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Appendix 1 Concerning Moral Sentiment 
 
When studying A1, you may find it useful again to read Section I, Of the General 
Principles of Morals. 
 
1. Is there a role for reason on morality; and if so, what is it (A1.2)? 
2. What is the limit of reason (A1.3)? 
3.* Using the principle that Hume has mentioned several times before (5.17, 

5.46, 9.12), explain how the sentiment of humanity comes into play (A1.3). 
4. What strategy does Hume suggest for the rest of the section (A1.4)? 
5.* We could say that the first consideration deals with metaphysics. What is 

Hume’s main thought (A1.5–10)? 
6.* The second consideration discusses the idea that enquiry into relations can 

yield new facts in the case of geometry, but not morality. How does Hume 
use this (true?) proposition to argue that moral judgements are made by the 
heart, not the head (A1.11–2)? 

7. What is the main idea expressed in the third consideration (A1.13–6)? 
8. Hume compares morality and beauty. What motivates this comparison, and 

do you find it plausible (A1.13–5; see also the snippet from The Sceptic on 
the back page of hand-out 4)? 

9. The fourth consideration concerns a criminal young tree—explain this (A1.17). 
(You could compare it with Treatise 3.1.1, ¶24, pp. 20–1 in the 1740 version.) 

10. Why can ultimate ends not discovered by reason? Explain the main thought 
behind the fifth consideration (A1.18–20). 

11. Develop a table that has in one column all the roles and function of reason, 
and in another column all those of taste and sentiment (A1.21). 

12. So, how do you think Hume resolves the ‘controversy’ between reason and 
sentiment? 

13.* What (if anything) does Appendix add to Section I? 
 
Appendix 2 Of Self-Love 
 
The word ‘self-love’ appears 30 times in EPM, beginning at 5.6, where Hume 
also mentions the ‘selfish theory’ of morality (cf. A2.3). Further relevant 
appearances are at 5.16–7, 6.3, 6.22, 9.4–6, 9.8, and 9.20. It may be useful to 
consult these passages again while, or before, reading A2. 
 
14. What is the difference between the two principles that Hume mentions at 

the beginning of A2.1–2? 
15. What is the mistake we should avoid (A2.3)? 
16.* Discuss the example Hume gives in A2.4: why is one man esteemed, and the 

other despised? What makes the difference? 
17. The question of human selfishness ‘not so material, as is usually imagined’, 

Hume suggests (A2.5). Why not? 
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18. In arguing against the ‘selfish system’, Hume uses considerations about 
simplicity (A2.6–7). How do these work in favour of his position? 

19. How does tenderness to one’s children refute the ‘selfish system’ (A2.9)? 
20.* A2.12 is rather dense and difficult. Hume distinguishes between ‘primary’ 

appetites or desires (e.g. hunger and thirst) and ‘secondary’ desires, 
inclinations, or passions, which follow from satisfying the ‘primary’ ones. 
This distinction is then applied to ‘mental passions’, such as fame, power, 
or vengeance. How does then all this show, as Hume indicates, that his 
hypothesis of ‘disinterested benevolence’ is simpler than the selfish system? 

 
Background Information. (a) For more details against rationalists, see Treatise 
3.1.1, Moral Distinctions not deriv’d from Reason, which you can download 
from them course website. This section includes the famous is–ought passage, 
which Hume hints at A1.12–3. (b) At A1.6, Hume distinguishes between 
‘matters of fact’ and ‘relations of ideas’. This goes back to the first Enquiry (see 
https://davidhume.org/texts/e/4). This is known as ‘Hume’s fork’. Factual 
propositions are known a posteriori, and are true synthetically, i.e. in virtue of 
how the world is; Ideal propositions are known a priori, and are analytically 
true, i.e. in virtue of the concepts (= ideas) involved. (c) The discussion of 
beauty at A1.14 suggests that Hume thinks of beauty (and so morality) along 
the lines of the distinction between primary and secondary qualities. Here is a 
sketch. Primary qualities are intrinsic and essential properties of material 
objects. Secondary qualities are ‘nothing in the Objects themselves but Powers 
to produce various Sensations in us by their primary Qualities, i.e. by the Bulk, 
Figure, Texture, and Motion of their insensible parts, as Colours, Sounds, 
Tastes, etc.’ (Locke, Essay 2.8.10 [1690]). As powers, secondary qualities are in 
bodies just like primary ones, yet, they are not real: ‘The particular Bulk, 
Number, Figure, and Motion of the parts of Fire, or Snow, are really in them, 
whether any ones Senses perceive them or no; and therefore they may be called 
real Qualities, because they really exist in those Bodies. But Light, Heat, 
Whiteness, or Coldness, are no more really in them, than Sickness or Pain is in 
Manna. Take away the Sensation of them; let not the Eyes see Light, or 
Colours, nor the Ears hear Sounds; let the Palate not Taste, nor the Nose Smell, 
and all Colours, Tastes, Odors, and Sounds, as they are such particular Ideas 
vanish and cease, and so reduced to their Causes, i.e. Bulk, Figure, and Motion 
of Parts’ (Locke, Essay 2.8.17). This suggests that secondary qualities are mind-
dependent or relational, and that objects are not really coloured at all. But this 
is misleading: the dispositions exist in objects regardless of the presence of 
perceivers. Locke claims that objects lack colours as understood in the naïve 
common way—as real qualities that resemble our ideas of them. But objects are 
coloured if colour is understood as a power grounded in corpuscular texture: 
‘And what is Sweet, Blue, or Warm in Idea, is but the certain Bulk, Figure, and 
Motion of the insensible Parts in the Bodies themselves, which we call so’ (Essay 
2.8.15; second italics mine). Hume’s discussion has affinities with Locke here; 
but he does not subscribe to Locke’s materialism (i.e. ‘corpuscularianism’). 


