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Metodologické poznámky: atomismus a anatomie
Obrázek 1. Andreas Vesalius, De Humani Corporis Fabrica, 1543

[1] Thus we have finish’d our examination of the several systems of
philosophy, both of the intellectual and moral world; and in our
miscellaneous way of reasoning have been led into several topics;
which will either illustrate and confirm some preceding part of this
discourse, or prepare the way for our following opinions. ’Tis now time
to return to a more close examination of our subject, and to proceed in
the accurate anatomy of human nature, having fully explain’d the
nature of our judgment and understanding. (T 1.4.7.23)

[2] The anatomist ought never to emulate the painter: nor in his accurate dissections and portraitures of 
the smaller parts of the human body, pretend to give his figures any graceful and engaging attitude or 
expression. There is even'something hideous, or at least minute in the views of things, which he presents; 
and ’tis necessary the objects shou’d be set more at a distance, and be more cover’d up from sight, to make 
them engaging to the eye and imagination. An anatomist, however, is admirably fitted to give advice to a 
painter; and ’tis even impracticable to excel in the latter art, without the assistance of the former. We must 
have an exact knowledge of the parts, their situation and connexion, before we can design with any 
elegance or correctness. And thus the most abstract speculations concerning human nature, however cold 
and unentertaining, become subservient to practical morality; and may render this latter science more 
correct in its precepts, and more persuasive in its exhortations. (T 3.3.6.6)

Obrázek 2: Plate 1 of Book 1 of Andrew Motte's 1729 translation of
Newton's Philosophiae Naturalis Principia Mathematica

[3] All the perceptions of the human mind resolve themselves into
two distinct kinds, which I shall call Impressions and Ideas. The
difference betwixt these consists in the degrees of force and
liveliness with which they strike upon the mind, and make their way
into our thought or consciousness. Those perceptions, which enter
with most force and violence, we may name impressions; and under
this name I comprehend all our sensations, passions and emotions,
as they make their first appearance in the soul. By ideas I mean the
faint images of these in thinking and reasoning. (T 1.1.1.1)

[4] The qualities, from which this association arises, and by which
the mind is after this manner convey’d from one idea to another, are
three, viz. Resemblance, Contiguity in time or place, and Cause and
Effect. (T 1.1.4.1)
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Otázka:
Dokáže David Hume uspokojivě vyložit důvody vedoucí k přijetí těch zásad, které jsou výhodné pro 
společnost, avšak nemusí být bezprostředně výhodné či příjemné pro daného jednotlivce? nebo Jaké 
vysvětlení má David Hume pro obecný zájem (public interest) oproti čistě individuálnímu, sobeckému 
zájmu?

[5] To avoid giving offence, I must here observe, that when I deny justice to be a natural virtue, I make use 
of the word, natural, only as oppos’d to artificial. In another sense of the word; as no principle of the 
human mind is more natural than a sense of virtue; so no virtue is more natural than justice. Mankind is an
inventive species; and where an invention is obvious and absolutely necessary, it may as properly be said 
to be natural as any thing that proceeds immediately from original principles, without the intervention of 
thought or reflexion. Tho’ the rules of justice be artificial, they are not arbitrary. Nor is the expression 
improper to call them Laws of Nature; if by natural we understand what is common to any species, or even 
if we confine it to mean what is inseparable from the species. (T 3.2.2.19)

Dvě radikální varianty: Mandeville a Hutcheson
Mandeville
[6] The chief thing therefore, which lawgivers and other wise men, that have laboured for the establishment
of society, have endeavoured, has been to make the people they were to govern, believe, that it was more 
beneficial for every body to conquer than indulge his appetites, and much better to mind the public than 
what seemed his private interest. As this has always been a very difficult task, so no wit or eloquence has 
been left untried to compass it; and the moralists and philosophers of all ages employed their utmost skill 
to prove the truth of so useful an assertion. But whether mankind would have ever believed it or not, it is 
not likely that any body could have persuaded them to disapprove of their natural inclinations, or prefer 
the good of others to their own, if at the same time he had not showed them an equivalent to be enjoyed as 
a reward for the violence, which by so doing they of necessity must commit upon themselves. Those that 
have undertaken to civilize mankind, were not ignorant of this; but being unable to give so many real 
rewards as would satisfy all persons for every individual action, they were forced to contrive an imaginary 
one, that as a general equivalent for the trouble of self-denial should serve on all occasions, and without 
costing any thing either to themselves or others, be yet a most acceptable recompense to the receivers. 
(Mandeville I.1.28-29 = Raphael vol. 1, §263)

[7] To introduce moreover an emulation amongst men, they divided the whole species in two classes, vastly
differing from one another: the one consisted of abject, low-minded people, that always hunting after 
immediate enjoyment, were wholly incapable of selfdenial, and, without regard to the good of others, had 
no higher aim than their private advantage; such as, being enslaved by voluptuousness, yielded without 
resistance to every gross desire, and made no use of their rational faculties but to heighten their sensual 
pleasure. These vile grovelling wretches, they said, were the dross of their kind, and having only the shape 
of men, differed from brutes in nothing but their outward figure. But the other class was made up of lofty 
high-spirited creatures, that free from sordid selfishness, esteemed the improvements of the mind to be their
fairest possessions; and setting a true value upon themselves, took no delight but in embellishing that part 
in which their excellency consisted; such as, despising whatever they had in common with irrational 
creatures, opposed by the help of reason their most violent inclinations; and making a continual war with 
themselves, to promote the peace of others, aimed at no less than the public welfare and the conquest of 
their own passion. These they called the true representatives of their sublime species, exceeding in worth 
the first class by more degrees, than that itself was superior to the beasts of the field. (Mandeville I.1.30-31 
= Raphael vol. I., §265)
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Hutcheson
[8] The next class of perceptions we may call a public sense, viz. 'our determination to be pleased with the 
happiness of others, and to be uneasy at their misery.' This is found in some degree in all men, and was 
sometimes called κοινονοημοσύνη, or sensus communis by some of the ancients. This inward pain of 
compassion cannot be called a sensation of sight. It solely arises from an opinion of misery felt by another, 
and not immediately from a visible form. The same form presented to the eye by the exactest painting, or 
the action of a player, gives no pain tothose who remember that there is no misery felt. When men by 
imagination conceive real pain felt by an actor, without recollecting that it is merely feigned, or when they 
think of the real story represented, then, as there is a confused opinion of real misery, there is also pain in 
compassion. (Hutcheson, An Essay on the Nature and Conduct of the Passions, 1728 = Raphael, vol. 1, 
§356)

David Hume a proměny lidské přirozenosti
[9] Now to apply all this to the present case; I suppose a person to have lent me a sum of money, on 
condition that it be restor’d in a few days; and also suppose, that after the expiration of the term agreed 
on, he demands the sum: I ask, What reason or motive have I to restore the money? It will, perhaps, be 
said, that my regard to justice, and abhorrence of villainy and knavery, are sufficient reasons for me, if I 
have the least grain of honesty, or sense of duty and obligation. And this answer, no doubt, is just and 
satisfactory to man in his civiliz’d state, and when train’d up according to a certain discipline and 
education. But in his rude and more natural condition, if you are pleas’d to call such a condition natural, 
this answer wou’d be rejected as perfectly unintelligible and sophistical. (T 3.2.1.7-9)

[10] ’Tis requisite, then, to find some motive to acts of justice and honesty, distinct from our regard to the 
honesty; and in this lies the great difficulty. For shou’d we say, that a concern for our private interest or 
reputation is the legitimate motive to all honest actions; it wou’d follow, that wherever that concern ceases,
honesty can no longer have place. But ’tis certain, that self-love, when it acts at its liberty, instead of 
engaging us to honest actions, is the source of all injustice and violence; nor can a man ever correct those 
vices, without correcting and restraining the natural movements of that appetite. (T3.2.1.10)

[11] But shou’d it be affirm’d, that the reason or motive of such actions is the regard to publick interest, to 
which nothing is more contrary than examples of injustice and dishonesty; shou’d this be said, I wou’d 
propose the three following considerations, as worthy of our attention. First, public interest is not naturally
attach’d to the observation of the rules of justice; but is only connected with it, after an artificial 
convention for the establishment of these rules, as shall be shewn more at large hereafter. Secondly, if we 
suppose, that the loan was secret, and that it is necessary for the interest of the person, that the money be 
restor’d in the same manner (as when the lender wou’d conceal his riches) in that case the example ceases,
and the public is no longer interested in the actions of the borrower; tho’ I suppose there is no moralist, 
who will affirm, that the duty and obligation ceases. Thirdly, experience sufficiently proves, that men, in the
ordinary conduct of life, look not so far as the public interest, when they pay their creditors, perform their 
promises, and abstain from theft, and robbery, and injustice of every kind. That is a motive too remote and 
too sublime to affect the generality of mankind, and operate with any force in actions so contrary to private
interest as are frequently those of justice and common honesty. (T 3.2.1.10)

[12] In general, it may be affirm’d, that there is no such passion in human minds, as the love of mankind, 
merely as such, independent of personal qualities, of services, or of relation to ourself. ’Tis true, there is no
human, and indeed no sensible, creature,whose happiness or misery does not, in some measure, affect us, 
when brought near to us, and represented in lively colours: But this proceeds merely from sympathy, and is 
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no proof of such an universal affection to mankind, since this concern extends itself beyond our own 
species. (T 3.2.1.12)

[13] But in the main, we may affirm, that man in general, or human nature, is nothing but the object both 
of love and hatred, and requires some other cause, which by a double relation of impressions and ideas, 
may excite these passions. In vain wou’d we endeavour to elude this hypothesis. There are no phænomena 
that point out any such kind affection to men, independent of their merit, and every other circumstance. We 
love company in general; but ’tis as we love any other amusement. An Englishman in Italy is a friend: A 
Europæan in China; and perhaps a man wou’d be belov’d as such, were we to meet him in the moon. But 
this proceeds only from the relation to ourselves; which in these cases gathers force by being confined to a 
few persons. (T 3.2.1.12)

[14] I ask, What reason or motive have I to restore the money? It will, perhaps, be said, that my regard to 
justice, and abhorrence of villainy and knavery, are sufficient reasons for me, if I have the least grain of 
honesty, or sense of duty and obligation. And this answer, no doubt, is just and satisfactory to man in his 
civiliz’d state, and when train’d up according to a certain discipline and education." (T 3.2.1.9)

[15] Thus self-interest is the original motive to the establishment of justice: but a sympathy with public 
interest is the source of the moral approbation, which attends that virtue.
Tho’ this progress of the sentiments be natural, and even necessary, ’tis certain, that it is here forwarded by 
the artifice of politicians, who, in order to govern men more easily, and preserve peace in human society, 
have endeavour’d to produce an esteem for justice, and an abhorrence of injustice. …  Any artifice of 
politicians may assist nature in the producing of those sentiments, which she suggests to us, and may even 
on some occasions, produce alone an approbation or esteem for any particular action; but ’tis impossible it
should be the sole cause of the distinction we make betwixt vice and virtue. For if nature did not aid us in 
this particular, ’twou’d be in vain for politicians to talk of honourable or dishonourable, praiseworthy or 
blameable. These words wou’d be perfectly unintelligible, and wou’d no more have any idea annex’d to 
them, than if they were of a tongue perfectly unknown to us. The utmost politicians can perform, is, to 
extend the natural sentiments beyond their original bounds; but still nature must furnish the materials, and 
give us some notion of moral distinctions.
(T 3.2.2.24-25)
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