Given that the will is not free …
what determines it?

Pain and pleasure?

Passion (even contrary to pain and pleasure)?

Reason?

“Reason” understood loosely as the “calm passions” of self-interest and certain instinctive tendencies (benevolence, kindness to children)

Reason understood strictly as the perception of relations between ideas or causal inference?

Hume’s position

Reason understood strictly does not determine the will.

Even were it possible for a perception of relations between ideas to tell me that a certain action is good or dictated by a pure moral law …

that knowledge could not by itself make me want to do it

Even were sound causal inference to inform me that a certain course of action (scratching my finger, giving a million dollars to an unknown person on the other side of the world) would have the most disastrous consequences (the destruction of the world, my total ruin)

that knowledge could not by itself make me want to do it or refrain from doing it.
The only thing that can make me want to do something is a passion:
· of desire or aversion aroused by the perception of pain or pleasure

· a “violent” passion making me act contrary to my self interest or the interests of those I care about

· a “calm” passion making me act contrary to desires and aversions or violent passions

First argument for this position

Reasoning concerning the relations of ideas only tells us about relations between possible things.

It does not tell us anything about what things actually exist.

But when we deliberate about how to act, we are concerned with what now exists and how our actions will affect what now exists.

So reasoning concerning relations of ideas could not by itself guide action.

We need to know what existing resources our contemplated actions require, and what effects will follow from our actions.

That requires causal inference and experience.
When we reason about causes and effects we merely discover a connection between objects.
We do not discover any reason to make those objects come about or prevent their occurrence.

(We might certainly discover that bringing certain objects about produces pain or pleasure for us or others …

but reason gives us no reason to prefer pleasure over pain or any one person’s pleasure or pain over anyone else’s — even our own …

it is only the aversion to pain and desire for pleasure that grounds that reaction to the discovery of what produces pleasure or pain.)

If we accept that the only thing that gives us a reason to make objects come about or prevent their occurrence is the discovery of something in the objects that connects them with pleasure or pain in ourselves or those we care about …
… we still need to account for why we prefer pleasure to pain.

Reason can’t lead us to that preference;

only our instinctive desires and aversions can do that
reasoning merely serves to discover the causes of pleasure & pain
“Reason is, and ought only to be the slave of the passions, and can never pretend to any other office, than to serve and obey them.”  (T 2.3.3.4)
A Kantian/Aristotelian objection
Couldn’t a perception of what is morally good or bad (which is not necessarily the same as a perception of pain or pleasure) also motivate the will (particularly a “good” will)?

Such a perception might be grounded in a perception of relations of ideas concerning

· what is “natural” or “fit” for things of a certain type

· what the good is or what the moral law means

Though perceptions of relations of ideas don’t determine what exists, causal reasoning does.

Couldn’t causal reasoning, informed by reasoning concerning what is good or natural, motivate a good will?

Second argument
Reason cannot by itself oppose a course of action suggested to us by passion.
This is because reason is the discovery of truth or falsehood in relations of ideas or matters of fact.

Consequently, its power does not extend beyond the power to declare a judgment to be true or false.

But a passion is a simple impression that involves no reference to any other idea or anything else that exists,

except insofar as the passion is bound up with a judgment concerning the object causing the passion or the means requisite to satisfy the passion

Reason could declare these judgments to be true or false.

(e.g., it could declare that certain apparently pleasing object will not in fact give pleasure …

… or declare that a certain means to satisfy a passion is ineffective)

But in these cases all it does is co-operate with the passion in discovering the best means to its satisfaction.

Reason could not in principle declare the passion itself to be false …

… which means it could do nothing to oppose the passion or do anything to change its influence on the will.
Second objection

This argument ignores the first objection.

That is, it ignores the possibility that reason might itself motivate the will and by doing so create an impulse that is opposed to the impulse created by passion.

It would do this, not by declaring the passion to be false, but by presenting an alternative course of action as the “good” or “natural” one.

Hume’s best reply to these objections
Deny the antecedent on which they are founded.

This is the job of Treatise 3.1.1: 

“Moral distinctions not deriv’d from reason”
Why it has been so widely supposed that reason does determine the will

We confuse the influence of reason with the influence of the calm passions.

This happens because both act on us without producing any strong impression of their presence

(Just as reasoning concerning relations of ideas produces no vivacity, so passions that are constant and/or weak produce little vivacity.)

And we confuse resembling things with one another.

(Hume himself ended up referring to the calm passions as “reason”)

When we ignore self interest or the dictates of natural benevolence under the influence of strong passions, we are not ignoring “reason” but rather ignoring the conclusions of calm passions.

Likewise, when we resist violent passions, we do not resist because reason leads us to do so, but because calm passions lead us to do so. 
