
 

 

Introduction. (corretto da Iso) 
 
“Moral distinctions not deriv’d from reason”, “Moral distinctions deriv’d from a 

moral sense”. This is what David Hume maintains, at least if we stick to the titles that 
open Part First Of Morals, the third book of his Treatise of Human Nature. Nevertheless 
sympathy prevails in the third and last part of the book, and, at the end, “is the chief 
source of moral distinction”. Moreover thanks to “an extensive sympathy with mankind” 
“not only virtue must be approv’d of, but also the sense of virtue” which Hutcheson’s 
moral sense cannot do. So Moral sense and Sympathy seem to have an unease 
cohabitation.  

This coexistence is what is at issue in this book. 
Among the scholars who considered the cohabitation of moral sense and 

sympathy cohabitation to be easy, one of the most influential was Norman Kemp Smith 
in his two essays of 1905 and in The philosophy of David Hume (1941). Before Kemp 
Smith, Hume was considered the last representative of the theory of ideas and the last 
champion of modern scepticism; Kemp Smith however had the merit of highlighting his 
naturalism and the constructive aspect of his thought. Among Kemp Smith's theses was 
first of all the idea that Hutcheson's influence on Hume was not only extensive, but also 
dominant, secondly that the second and third books of the Treatise concerning Human 
Nature, dedicated respectively to passions and morals, were the first ones sketched or 
composed by Hume, thirdly that the doctrine of the inner senses or reflexes of 
Hutcheson, according to which our aesthetic and moral judgments rest on sentiment 
and not on reason, had been extended by Hume to our cognitive judgments concerning 
questions of fact and existence, that is to causal inferences, but also fourthly, more 
specifically, that his doctrine of belief was modelled on his doctrine of sympathy. 

Ernest Campbell Mossner, the author of Hume’s standard biography (1954), is very 
close to Kemp Smith when he writes that the "friendly relations" between Francis 
Hutcheson and David Hume, "despite certain differences regarding moral doctrine, may 
be taken as illustrative of the principle of sympathy, which both regarded as one of the 
strongest in the constitution of human nature and one of the foundation stones of ethics 
". Hutcheson - adds Mossner – “would have read with approbation" the passage that 
opens the section Of greatness of mind in the manuscript of book III of the Treatise, in 
which Hume states, among other things, that "this principle of sympathy is of so a 
powerful and insinuating a nature, that it enters into most of our sentiments and 
passions”1. We will see, at the end, whether Mossner is right or whether his assertions 
are entirely misleading. 

In distant 1900, in the first monograph of a certain importance dedicated to the 
thought of Francis Hutcheson, William Robert Scott identified four phases or forms of 
his moral thought: the first, present in the Inquiries on beauty and virtue of 1725, is 
dominated by the teaching of Shaftesbury and Cicero; the influence of Butler is felt, but 

 
1 See E.C. Mossner, The Life of David Hume, Clarendon Press, Oxford 1980 (19541), pp. 134- 38. Quotations, including 
that from Hume’s Treatise, are read on p. 136. I think this judgment of Mossner is completely misleading; even 
neglecting his dependence on the classical monograph of Kemp Smith, who makes Hume almost a disciple of 
Hutcheson, Mossner may have based these statements on both the respectful and friendly tone of the letters 
addressed by Hume to the Irish moralist, and on the presence of public sense in Hutcheson’s Essay on Passions. 
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so is that of others, such as John Balguy in the Essay on passions published together with 
Illustrations on the moral sense in 1728; the influence of Aristotle subsequently 
prevailed in the System of Moral Philosophy, published posthumously in 1755, but in 
circulation since 1737, in which Hutcheson joins his moral theory with his juridical and 
political thought; finally, the Philosophiae Moralis Institutio Compendiaria of 1742 is 
largely influenced by the teaching of the Stoics, in particular by Marcus Aurelius, which 
Hutcheson was then translating. This reconstruction is surely arguable, however Scott 
had the merit of observing that the Inquiry on virtue had been so modified in subsequent 
editions, to contain contradictory perspectives (page 184-185), but did not fail to 
erroneously attribute to the fourth edition of 1738, relevant passages already present 
in the third edition of 1729 (page 217).  

Over the past century the problem of the foundation of ethics has never stopped 
fuelling discussion among scholars, especially in the field of analytic philosophy, and the 
debate between the British moralists of the eighteenth century has therefore never lost 
its interest. Better than the Characteristics of the Third Count of Shaftesbury, 
Hutcheson’s Inquiry on beauty and virtue, lent itself to a re-evaluation by scholars, due 
to the cognitive and sentimental character of moral sense. Since 1897 the anthology on 
the British Moralists edited by Sir Lewis Amherst Selby-Bigge and, since 1969, the one 
edited by David Daiches Raphael, both published in Oxford by Clarendon Press, 
constitute a valuable tool for scholar’s consultation. The first almost entirely repeats the 
second edition of the Inquiry of 1726, the second takes up the text of the fourth edition 
of 1738, or perhaps even the posthumous edition of 1753. In the meantime there have 
been several facsimile reprints of this or that edition of the Inquiry on Beauty and Virtue 
and of the Essay on Hutcheson's passions. 

It is possible that those who interpret the work have been more or less influenced, 
and possibly misled, by the edition of reference and since the story of the editions is 
rather complicated it will be immediately necessary to propose here the list: 

 
An Inquiry into the Original of our Ideas of Beauty and Virtue; in Two Treatises. I. 

Concerning Beauty, Order, Harmony, Design. II. Concerning Moral Good and Evil. 
During Hutcheson's life four major editions of the Inquiry were published, usually 

named after the year of the title page (1725, 1726, 1729, 1738). For convenience I will 
refer to the editions in the following way: 

a = I edition, published in February 1725 (Preface iii-xi; Contents [xii-xiv], Inquiry 
on beauty pp. 1-97; Inquiry on virtue pp. 98-276)2.  

b = II edition, published in October 1725 ("The second edition, Corrected and 
Enlarg'd", London 1726). Dedication to John Lord Carteteret, Lord Lieutenant of Ireland: 

 
2 Actually there are three different editions of the 1725 edition, which we can call a1, a2, a3 (Mautner, 
Fehige). a1 is the only edition that proposes a different subtitle: In Two Treatises, in which The Principles 
of the late EARL OF SHAFTESBURY are Explained and Defended, against the Author of the Fable of the Bees: 
and the idea of Moral Good and Evil are establish'd according to the Sentiments of the Antient Moralists. 
/ With an Attempt to introduce a Mathematical Calculation in Subjects of Morality. a1 was reprinted in 
the first volume of the facsimile edition of the Collected Works by Francis Hutcheson, in seven volumes, 
ed. by Bernard Fabian (Hildesheim, Georg Olms 1969, 1971). ‘This edition was published anonymously, 
probably 1 March 1725’ (Francis HUTCHESON On Human nature, reflections on our common systems of 
morality On the social nature of man, ed. by Th. Mautner Cambridge Univ. Press 1993, p. 171. 
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pp. iii-viii; Preface: pp. ix-xiii, Contents: [xxiii-xxvi], Treatise I viz. Inquiry on Beauty: pp. 
1-107; Treatise II viz. Inquiy on Virtue: pp. 109-304)3.  

c = III edition, published in 1729 ("The Third Edition, Corrected"). Dedication to 
John Lord Carteret, pp. iii-viii; Preface: pp. ix-xxii; Contents [xxiii-xxiv]; Inquiry on Beauty: 
pp. 1-103; Inquiry concerning Moral Good and Evil: pp. 104-304.4.  

Of the iv edition, published in 1738, there are three different versions: 
d1 = Despite the ‘The fourth edition, Corrected’ in its title page and, in the last 

paragraph of the Preface, ‘Third’ is omitted in the phrase ‘In this Third Edition’, this 
edition is almost identical to the 1729 edition. The layout is slightly different for which, 
for example, page 168 of the ed. d1 corresponds to page 167 of the ed. c5.. 

d2 = Dedication to ... Lord Carteret ...: pp. iii-viii; Preface: pp. ix-xxi; Contents. [xxiii-
xxiv]; Inquiry on Beauty: pp. 1-103; Inquiry concerning Moral Good and Evil: pp. 105-
304. Additions and Corrections: pp. [305-309] Small Alterations designed for this Edition: 
pp. 309-3116.  

This sample contains most but not all of the variants proposed by Hutcheson, by 
means of a double criterion: on the one hand through the replacement of pages, on the 
other by an appendix in which the errata corrige are proposed for pages that have not 
been replaced. The complex mess is explained at the beginning of Additions and 
Corrections: 

 
This edition having been inadvertently cast off, before the Author’s Corrections 

were obtained, a few sheets have been cancelled where it was necessary, and some few 
additional Paragraphs or Notes are here subjoined, with some few Corrections of the 
Expressions referred to their proper Pages and Lines, where the Reader may make a 
Mark. 

 
Of this exemplar there is a reproduction in facsimile Farnborough, Gregg, 1969. 
D3 = Dedication to ... Lord Carteret ...: pp. iii-viii; Preface: pp. ix-xxi; Contents: pp. 

[xxiii-xxiv]; Inquiry on Beauty: pp. 1-103; Inquiry concerning Moral Good and Evil: pp. 
105-304. Additions and Corrections: pp .: [305-309] Small Alterations designed for this 
Edition: pp. 309-3117. This sample, which I was able to consult at the University Library 
of Ann Arbor (Michigan), in addition to the corrections in the text and the appendix 
already present in d2, brings the last set of corrections proposed by Hutcheson via the 

 
3 Fac-simile editions: New-York, Garland, 1971.  In 1726 the Alterations  and Additions Made in the Second 
Edition of the Inquiry into Beauty and Virtue By the Author were published (pp. 3-30) Nel 1726 Alterations 
/and /Additions / Made in the /Second Edition/ of the / Inquiry into Beauty and Virtue/By the Author(pp. 
3-30) were published. They are added in the Fabian edition but do not reproduce the variants of the 2nd 
edition in full. This edition was published on 30 October 1725, with Hutcheson’s preface dated June 
1725.See Mautner, ibid. 
4 This edition omits the page [109] which contains the internal title page with a motto from Horace. 
5 It is true that d1 has a number of corrections; however, they do not concern more than one word, and, 
because of their logical-stylistic character, they could very well have been made directly by the publisher 
rather than by Hutcheson. See Chr. Fehige, Editing Hutcheson’s Inquiry, British Journal for the History of 
Philosophy, 13 (3) 2005 pp. 563-574, p. 566.  
6 Also this edition omits the page [109] of the ed. 1726 which contains the internal title page with a motto 
from Horace. 
7 Also this edition omits the page [109] of the ed. 1726 which contains the internal title page with a motto 
from Horace. 
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replacement of pages 173-179. The question is clarified because the sample contains 
the following instructions on the last page: 

 
Directions to the Bookbinder. 
In the Preface, Cancel from p. 15 to the End. 
In the Work, Cancel from p. 9 to 17. From 29 to39. From 57 to 59. From 173 to 

179. From 185 to 203. From 217 to 219. From 221 to 223. From 253 to 255. From 287 to 
293. 

 
Evidently the pages indicated above had to be replaced; corrections and additions 

for the remaining pages appeared instead in the appendix. However, pages 173-179 
were not replaced because they contained an entire additional article (vi of section iii) 
and had to be replaced by pp. 173-180. At that point the printer would have had to 
renumber all the following pages (otherwise the old pp. 179-180 would have been lost) 
and then reprint the entire book from page 173 to the end. Instead, he preferred to 
publish a text that contained a double pair with the same numbering 179-180, but of 
different content, along with the warnings for the binder that also justified the apparent 
oversight to the eyes of the reader, a solution in use at that time. (Fehige p. And text #). 
This anomaly has perhaps led modern editors to not reprint this specimen in facsimile, 
a text which is moreover quite rare. It does not seem to me that this exists, for example, 
in the libraries of Edinburgh, Glasgow, Aberdeen, Dublin, Oxford, or in the "British 
Library" of London. 

Only in the fifth and posthumous edition of 1753 were the corrections made by 
Hutcheson in 1738 introduced into the main body of the volume. I think that the 
publication of facsimile editions as well as the editorial mess of 1738 can explain why all 
the scholars have made mistakes, substantially overestimating the 1738 edition and 
neglecting the 1729 edition. (Modern translation in note #). 

The difficulties of the analytic philosopher in defining the sentimentalism of Hume, 
Hume's tendency to deny in the third part that which he had stated in part I of of morals, 
(which I had already noted in 1984) - to say nothing of the famous incipit of Selby-Bigge’s 
introduction to the Enquiries8, the preparation of an annotated translation of the Essay 
on passion, the contradictions noted by Scott and those among recent interpreters, the 
diffusion in computing of hyperlink connexions prompted me very early to propose in 
an unusual way the first part of my book. I therefore reserved a first part to the 
documentary material, and a second part to its justification. 

 
Part I: 
The initial chapters of this book present the following in the form of tables: 
1) the variants of Hutcheson’s Inquiry on Virtue, 1729 edition compared 

with 1726 edition 
2) the variants of his Inquiry on Virtue, 1738 edition compared with 1729 

edition 

 
8 ‘His pages, especially those of the Treatise, are so full of matter, he says so many different things in so 
many different ways and different connexions, and with so much indifference to what he has said before, 
that is very hard to say positively that he taught, or did not teach, this or that particular doctrine’. 
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3) The variant of Hutcheson Essay on the nature and conduct of Passion with 
Illustrations on Moral sense, 1742 edition compared with 1728 edition  

These variants are numbered section after section and linked respectively with 
Hutcheson’s integral texts of the Inquiry on Virtue and the Essay on the nature and 
conduct of Passion with Illustrations on Moral sense. 

4) A selection of passages from Hutcheson’s, John Clarke of Hull, Archibald 
Campbell, and additional short extracts from a letter of Hutcheson and Butler’s Fifteen 
Sermons. 

 
Part 2.  
A systematic attempt to justify the corrections made by Hutcheson 
 
This unusual form may disorientate the reader and may seem a useless display of 

precision; I hope that it will be understood in the end that, on the contrary, it is an 
attempt, though not exempt from the possibility of errors, to make the laborious critical 
reconstruction of a text an enterprise rather than an end in itself, which is available to 
future interpreters. 

Today we have valid editions of the Hutcheson texts thanks to the praiseworthy 
work of the Liberty Fund and of the general editor Knud Haakonssen 

However this presentation is not made superfluous by the editions of the Liberty 
Fund of Hutcehson’s work. In fact, there are many ways to present the variants of a 
critical edition; some require such meticulous intervention by the reader to understand 
or reconstruct each variant, that it discourages anyone who wants to make a systematic 
use of it. From my tables it is easy instead to extrapolate, before any attempt to 
understand the text, the systematic character of some Hutcheson’s corrections. A 
conspicuous example is the summary table that I propose on pages 000 in which we see 
how Hutcheson intended in 1729 to eliminate the word love (and its opposite hate) 
whenever he had previously used the expression love of complacence, his synonyms or 
his opposites. Another correction that has a systematic character is the elimination of 
references to pleasure when he describes the effects of the moral sense. Instead, there 
are other corrections that have a predominantly stylistic value, such as the replacement 
of afterwards with hereafter or vast, vastly with great and greatly. Other small 
corrections, such as punctuation, italic or roman type, upper and lower case, 
orthography or misprint have not even been taken into account, for example the 
transition from chuse to choose, from further to farther. Scrolling through the table you 
can also easily find key-sentences, significant additions that with great immediacy, but 
not always clearly, provide justification for certain systematic corrections. It is the case, 
for example, of the variant 000 in which Hutcheson affirms that moral approbation is a 
perception rather than an affection of the mind, we could say in an approximate way 
today, a feeling rather than a passion. 

If, moreover, using the contextual electronic apparatus, the variants are replaced 
in the primitive text, the reader can immediately get an idea of the places and the extent 
to which Hutcheson has proposed its variants. A simple quantitative analysis will show 
that section II and, secondly, section I are the most modified in ed. 1729. 

Of course there are much more fruitful approaches to the text: to read only the 
preface and the first section of the Essay on passions (1728 ed.) we immediately notice 
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how the criticisms of John Clarke of Hull have influenced the correction of the Inquiry 
on Virtue and, third phase, if we read directly the text of John Clarke, possibly in its full 
version and not in the one present in the anthology of Selby-Bigge and erroneously 
dated 1730 (excluded completely howeverfrom Raphael's more modern anthology) we 
can make even more perspicuous the meaning of Hutcheson's corrections . The long 
paragraph added to the last article of the first section of the Inquiry on Virtue, when 
compared to some passages from the text of John Clarke, as I will propose on pages 000, 
acquires all its clarity of meaning and one could hardly propose imaginative 
interpretations like those I have read on more than one occasion9. Even in this case, 
therefore, my laborious tables  have not lost their usefulness and there will remain, after 
the reconstruction of the relationship between moral sense and sympathy, some 
variants of the texts that create perplexities in the reader when he seeks a justification. 
However, these variants will always be the clue or proof (or possibly the denial) that 
what has been proposed is not yet another interpretation of the thought of Hutcheson, 
but, if not the correct one, the best possible currently at our disposal. 

As we will see later, sympathy was invoked by Hutcheson's adversaries John Clarke 
of Hull and Archibald Campbell, to make self-love the cornerstone of moral action and 
to refute the idea of disinterested benevolence as the ultimate (and exclusive) principle 
of moral behaviour. Hutcheson, for his part, could not ignore the sympathy which his 
master Shaftesbury had discussed and therefore had to include it in his Essay on 
Passions, with the name of publick sense, one of the terms used by Shaftesbury to refer 
to it, between his inner senses or reflexes, beside to moral sense, but, as we shall see, 
not without some difficulty or not without some suspicious hostility for the egoistic 
distorted use that his adversaries had made of it. 

John Clarke and Archibald Campbell are certainly minor figures in the British 
Moralists scene, but we cannot forget them for this reason. In this regard it can be noted 
that in the critical edition of Theory of Moral Sentiments, edited by D.D. Rafael and AL 
Macfie, when Adam Smith, almost at the beginning of his text (part i, book i, section i, 
chapter ii) whilst introducing the pleasures of mutual sympathy, refers to ‘Those who 
are fond of deducing all our sentiments from certain refinements of self-love, think 
themselves at no loss to account, according to their own principles, both for this 
pleasure and this pain’. Modern editors hasten to refer to Hobbes and Mandeville, as a 
possible reference to Smith, and since neither of them spoke of sympathy, they think 
that Smith "may simply be making a reasonable conjecture of what an egoistic theorist 
would say". They also propose, as a possible alternative, that Smith is wrongly 
remembering a piece by Butler (which we will discuss), in which the bishop expresses a 
detailed critique of the Hobbesian explanation of compassion10. Above all the first 

 
9 I presented this comparison in a conference at Windsor (Canada) in 1995. 
10 Smith presumably has Hobbes and Mandeville in mind as the leading exponents of the view that all 
sentiments depend on self-love, but in fact neither of them gives this, or any, account of the pleasure and 
pain felt on observing sympathy and antipathy. Smith may simply be making a reasonable conjecture of 
what an egoistic theorist would say. It is also possible that, as in I.iii.1.1 below, he is misremembering a 
passage in Joseph Butler, Fifteen Sermons, v, para. 2 (D. D. Raphael, British Moralists 1650-1800, § 412), 
where compassion as distinct feeling is explained by connecting it with the want of assistance. Butler’s 
explanation is of course  not given from an egoistic standpoint, but it follows a lengthy and penetrating 
criticism of Hobbes’s egoistic  account of pity, so that Smith might in memory have confused Butler’s own 
account with that of Hobbes.  
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conjecture expresses an anachronistic attitude that attributes to philosophers of the 
past ways of reflection typical of the analytical philosophy of the twentieth century, as 
we will still find in the course of this volume. 

To disentangle the interweaving of the doctrine of moral sense and the doctrine 
of sympathy has therefore more significant consequences than the reconstruction of 
Hutcheson's moral thought; meanwhile we can see that John Clarke and Archibald 
Campbell used the notion of sympathy to counteract the moral of Hutcheson. With more 
clarity and decision, Adam Smith opposed his principle of sympathy to Hutcheson's 
doctrine of moral sense, yet there is hardly any relevant aspect of his notion of sympathy 
that is not already present in Hume’s Treatise. The case of Hume appears more complex, 
since he seems to propose with approval both the doctrine of moral sense and the 
doctrine of sympathy, but it will be necessary to verify in his case whether moral sense 
and sympathy are really compatible. Henry Home, (Lord Kames), one of the first to read 
the Treatise and to work for its favourable reception among the philosophical 
authorities of the moment, would argue in his Essays on the Principles of Natural 
Religion (1751, p. 57) that Hume had tried ‘to resolve the moral sense into pure 
Sympathy’.  

More than a concept sympathy is a family of related concepts and here I do not 
intend to reconstruct its long history. The multiple valences and the multiple scopes of 
application are already present in the texts of Aristotle and in a general meaning is to 
indicate any consonance, concordance, mutual influence - unexpected and mysterious - 
between separate parts, possibly distant and separate. Texts of Renaissance naturalists 
and magicians are full of sympathies and antipathies between different natures and 
forms and, as far as Great Britain is concerned, the numerous meanings are present in 
part iii of Instauratio Magna (in HSA note) or of Sylva Sylvarum of Francis Bacon. The 
eighteenth-century British texts from the natural sciences to medicine, from literary 
criticism to rhetoric, echo these multiple uses. And there is no doubt that the chapters 
dedicated to sympathy are multiplying with the approach of the new century. 

In the more specifically anthropological field that concerns us, among the 
seventeenth-century authoritative philosophers, Descartes, Spinoza and Malebranche 
mention it. Descartes talks about the special attraction or fondness between particular 
persons of different sex. Hobbes does not refer to sympathy but explains compassion as 
the fear of an evil in which we ourselves might incur. Malebranche and Spinoza strongly 
affirm the importance of sympathy in human behaviour and provide a mechanical 
explanation. As we shall see, Hutcheson will use Butler’s criticism of Hobbes, in his note 
on compassion I have already mentioned, to refute Campbell. Shaftesbury mentions 
sympathy or "sensus communis" in several works with his usual ambiguity. The meaning 
of 'sympathy' ranges from the emotional contagion of the Letter on Enthusiasm, to the 
"sense of the common rights of humanity" of Sensus communis, to the joy for the 
happiness of others and the sadness for others' unhappiness of the Inquiry on Virtue 
and Merit11. Mandeville also dwells on compassion and tries to neutralize the social 
implication of its meaning by insisting on its mechanical character. Since the first edition 

 
11 Anthony Ashley Cooper, Third Eark of Shaftesbury, Sensus Communis: an Essay on the Freedom of Wit 
and Humour, iii, sects. i and ii, A Letter Concerning Enthusiasm to My Lord ..., sect. ii, An Inquiry concerning 
Virtue or Merit, l. ii, ii, sect. i, in Characteristics of Men, Manners, Opinions, Times, ed. by John M. 
Robertson, vol. I (Indianapolis-New York: Bobbs-Merrill reprint., 1964), 69-74, 13, 297-301. 
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of the Inquiry on Virtue, Hutcheson tries to refute Mandeville's explanation. It is not 
important to go into details, but rather to notice that both Mandeville and Hutcheson 
were aware of the pages of Malebranche on the mechanisms of compassion12. 

Three meanings, or rather three aspects of the notion of sympathy are important 
for our purposes: sympathy as mechanical communication of feelings and passions, 
sympathy as an imaginative or otherwise reflective process by which we place ourselves 
in the place of others, and finally sympathy as joy for the happiness of others or sadness 
for others' unhappiness. What these three meanings have in common is that others' 
happiness or unhappiness becomes part of our own. This common quality shows that 
sympathy can benefit those who want to emphasize the role of self-love and pleasure in 
our behaviour. A recurring term here is ‘complacence’ used by Hutcheson and 
'complacency' used by Clarke and Campbell. Today the term denotes in the English 
language a particular kind of indolent self-satisfaction. We must instead assume it in the 
obsolete, but perhaps also etymologically correct meaning of 'cum-placere', with its 
obvious reference to the notion of sympathy. 

What has been said so far justifies my choice to exclude from my tables not only 
the variants of the first Inquiry on beauty by Hutcheson, which are there and are 
relevant, limiting myself only to the Inquiry on virtue, but also to narrow the comparison 
between the second and third editions and between third and fourth. Although there 
are numerous and sometimes extensive additions, the second edition of 1726, published 
however in the same year of 1725, does not present significant news compared to the 
first which may depend on objections received, and some notes will suffice to indicate 
the rare cases in which some steps require the report. 

If Hutcheson recognised already in the first and second edition of the Inquiry on 
virtue, that research on the motives or immediate causes of human actions would have 

 
12 Bernard Mandeville, The Fable of the Bees: or, Private Vices, Publick Benefits. Critical Edition ed. by 

F.B. Kaye, vol. I (Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1957 - 19241), pp. 56-57 e pp. 254-56; Francis Hutcheson, Inquiry 
on Virtue ,pp. 215-21. (Cfr. SB pp. 156-157  Cfr. Malebranche, Recherche de la verité,  vol. II, pp. 116-17 e 
148-49. Further proof of Hutcheson's familiarity with Malebranche's passage is indicated by the long 
quotation at the end of his Letter on Laughter of 19 June 1725 in A collection of Letters and Essays on 
Several Subjects, Lately Publish'd in the Dublin Journal, vol. I (London: 1729) pp. 106-7; the letter is 
reproduced in  Collected Works of Francis Hutcheson, a cura di B. Fabian, vol. VII (Hildesheim, Georg Olms, 
1969-1971), pp. 130-31. On the reputation of Malebranche in Dublin, see also the articles, most probably 
written by  Arbuckle, nel Dublin Journal, . nn. 25, 31, 33 (18 Sept., 30 Oct. and 13 Nov. 1725). An interesting 
observation by Arbuckle on sympathy and morality is read in  n. 4, 24/4/25 - p 14: "It is agreed on, by most 
writers of morality, that in order to have a just notion of the rights of other men, and of the duties and 
obligations we are under to our fellow-creatures, we should suppose our selves in their places, and gather 
what we owe to them, from what ourselves would expect upon that supposition. This seems to be a 
necessary condition to our rightly comprehending the reason of that first and everlasting rule of equity, 
to do to others as we would have them do to us. Hence we may see the wisdom of our Creator in giving 
us this imaging faculty, and such a facility of placing ourselves in circumstances different from those we 
are really in, to enforce our duty upon us, not only by reason, but by passion and powerful inclination. For 
in castle-building we are apt as often to lay difficulties and distresses in our way to happiness, as they 
really to be met in life; because doing so augments the pleasure of the fancy in afterwards bringing us out 
of them. And this must naturally soften the mind, and make it susceptible of the most delicate sentiments 
of pity and generosity: An illustrious proof hereof we have in young people, who are always the greatest 
and most indefatigable Castle builders, at the same time that they are warmed with the purest affections, 
and have their heart glowing with the tenderest and most disinterested friendships". 
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been necessary, especially on affections and passions, and restricted his inquiry to love 
and hatred, as the most important affections in morality, with respect to which all the 
other affections seem to be nothing but different modifications of these original 
affections (1725 ed. pp. 125 and 127), nevertheless Clarke's criticisms certainly acted as 
a stimulus to write the Essay on Passions - even if the influence of Bishop Butler's 
sermons in this case cannot be underestimated - as well as the criticisms of the 
rationalists, in particular of Gilbert Burnet, more and before those of John Balguy, led 
him to write the Illustrations on Moral Sense. The role of sympathy and of moral sense 
is clarified, or complicated, in the Essay on Passions rather than in the Inquiry on virtue, 
and to a certain extent in the Illustrations. It is an explicit fact, however, that Hutcheson 
liked to consider the Inquiry on Beauty, the Inquiry on Virtue, the Essay on passions and 
the Illustrations on moral sense as complementary texts and referred to them as his Four 
Treatises. An attempt to recast synthetically or comprehensively his moral doctrine, an 
attempt that in many ways left Hutcheson unsatisfied was accomplished in the System 
of Moral Philosophy as well as in the Philosophiae Moralis Institutio Compendiaria, in 
which Hutcheson, departing as was his intention from the beginning, from lectures by 
natural lawyers and in particular by Pufendorf tried, better than he had claimed in the 
last section of the Inquiry on virtue, to make ethics the foundation of law, economics 
and politics.  

Proposing the variations between the two fundamental editions of the Essay on 
Passions and the Illustrations, that of 1728 and 1742, together with the electronic text 
of the first edition, and an appropriate selection of the pieces from System will allow us 
to reflect on the difficulties facing the perspective of Hutcheson. But perhaps it will also 
help us to understand how - in his meeting with Hume - Hutcheson tried to react to 
some fundamental criticisms.  

In this second part the first chapters will be dedicated primarily to illustrating the 
perspectives on the sympathy of the two selfish theorists of morality, the elaboration of 
his theory of human nature proposed by Hutcheson in the Essay on Passions and the 
justification of the variations of the texts of Hutcheson. This is mainly, because we 
certainly do not claim to show that all variants depend on their criticism. The following 
chapters will lead us instead to illustrate the texts of Hume, from the book on passions 
- a text that still remains misunderstood in many respects by those who  interpreter it, 
especially in his Part II, to the third book Of morals, and to the Inquiry concerning the 
Principles of Moral Philosophy. Here again Hutcheson's texts and the variations of his 
texts will be valuable for a better understand Hume's pages. A final chapter will address 
a particular problem faced by Smith in Part VII of Theory of Moral Sentiments, where he 
sketches a systematic or schematic history of ancient and modern morality. The 
argument, at first sight marginal, is perfectly in line with the whole sense of this volume. 
It puts a strain on the editor of a critical edition of Theory, if, as he  ought, he  tried to 
comment on it and research the sources and re-propose the problem of a close 
comparison between the positions of Hutcheson, Hume and Smith. Nor will the theme 
end up as marginal as it seems, because it concerns the argument that allows us to 
establish the explanatory superiority of a theory of sympathy with respect to the theory 
of moral sense. 

 


