the fact that Hume’s arguments concerning these questions are much more fully stated in the Treatise than they are elsewhere.  But I also believe that, with respect to these questions, Hume’s views remain relatively constant throughout his lifetime.  For some discussion of what is novel about Hume’s later moral philosophy, see e.g. Annette Baier’s “Enquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals:  Incomparably the Best?” in Radcliffe, Elizabeth S. (ed.), A Companion to Hume.  (Malden: Blackwell Publishing, 2008).


� For a much more detailed discussion of these issues, see ..


� For examples of this reading, see J. Bricke, Mind and Morality (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996), J.L. Mackie, Hume’s Moral Theory (London: Routledge, 1980), and Barry Stroud, Hume (London: Routledge, 1977)


� A point made nicely by Rachel Cohon in Hume’s Morality (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008).  Much of the following discussion draws on Cohon’s work on these issues.


� Such a view, of course, need not insist that beliefs (on their own) never cause the formation of new desires – it needs only insist that beliefs (on their own) never cause the formation of new desires in the manner that is characteristic of ordinary motivational psychology.  Just how this distinction is drawn will vary somewhat from theory to theory, but for the purposes of the discussion to follow we need not settle on any particular account of it, since the examples to be discussed are plainly instances of ordinary human motivation as Hume understands it.  Thus, consider of these cases will be sufficient to refute the attribution of the HTM to Hume.


� In this way, although much of Hume’s discussion is concerned with what we would today call the functional role of ideas and passions, his conception of these perceptions as fundamentally “distinct existences” means that their functional characteristics and inter-connections must be regarded as contingent features of them.  This is one way in which Hume’s approach to these issues is quite different from the purely functionalist approach that one finds in authors such as Michael Smith. 


� T 1.3.10.


� And, unlike in the case of the “missing shade of blue”, he offers these apparent counterexamples in describing the course of human motivation under normal conditions.


� Although it is plain that Hume takes the most common form of human motivation to be motivation by pleasure and pain, I think it is also relatively clear that he accepts that other forms of human motivation exist.  But this is not uncontroversial.


� For other similar passages, see T 1.3.10.3; SBN 119-20, T 3.1.1.12; SBN 459, and T 2.3.9.7; SBN 439.


� An interesting detail concerning Hume’s account is whether the motivation of an action by a belief of this sort must always go via a direct passion of some sort.  To me, the textual evidence suggests that it need not, but I will leave this question to the side here.


� This, of course, is not entirely uncontroversial.  Unfortunately, there is no space here to discuss in detail the nature of Humean perceptions here.


� None of this means, of course, that we can’t attribute to the human mind a general tendency to seek pleasure and avoid pain.  For of course Hume does just this.  But this general tendency would not considered a desire by Hume – nor would it necessarily be a desire in anything but the most trivial and uninteresting contemporary sense of this term.


� One option here would be to restrict the claim that beliefs are “inert” to those beliefs that are the product of reason.  (Compare Charles Pidgen’s and Nicholas Sturgeon’s work on these issues.)  Unfortunately for this line of interpretation, Hume seems to treat all beliefs about pleasure and pain as equally capable of causing new desires, no matter what their source. 


What might be more plausible is restricting these claims to claims about beliefs that are the product of reason alone – which, given Hume’s views about the role of experience in probable inference, would be limited to beliefs that we can arrive at via deductive reasoning alone.  I certainly think that Hume would agree that such beliefs are inert, but I believe that his claims about the inertness of reason extend beyond this point to include the points discussed below.


� My treatment of these topics will be relatively brief – for a more detailed discussion of them see David Owen’s excellent “Belief and the Passions”, with which I am in broad agreement on most of these issues.


For an excellent discussion of these issues, see chapter 3 of Cohon’s Hume’s Morality.  And compare Mikael Karlsson’s “The Influencing Motives of the Will” in The Blackwell Guide to Hume’s Treatise, ed. Saul Traiger (Oxford: Blackwell, 2005).


� For helpful discussions of Hume’s understanding of the faculty of reason, see David Owen’s Hume’s Reason and Don Garrett’s “Hume’s Conclusions” in The Blackwell Guide to Hume’s Treatise.  Note that I follow these authors in taking Hume to use “reason” in a relatively unambiguous fashion throughout the Treatise.  (For a dissenting view on this issue, see Annette Baier’s A Progress of Sentiments (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1991).)


� In particular, he appears to regard this definition of reason as one that all parties to the debate should accept.  And he takes his definition of reason to be a natural development of Locke’s conception thereof. 


� So, for example, Kant would deny both that there is nothing to reason beyond a capacity for Humean demonstrative and probable inference and that every instance of demonstrative inference involves the discovery of a theoretical truth or falsehood.  As such, he would deny both the equation of the first and second definitions of reason noted above and the equation of the second and third of these definitions.


� Why exactly this is the case is a complicated question – although it is plain that it must in part be a product of impressions’ high level of force and vivacity. 


� I’ve phrased this carefully to sidestep the vexed issue of whether impressions of reflection represent.


� One of the most important questions in Hume interpretation is why Hume feels entitled to make this claim.  For more on this issue, see my “Hume’s Unified Theory of Representation”.


� These arguments are often broken down into two distinct arguments – the “representation argument” and an argument by “division of the faculty of reason”.  In my brief comments here, I have tried to emphasize the connections and commonalities between these two arguments.


� Of course, this is not meant to suggest that there are brute metaphysical necessities lurking behind Hume’s discussion of the faculty of reason.  The fact that this is true of any instance of this faculty is, for Hume, a simple consequence of the manner in which we use the term “reason”.


� Of course, these further processes will then be the product of some faculty or tendency of the mind other than the faculty of reason, but it would be a mistake to conflate Hume’s anti-rationalistic insistence that motivation involves faculties other than reason with the claim, characteristic of the HTM, that cognitive states alone cannot motivate.


� Interpreting these claims as claims about the causal powers of faculties also allows us to avoid some of Cohon’s controversial claims about the intransitivity of the production relation.


� See, in particular, Clarke’s A Discourse concerning the Unchangeable Obligations of Natural Religion (1706) and Wollaston’s The Religion of Nature delineated (1724).


� Thus, contrary to some non-cognitivist interpretations of Hume, when Hume claims that “morals” are motivationally efficacious, he is in the first instance making a claim about our moral faculty and not a claim about the products of this faculty (however we understand them). 


� This is, of course, an extremely compressed version of a much more complicated set of issues.  But hopefully it will give the reader a sense of the relevant line of thought here.  (A fuller discussion of these issues would require careful attention to the phrase “derived from reason” in the context of both Hume’s discussion of causality and his discussion of morality.) 


� For some examples of this reading of Hume, see (arguably) Bernard Williams, “Internal and External Reasons” in Moral Luck (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981); David Sobel, “Subjective Accounts of Reasons for Action,” in Ethics 111 (2001): 461-92; John Rawls, Lectures on the History of Moral Philosophy (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2000); and Stephen Darwall, British Moralists and the Internal ‘Ought’ 1640-1740 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995).


� For this point see, for example, Elijah Millgram’s “Was Hume a Humean?”, Hume Studies 21 (1995): 75-93, and Jean Hampton’s “Does Hume Have an Instrumental Conception of Practical Reason,” Hume Studies 21 (1995): 57–74.


� For related arguments, see Karl Schafer, “Practical Reasons and Practical Reasoning in Hume”, Hume Studies 34(2): 189-208 (2008), Kieran Setiya, “Hume on Practical Reason”, Philosophical Perspectives 18: 365-89 (2004), and Aaron Zimmerman, “Hume's Reasons”, Hume Studies 33 (2): 211-256 (2007).


� See his On What Matters (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011).


� For further objections to the attribution of such a view to Hume see the papers by Schafer, Setiya, and Zimmerman mentioned above, as well as …


� Compare Christine Korsgaard, “Skepticism about Practical Reason,” The Journal of 


Philosophy 83.1 (1986): 5–25, as well Millgram’s “Was Hume a Humean?” and Hampton’s “Does Hume Have an Instrumental Conception of Practical Reason”.


� Millgram, “Was Hume a Humean?” 81.


� Although, to be sure, the reading of these passages provided by Millgram (et al) is much more consistent than the traditional Humean interpretation.


� Millgram argues that Hume was forced into this sort of skepticism by an impoverished conception of the intentional content of the passions.  For a reply to this argument, see the aforementioned paper by Schafer.


� Once again, I focus on reasons for action to avoid some delicate issues about different species of potential reasons for desire.


� See Setiya and Schafer for further discussion of this issue.


� ECPM 6.23-25; SBN 244.


� Something very similar is true of many considerations that are not moral in a narrow sense of this term – such as prudential and aesthetic reasons of various sorts.


� See the whole discussion of T, 3.3.4 and, in particular, the lists at T 3.3.4.7-8; SBN 610-611.  There Hume mentions the following virtues (in a broad sense): industry, perseverance, patience, activity, vigilance, application, constancy, temperance, frugality, economy, resolution, wit, eloquence, and good humor.


� For different versions of this conception of practical reason, see Philippa Foot, Natural Goodness (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2001); John McDowell, Mind, Value, and Reality (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1998); Warren Quinn, Morality and Action (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993); and Kieran Setiya, Reasons without Rationalism (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2007).


� Here it is important not to be misled by Hume’s discussion of the “interested obligation” to morality, which concerns the question of whether self-interest can motivate us to be moral.


� See, in particular:  “So that when you pronounce any action or character to be vicious, you mean nothing, but that from the constitution of your nature you have a feeling or sentiment of blame from the contemplation of it.  Vice and virtue, therefore, may be compar’d to sounds, colours, heat and cold, which, according to modern philosophy, are not qualities in objects, but perceptions in the mind.”  (T 3.1.1.26; SBN 468)


� For an excellent discussion of just what the “general point of view” involves, and how it differs from an ideal observer’s point of view, see Geoffrey Sayre-McCord’s “On Why Hume's 'General Point of View' Isn't Ideal -- and Shouldn't Be", Social Philosophy & Policy 11(1) (Winter 1994), 202-228.


� It is worth noting here that it remains open for someone who accepts REASONS to interpret its reference to “approval” differently in, say, the epistemic and the practical cases.  For example, while the moral virtue of a faculty is determined, for Hume, by its ability to stand up to the scrutiny of the moral sense, one might claim that the epistemic merit of the same faculty is determined by its ability to win the approval of the passions that Hume focuses on at the close of Book 1 of the Treatise – namely, the “intellectual passion” of curiosity or “the love of truth” from a reflective point of view.  Such a view would allow one to derive several distinct species of “reasons for X” from the basic picture of “considerations one ought to be responsive to” sketched above.


� For similar suggestions about how to translate Hume’s views into the contemporary language of “practical reasons”, see Setiya’s paper on these issues, as well as the conclusion to Michelle Mason’s “Hume and Humeans on Practical Reason”, Hume Studies 31:2, (2005) 347-378.


� For “subject-sensitive” views in epistemology, see (for example) …


� T 1.4.1.


� Of course, there are dissenting voice on this point in the tradition prior to Hume – but isn’t that always the case!





