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K .  R. Merril l  and R. W. Shahan ( e d s . ) :  David Hume, Many-sided 
Genius,  U n i v e r s i t y  o f  Oklahoma P r e s s ,  Norman, 1 9 7 6 .  1 9 2  pages.
Hardback $9.95; paperback $3.95. 

Th i s  i s  a c o l l e c t i o n  of  n i n e  independent  e s s a y s  
which are c a l c u l a t e d  t o  remind u s ,  a s  t h e  e d i t o r s  remark, 
of t h e  "dep th  and range o f  Hume's i n t e l l e c t u a l  g i f t s " .  

The volume opens w i t h  a c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y  a s t u t e  
a d d i t i o n  t o  Terence Penelhum's growing q u i v e r  o f  p u b l i c a t i o n s  
on t h e  s e l f ,  Hume and p e r s o n a l  immor ta l i t y .  I n  t h e  p r e s e n t  
p i e c e  Penelhum a rgues  (p.10) t h a t  Hume's dominant use of  
t h e  term " s e l f "  i s  one i n  which " t h e  s e l f  i s  t h e  mind r a t h e r  
t h a n  t h e  whole person".  H i s  conc lus ion  is t h a t  such an 
account  - a l though  u n s a t i s f a c t o r y  - i s  f r e e  from o u t r i g h t  
s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t i o n s .  

The second e s s a y ,  "Hume on t h e  S tanda rd  o f  Morals" 
by R. F. Atkinson,  i s  concerned w i t h  t h o s e  pas sages  i n  which 
H u m e  seems t o  make good and e v i l  r e l a t i v e  t o  p a i n s  and p l ea ­
s u r e s .  A tk inson ' s  t h e s i s ,  which is  suppor t ed  by d e t a i l e d  
t e x t u a l  argument, is  t h a t  a l though  Hum d i d  n o t  i n t e n d  t o  be 
and was n o t  a s u b j e c t i v i s t ,  h e  n e v e r t h e l e s s  g i v e s  a s e r i o u s l y  
d e f i c i e n t  account  of  t h e  s t a n d a r d  of  morals.  

I n  "Hume's Ca ta log  of  V i r t u e  and V i c e "  

Will iam Davie focuses  upon t h e  l i s t  of  " e s t i m a b l e  o r  blame-
a b l e  q u a l i t i e s  of men" which can ,  acco rd ing  t o  Hume, r e a d i l y  
be  c o n s t r u c t e d  from " t h e  very n a t u r e  of language" (second 
Enquiry,  sect. I.  I am e n t i r e l y  b a f f l e d  by Dav ie ' s  page 
r e f e r e n c e s ) .  Davie p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  t h e  e n t e r p r i s e  i s  n o t  
a s  s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d  a s  Hume i m p l i e s  and t h a t  t h e  name o f  any 
g iven  q u a l i t y ,  e.g. "tough",  could occur  i n  t h e  estimable 
o r  t h e  blameable column depending upon t h e  c u l t u r e  o r  charac­
te r  of t h e  person drawing up t h e  l i s t .  Moreover t h i s  i s  
n o t  a merely t e c h n i c a l  o b j e c t i o n  t o  Hume, b u t  one which 
shows up t h e  i n t r i c a t e  v a r i e t y  of moral l i f e  and language 
which " t h w a r t s  any p h i l o s o p h i c a l  e f f o r t s  t o  sum it up". The 
p o i n t s  a r e  i m p o r t a n t  and w a r r a n t  f u r t h e r  d i s c u s s i o n .  I can 
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o n l y  r e m a r k  t h a t  Hume n.ay be a b l e  t o  admi t  v a r i a t i o n s  i n  


t h e  c a t a l o g u i n g  of a g i v e n  q u a l i t y  i f  h e  can  show t h a t  t h e  

v a r i a t i o n s  a r e  b r o u g h t  a b o u t  by d i f f e r e n t  es t imates  of t h e  
u t i l i t y  r e s u l t i n g  from p o s s e s s i n g  t h e  q u a l i t y .  

James Noxon's wide- ranging  a r t i c l e  " H u m e ' s  Concern 

With R e l i g i o n "  s t a r t s  by a s k i n g  what m o t i v a t e d  t h a t  concern .  

Noxon's answer i s  t h a t  i n t e r e s t  i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h e  limits 
of t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  was t h e  m o t i v a t i o n a l  f o r c e .  H e  t h e n  

c o n s i d e r s  C a p a l d i ' s  and Penelhum's  a c c o u n t s  o f  t h e  f i n a l  
estimate which Hume p u t  upon t h e  d e s i g n  argument.  H e  

c o n c l u d e s  w i t h  some new o b s e r v a t i o n s  on t h e  c h a p t e r  "Of 

M i r a c l e s " .  
The e s s a y  o f  R icha rd  Popkin  , "Hume : P h i l o s o p h i c a l  

Ver sus  P r o p h e t i c  H i s t o r i a n " ,  is  of t h e  s t i m u l a t i n g  and 

v i g o r o u s  c h a r a c t e r  which one  h a s  come t o  e x p e c t  of him. 

A p a r t  from s l i g h t l y  c l i q u i s h  open ing  r e f e r e n c e s  t o  "some of 
us ' ' ?  P o p k i n ' s  a rgued  t h e s i s  i s  t h a t  Hume  i n  t h e  Historx, 
and  e l s e w h e r e ,  rejects t h e  " p r o v i d e n t i a l  and p r o p h e t i c  
h i s t o r y "  which had long  been t h e  norm o f  C h r i s t i a n  h i s t o r ­
ians. I n s t e a d  h e  w r o t e  s e c u l a r  h i s t o r y ,  i n  which t h e r e  i s  
n o  b e g i n n i n g ,  n o  Div ine  D r a m a ,  and no  a p o t h e o s i s .  "Hume 's 
h i s t o r y  s t a r t s  nowhere and goes nowhere. The sor t  o f  

w o r l d  w e  l i v e  i n  h a s  sequences ,  e v e n t s ,  deve lopments ,  
dramas, b u t  a l l  on a human l e v e l "  ( p . 9 2 ) .  The t h e s i s  i s  
c h a l l e n g i n g  and i m p o r t a n t  and one  hopes  t o  h e a r  more o f  it. 
My o n l y  i r r i t a t i o n  i s  P o p k i n ' s  p e r p e t u a t i o n  of an o l d  m a l ­

p r a c t i c e  i n  r e f e r r i n g  t o  t h e  "Essay  o f  Miracles" (p .89 )  , 
and my o n l y  h e s i t a t i o n  i s  whe the r  Hume makes prophecy  a 
s u b - c l a s s  of miracles f o r  t h e  r e a s o n s  Popkin  s u g g e s t s  (p .87f )  
o r  because  t h e i r  a p p e a l  t o  t h e  r a t i o n a l  a p o l o g i s t  had  al­
r e a d y  been  e r o d e d  by ea r l i e r  c o n t r o v e r s y .  

Ralph Cohen ' s  "The R a t i o n a l e  of Hume's L i t e r a r y  
I n q u i r i e s "  i s  conce rned  w i t h  H u m e ' s  w r i t i n g s  on l i t e r a t u r e ,  

a e s t h e t i c s ,  cr i t ic ism and tas te .  These are t o  b e  found,  
f o r  t h e  most p a r t ,  i n  h i s  e s s a y s ,  b u t  a l s o  i n c l u d e  "The 

D i s s e r t a t i o n  o f  t h e  P a s s i o n s "  - s u r e l y  t h e  most t h i n  and 

v a p i d  t h i n g  Hume e v e r  p u b l i s h e d .  I remain  unconvinced  
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t h a t  Hume had s i g n i f i c a n t  t h i n g s  t o  say  on a e s t h e t i c s .  
Th i s  i s  n o t  due t o  any d e f i c i e n c y  i n  Cohen's a r t i c l e  b u t  
t o  my own p e r s u a s i o n  t h a t  few i f  any ph i losophe r s  have 
t h i n g s  of  v a l u e  t o  s a y  i n  t h i s  a r ea .  

A s  one who had p r e v i o u s l y  skimmed ove r  o r  i gnored  
Hume's w r i t i n g s  on economics I found Eugene Rotwein's 
e s s a y  "David Hume , Philosopher-Economist" a r e a l  eye-opener.  
I t  is mostly ( b u t  n o t  e x c l u s i v e l y )  concerned w i t h  t h e  

P o l i t i c a l  Discourses  of  1752. Hume's economics a r e  d i s ­
cussed under  t h r e e  heads:  economic psychology ( m o t i v a t i o n ) ;  
s p e c i f i c  market problems and normative economic phi losophy.  
A s  so o f t e n ,  one can s c a r c e l y  f a i l  t o  be impressed w i t h  
Hume's r e f u s a l  t o  i n d u l g e  i n  t h e  s i m p l i s t i c  s i n g l e - f a c t o r  
e x p l a n a t i o n s  of human a c t i v i t y  w i t h  which economics, n o t  t o  
say  m o r a l i t y  and p o l i t i c s ,  abounds. Rotwein's e s t i m a t i o n  
of t h e  e s say  "Of Refinement i n  t h e  A r t s ' '  i s  worth q u o t i n g  
f o r  t h o s e  who doubt  Hume's s i c p i f i c a n c e  a s  an economist:  
" I t  w a r r a n t s  r e c o g n i t i o n  a s  one o f  t h e  most comprehensive 
s t a t e m e n t s  of t h e  c a s e  f o r  a wea l th -o r i en ted ,  l i b e r a l  s o c i a l  
o r d e r  t o  be found i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  o f  economics" (p .133) .  

"Hume , Whitehead, and Ph i losoph ic  Plethod" by 
K .  R. Merrill d e a l s  w i t h  a n e s t  of e p i s t e m o l o g i c a l  i s s u e s :  
t h e  impress ion / idea  dichotomy, t h e  r e l a t i o n  of  i d e a s / m a t t e r  

of  f a c t  d i v i d e  and t h e  c h a r a c t e r  o f  expe r i ence .  Hume's 
t h e s e s  and Whitehead's o b j e c t i o n s  a r e  n i c e l y  supplemented 
w i t h  Merril l 's  comments b u t  t h e  m a t t e r s  d i s c u s s e d  a r e  t o o  
i n t r i c a t e  t o  be fol lowed h e r e .  

The f i n a l  e s s a y ,  Adolf Reinach 's  "Kan t ' s  I n t e r ­
p r e t a t i o n  of Hume's Problem" d a t e s  from 1908 b u t  it wears 
i t s  age w e l l .  T h i s  i s  i t s  f i r s t  appearance i n  an Eng l i sh  
t r a n s l a t i o n  (by J. N.  Mohanty). I t  i s  meaty s t u f f .  There 
a r e  in-depth d i s c u s s i o n s  of whether  Hume q u e s t i o n s  t h e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  of s y n t h e t i c  a p r i o r i  judgements i n  t h e  s p e c i a l  
c a s e  of c a u s a t i o n ,  and whether  " a n a l y t i c "  � o r  Kant and 
" r e l a t i o n  of i d e a s "  f o r  Hume mean t h e  same. Reinach 's  
conc lus ion  i s  t h a t  t hey  d o n ' t  (p.177).  Th i s  a r t i c l e  

a 
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d e s e r v e s  a t t e n t i o n .  I t  i s  a good t h i n g  which has  been too  
long  obscured. 

As a whole t h i s  i s  a s t i m u l a t i n g  c o l l e c t i o n  of 
e s s a y s  and it admirably f u l f i l s  i t s  e d i t o r s '  i n t e n t i o n  t o  
d i s p l a y  t h e  many f a c e t s  of  Hume's gen ius .  But t h e  e d i t o r s  
ought  t o  have imposed un i fo rmi ty  o f  r e f e r e n c e  upon t h e i r  
c o n t r i b u t o r s .  Each e s s a y i s t  announces s e p a r a t e l y  (and 
d i f f e r e n t l y )  t h e  e d i t i o n s  of  Hume's works he w i l l  use  and 
t h e  manner of a b b r e v i a t i n g  t h e i r  t i t l e s .  Indeed I would 
go f u r t h e r .  There a r e  some ve ry  common and,  f o r  a l l  
o r d i n a r y  pu rposes ,  e n t i r e l y  s a t i s f a c t o r y  e d i t i o n s  of Hume 's  
works a v a i l a b l e .  Cou ldn ' t  w e  all agree  t o  use them? 
For  examples: t h e  T r e a t i s e  i n  t h e  Selby-Bigge e d i t i o n ;  
t h e  E n q u i r i e s  i n  e i t h e r  t h e  Hendel o r  Selby-Bigge e d i t i o n s ;  
t h e  H i s t o r y  i n  t h e  1778 e d i t i o n  and t h e  Essays i n  t h e  1777 
e d i t i o n ;  t h e  Dialogues i n  t h e  Kemp Smith e d i t i o n  ( u n t i l  
t h i s  l a s t  i s  d i s p l a c e d  by a b e t t e r ,  which, a rguab ly ,  it h a s  
n o t  y e t  been: see t h e  review a r t i c l e  i n  P h i l o s o p h i c a l  
Books, May 1 9 7 7 ) .  

J. C. A. Gaskin 
T r i n i t y  Col lege Dublin 




