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1.

~ PREFACE -

Under the terms of the Alfred Houston Scholax;ship, research into the
thought of the Seventeenth-Century Cambridge School of Platonisté was
csrried out during 1953. 1In particular, an examination wes made of
their views on the problem of the relationship of knowledge and virtue;
and the aim of this thesis is to analyse and interpret this particular .
aspect of their thought. No attempt is made to give a comprehensive
interpretation of the thought of the Cambridge Platonists; their works
deal with so many problems of both philosophical and theological inter-
. est that a comprehensive treatment would require a far larger work than
this.

Through the cooperation of the Tasmanian Univer‘sity Library, and
‘with the assistance of the Inter-Library loan system, it was possidble to
. obtain many of the published works of the Cambridge Platonists. Where
this was not possible, the text was studied in abbreviated form in such
modern publications as campagnac'a The Cambridge Platonista' In the
case of Hore, only one major work (apart from his *Poems' and extracts
‘published in Mackinnon's *The Fhilosophical Works of Henry More') was
available, namely, the English version of his.'Enchiridion Ethicum'.
But as this is apparently his only major ethical work, it was thought
sufficient to enable an investigation of his views on the problems with
which this thesis is concerned to be undertaken. Cudworth®’s major pub-
- lications were svailable, but unfortunately much of his most mature thought
remains unpublished. The manuscripts in the British Museun have been stud-
ied recently, however, by J.A. Passmore, and sufficient extracts are pub-
lished in his work, 'Ralpl Cudworth', to enable reference to be made to
them in this thesis. It was originally intended to mske an analysis of '
" the views of Culverwel as well as those of Whichcote, Cudworth, Smith and
More, but his one pubdblication, 'Discourse on the Light of Nature', is not
sufficiently concerned with the problem of the relationship of knowledge
and morality to enable an adequate assessment of his views on this problem
to be made.



Since the works of thoe Cambridge Platonists are not widely known,
it has deen necessary throughout the course of this thesis to quote from
them at considerable length. And in some cases, the liberty has been
teken of modernizing the spelling, and to some extent, thepunctuation,
’oftheoriginaltext.
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The problem of the relationship of knowledge to morality has always been
" & vexed ono in philosopy, since, and even before, the statement of the
""'Socratie dlctum: Virtue is knovledge. Host ethical theories, if analysed,
contain a theory of the relationship of a certain kind of knowledge to
' ‘Virtue, but it is in the precise nature of this kmowledge and in the
.nature of the relationship it bears to virtue that there is disagreement.
o Horality is concerned vith behaviour values, and moral distinctions
“are distinctions of value, If it is held that these distinctions are real
ff-",,ones - fnat is, if it is held that there are distinctiona in moral value
- “between one kind of behsviour and a.nother. which are not constituted by
: their’ relation to our subjective i’eelim then some theory of the way in

e which we come to knor such distimtions, aml of the effect of sueh know-

‘%’i-ieage on our conduct, is mecessary. If, ‘hovever, it is held that moral
U distmotions are snhjeetive, there is no place for a theory of the relat-
- 'ionsinp of knovledge and morality. For if there are no ‘distinetions on
" zoral grounds between different kinds ‘of ‘conduct which are independent of

* oiir subjective feelings, there is mo such study as ethics. A subjectivist

maintains that when we make a ‘moral Judgement we are not aaeerting anything
7 about the nature of the conduct to which our judgement refers; moral judge-
- '-"_ments are merely axpmsions of subjective feelings about certain kinds of
*conduct. Moral judgements say somsthing about the paychological make-up

of the person making ‘the’ judgement, but nothing aboat the mature of the

- conduct to which they refer. Or, 1t n&y be maintained, es it is by Ayer’,
" .ithat when wo make a moral Jndgement we are neither aaserting anything
abont oertain kinds of conduct nor expreasing our feelin@ about them,

'.rbut merely evinoing our feelin@ that is to say, we are not saying vhat
N 'our feelings are but eimply evireing, them in the form of an. exolamation.

' Heither Ayer's view nor the ordinary enbjectivist view presuppose any '

* theory of the reletionship of )mowledge and morality. Kmvledge is of

" reality, and if it is held that moral dietinctions have. no- place in reality,
then there can be no relationship betweon knowledge and morality. ’

But if it is held that there are real moral distinctions between

. different kinds of behaviour, some theory of the relationship of knowledge

1. Language, Truth and Logic, Chapter 6.
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and virtue is presupposed. Some theories maintain that the function of
knowledge in morality is to provide a criterion or eriteria by which we

are able to judge what, in any concrete situation, is good conduct. A
utilitarian, for example, maintains that the good act is the one that

j gives rise to the greatest propor!;ion of pleasure over pain. Thus, assmn— :
»__1ngthatweknovwhatwemeanbypleamn‘eandpainandthatweareableto
calculate the consequences of various courses open to us, it is held that
_we can decide which act, of a set of possible acts, is the one of most - N
moral value. The kind of knowledge that has a place in morality, ina - .
theory such s this, is the intellectual calculation of consequences. Like
.wise, a legalist maintains that good conduct is law-abiding conduct. On -
' this kind of theory, therefore, what we need to know in order to behsve
: well is whether or not a particular kind of act comes under a law. And

* other rationalist theories provide similar criterions of good and bagl
‘conduct. Kant, for example, maintains that the reasom, in its capacity
- @s practical judgement, is able to judge how we ought to behave.

The kind of kmovledge that has a place in morality in the above theor-
-ies is some form of intellectual activity; it has no relation to desire or
‘feeling, Even the utilitarian vho holds that good conduct is that which
“gives rise to pleasure, maintains that the knowledge which enables us to
.decide which act is the good one is ths intellectual activity of calctﬂat-

: ing consequences, Bow since it is clear that we do not necessarily behave
as the intellect dictates - that is, that we do not necessarily perform
acts which are intellectually judged to de of a certain kind - theories

" such as the above have to introduce the concept of 'duty’. . Theymaintain

“ that it is our duty to behave in ways that the intellect judges to be of
a certain kind. Thus the legalist, for example, maintains that it is our

~ duty to obey laws. In other words, the function of knowledge in morality

. for the above types of ethical theory is not to determine behaviour but
_merely to indicate in which direction the good aet lies. And such knowledge
has to be related to behaviour by the moral’'ought'; it has to bo said that
we ought to do what is intellectually judged to be good. Inm such theories,
_ there is alwaye a distinction between knowing what is good, and deciding

~ whether or not to do it. And once a distinection is made between knowing
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what is good and decxding how to. act such that both are separate and auto-
nomous activxties, the eoncept of duty is’ bound to be introduced. For if
the intellectusl apprehension that a particular act is of a certain kmd

~(law-ab1ding, for ezample) is to influence us to perform that act, it has
“to: be held that we ought to behava in ways that are intellectually perceived

~ to'be of a cortain kind,

- Iutheabwetypesotthsory. thereisageneraldistrustof theemot—
~ doms. A distinction is usually made botween Reason and Desire, the reason

E ."bemg the impartial faculty of moral judgement and the desires the cause.

Cof egocentric and immoral behaviour. The desires, it is held, are blind

and a—-moral. and aremca;mhle of deliderating and deciding what is good.

" And since there is a conflict between reason and desire, the ‘will' is

. usually introduced as a mediating faculty whose function is to suppress or
direct the desires and compel them to follow where the reason leads. Good

' »conduct resnlta 'when the will succeeds in making the desires obey tm reason.
' This, brosdly, is the position of those theories which maintain that the
-kind of knowledga that has & place in mnrality is a function of the intell-
‘ect. ‘ . .

" There are other theories which hold that moral goodness camnot be

. known by intellectial spprehemsion. Hér, it is held, can the intellect
_perceive moral criteria. This type of theory holds that morsl distinctions

_ are emotionally disoemd. or discerned ‘by a apecial moral semse. The

: 'moral gense® school argues that good is semsorily perceived in the same
vay as ve pemeive, for example, 'yellow'. 'Good® is a simple quality of

| certain kinds of bahaviour in the same vay as *yellow' is a simple quality

of certain ob:}ects; and. 'good* is as readily recognised as is ‘yellow’.

_ mmmreofthelmovledgethathasaplweinthiawpeoftheory, then,

' is & 'sense' or a ‘taste’. And if it is hold that 'good® is as immediately
. perceived as 15 ‘yellow', the'conéep't of *duty’ is likely to arise. For
1t 48 clear that if knowledge of the good is a function of a 'moral semse',
" there must be a distinction between knowing good and deciding how to.act.
However, if it is held that moral goodness is not known by a specific
~-'gsense’, but that it is emotionally perceived, the concept of duty need not '’

arise. For it may be held that/dia an object of desire such that if it were
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known it would be pursued. On such a theory, the good is that which is
worth doing rather than that vhich ought .to be dome. It is hoped to show
that the most significant thought of the Cembridge Platonists maintains a
theory, such as this. -
N It will be the contention of this thesis that Whichcote, the first of
the Cambridge Platonists, belongs properly to a rationalist traditiom, since
ho argues that the 'reason' , or intellect, is capable of judging 'vhichv

of a set of possible acts in a concrete situation is the good one. As we
s.han see, he maintains also that knowledge of the good does not, of itself,
ensure that the good will be done. In Whichcote's view, the decision to
act in a cértain wayvis independent of the knowledge of the good; knowing -
what is good and deciding vhether or not to do it are separate activities
of discreet faculties. The fundsmental ethical term, then, in Whichcote's
view, is 'duty' rather than *good'. But it is hoped to show that the lat-
er members of the school, for various reasons, maintain that knowledge which
- is a function of the intellect can have no more than a secondary place in

- morality. They contend that behaviour'is emotionally determined and that
'moral distinctions ‘are emotionally discernmed. And thew argue that our
moral judgements are part of our manner of life, they not only determine-
the., vay we behave, but they are determined by our manner of life. Knowing
- what is good and behaving well are identical, or at-least, inseparable
gctivities. It is only the good man who can know the good. The ethical
term *good® refers to a certain kind of life which is vorth living and
rwhichcanbeknovnonlyby livingit, there is no senseinwhichonemay
know ‘the good independently of being good, and therefore the concept of
*duty! does not arise. This, it is hoped to show, is the most mature
thought of the Cambridge Platoniste; but it will also become evident that’
they are mot always consistent in maintaining this view. S
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distinguishes him from each of the conflicting parties,

Whichcote was a teacher and a preacher rather than a thinker, and
for this reason much of what he has to say about the place of knowledge in
. morality is in the form of bald statements rather than vell-developed argu-
ments. He was not strictly an original thinker and it cammot properly be
. sald that he established a new school of thought at Cambridge; what he did.

. do vas to revive the teachings of the early Platonists, and-his chief value

lies inthemflueneehaha&onthosewhostudiedunderhim. As. Burret
says: 1 vHe wes much for the liberty of consciemce; and being disgusted with
the dry systematical way of those times, he studied to raise those who com~
versed with hin to a nobler set of thoughts, and to consider religion as
a seed of deifoxm nature (to use one of his own phrases). In order to this,
" he set young students much on reading the ancient philosophers, chiefly
Plato. Tnny and Plotin, and on considering the Christian religion as a

- doctrine sent from God, both te elevate and . -sweeten htman nature, in which

. he was a great _example, as well as a vwise and kind instructer”. But al; -
. though he was a teacher rather than a critical thinker, it will be conven-

~ dent to consider Whichcote's thought in detail, both for its own sake and

also to provide an intellectual background against which ‘we may consider
| :--»the thought of the more significant thinkers of the school.

. - - Whichcote, like the Puritans, discards the authority of the Church
1n the field of morality and religion, maintaining tha’c the function of
~organised religious bodies is to "prevent violence" rather than to . dictate‘
what. is to be believed; their purpose is regulative rather than dogmatic.2

But in order to prevent falling into a subjeetivist position, he has to
replace the amthority of the church with enother euthority. And since he

- . is oppbsed to legalism, he makes the new authority, not the ruler of the

-state or the commands of God, but the human 'reason.* From the Proverbs he
quotes scriptural support in the text: "The spirit of man is the candle of

. the Lord". 3 And by the bpirit’ of man,he means the 'reason' of man.

. Whicheote maintains that there are three essentials of the good life:?
: "'l'he .sense of the soul must have a divine imz:ression upon it whic,h will

1. History of My Own Times, p.127. _

2. Whichcote's Discourses (1702 edition), Vol.l, pp.268-9. -

3‘ ibido' VOI.2, p.170.
4. ibidc:" VOI.3. p‘296a'
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carry a man toward God; the reason of the mind in reconciliation with the
reason of things; and severe and impartial reason govern and rule in life®.

As to the first condition of the go;odli_.f_e, the *divine impression' upon
the soul, Whichcote does rot have a great deal to say. He frequently refers
to the soul by using the phrase *deiform nature® which presumably means
- that there is something *god-like’ -about the soul; . But he does not make
it clear whother he means that the soul as such has a 'deiform nature’ or
whether he considers that this is a condition of the soul of the good man.
He says, for example, that “if we: be in the regenerate state, there is the
seedot‘(!odie:ms"1 Andthiskindoflanguagesemstoimplsthat, in
Whicheote's viev, amne forn of - spiritual regemration' is a necessary
' conditj.on of the: good life.  However, we shall consider this aspeet of his
thought later in the ‘chapter; for our present purpose, the second and third
conditions Whichcote lays ‘down are the important ones.
In his view, the goodmanwinhave *the reason of the mind in recon-

ciliation with the reason of things' and ‘severe and impartial reason'

will ‘govern and .rule in life’. The significant phrase here is 'the
reason -of things'. It appears frequently in his published works - perhaps
more frequently than m other phrase - and upon our interpretatmn of its
-meaning will dopend our. interpretation of Whichcote's ethical thought.

The distinction between good and evil, Whichcote maintains, is a real one,
as objective as mathematical distinctions. It is a demonstration in mo rals,

that is as clear and as satisfactory as any demonstration in the mathematics;
a full and self-snffieient good cannot consist with any true evi]., because
good and e¥il are extremely opposite”.2

There is an objective distinction between the good life and the evil life,
and the good life consists in doing what is according to the 'reason of
things'.’ So an understanding of Whichcote's view of the good life dep-
ends upon an understanding of the phrase ‘the reason of things'. Its mean-
ing is explained in the following passage: “And now, that I may lead

you to understand the notion, I will lay before you the rule whereby you
are to estimate and judge of this decency, comeliness and order: and to -
this rule you are to comply. The rule is in things., There is the reason .
of things; and this is an undoubted, infallible, unquestionable rule ...

1. Discourses, Vol.2, p.149 (All references to this work are to the
2, ibid., Vol.4, p.325. - 1702 edition).
3. ibid., Vol.3, pp.36 & 296.
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For you are to undevretand_t‘hat' the reason of things is a .iav to the reason

-~ of the mind. Truth and goodness are first in things, and then in the mind

‘and understanding. My mind is true when I do understand as the truth of
things is: my mind is good, when I do comply with things that are-good, and
abhor things that are evil... NHow by the help of their reason and understand-
ing, men have power to judge; and by their freedom have liberty to do accord-
~ ing to their judgement,., Therefore man alone is able to do that is moral;
the understanding doth judge and discern what it ought to do (according as
things are:) and then the will should follow" 1

He says ﬁgther Wat evil *is against the reason of our mind, and against
. the reasom of the thing . It is a contradiction to the reason of our mind,

which is our governor; that which guides the actions of our will: and to the
‘reason of things, which gives law, and is the’ rule of action: and wickedness
is a great contradiction to both".2 .

The first of thesae two passages seems to suggest a correspondence theory of -
truth, for it is held that one s knowledge is 'true' when it conforms to
what exists outside the mind, One knows the truth when the *reagson of the
mind' corresponds with the 'reason of .things'. Such a correspondence theory
- of truth is unsatisfactory because it is not explained how one can ‘get
outside’ the mind and, as it were, compare one's own ideas with what exists
outsi&e the mind. - Whichecote's, however, is not a strict correspondence theory;
his view rather is that the reason ('of the mind') is so constituted that its
judgements;» as it were, 'reflect' the nature of what exists outside the mind.
This is evident from the second passage quoted above. Whatever is contrad-
ictory to the Yeason of the mind' is also contradictory to the 'reason of
things*. The ‘reason of things® is the external order of things and is
reflected in the judgements of the *'reason of the mind'. In other words,
Whichecote is simply arguing that truth and goodness are objective - that is,
they are not creations ofthemmd and are known by the activity of reason-
ing. FKnowledge of both truth and goodness is-a function of the ‘reason'.
“That is why Whichcote says that to obey the reason is to obey God.” The
good act is the ome that is according to the reason of things, and the fac-
ulty of moral judgement, that is, the faculty which is capable of judging
what is good and what is evil, is the resson. One behaves well when ome's
'will* obeys the dictates of the.'reason'.. . 'The reason of things' is some-

vhat similar to 'the law of nature' in matural lew theories, and in Whichcote's
vigs,fggdtggt,one judged to be according to the *reason of things'. He expresses

W Discourses, Vo0l.3,pp.169-170. 2.ibid.,Vol.l,pp.323-4.
3. ibid.. Vol.4. o880 & Al6.

4



9.

thleasfonm: %rthemﬁmandmmtofmomlity,ymmtkmwit
conaiswinthis the congruity and proportion betwesn the action of an
- agent end his object, . He acts morally that doth observe the proportion of
aniaction to its object; that is, he doth terminate @ due action upon its
proper object..... To instance, hatred and disrespect towards that Being

we depend upon for all we have, is an immoral thing; that is, it is an

nneqm and preposterous thing; it is an action disproparumble. unequal,
unfit.”1 .

. Whichcote's position séems to be this: given a conerete situation -
nd @ set of possible ways in which one may bebave, morslly good condust
15 the kind of conduct which reason sess. to be 'fitting'; that is, the
3 kind of conduct that is congrucus with, or appropriate to, the situstion,

_ %0 behave disrespectfully towards ons's creator, he thinks, is immoral be-
cause the kind of behaviour thet is logleally consistent with the definit-
[1onsotereatoranaereamxsmpeot In other words, what he is say-
.ingiathatthemisacertmrelatiamhipbemanmatormﬁaeam

- /Amplied i theee tiro terns such that the existenss of auy contrary relat-
' 'ioriship contredicts the meaning of the terss. Iikewise, if by ‘wife' we
";jman,inpartatloast,apersmtevhomahmﬁanﬂahwslm,thena
il,emmammammtmmemzwmw
" in the meaning of the tvo terms husbend and wife, This appears to be the
"smammmmmwm,mmmfmmepouuon |
"-adoped by a later and mmtively insignificant Camdbridge PIatoniat, v
- '§ollaston in his *Religion of Eature Delinested’. As leslie Stephen has
‘:'-aaid: “Pnizty years of profound meditation had -convinced Wollaston that
:"the reason why & man should abstain fron breaking his wife's head was that
1% vgs a way of denying that che was his wife.*® In other words, the term
*vife! has & definite mesning, end for & lusband to ‘break his wife's head'
1emmemammtmmummmmmummmor |
the torm; that is to ey, it is to deny that sho is his wife. According to
“Wnichcote and Wollaston, the moral way for A to behave in relation to B
is implied in the meaning of A and B; to behave in a way which is lugically
“inconsistent with the meaning of these two terms is to bchave immorally.
fhus, 1f the meaning of the terus A and B logically imply that A should -

1’.- mm" '01.3’ p.29.
2. Quoted Yy Rogers: Morals in Review, p.197.



obeyB,thenitismralngoodforltoohewBandmm]yevnforA
'.todisohayn. Thusisliadeﬁnedasasmantandaasamster,the
-fMMe:wAmmsemﬁmngMemm&
o natmmmmumngmemeeuming.mmadedw
'fremonefnrthermferem: "Iflbe%d'saeame.standmrelation _
-tohim,mcambleofmmgxamnamrauyanﬂunavomablyunderanobligb

ationofdutyandaffeetiontom;aﬁlambomdmmemm,hom.
amll:lvemregardtohim. Eereistbereasonofmething“l

The -behaviour ome oves ‘to-God, wmmeemm.xsmmmyconmneain
-Ithe definitiunof@odasmaten it&dismcmator. then I oveadnty
to him. This is so whether X realiseitornot- the obligation exists =
independently of oy knowledge of it and is containsd in what he calls
’ ;.'the reas:_m.of things®s And the 'reasonof themim.' 1is the facnlty by
:i;which ve are sble to become aware of our obligation; its function is to.
“‘intellectually apprehend what is the reason.of the thing,. that is, what
_Kind of conduct is logically appropriste to the situstion. The kmowledge
<tliat has a place in the good life,for Whichcots,. is the intellectusl sct~ .
/vity of epprebending logically consistent ways of behaving. Moreover, it
“‘should be noted that Whiehcote maintains that logically appropriate.con- .
:.Quot. s morally obligatory conduct. fThis 1s omg of the difficulties of .
* “his theorys-and is a prodlen to which.we shall return later in the chapter.
‘v.© Whichcote's view, then, es we have’ interpa‘eted u, is that morally
“good eonduot consists in behaving in a way which is seen to bo logically
. appropriate; an act is morally good if 4t 48 eonsistent with the. meaning
" ‘of the agent and the acted-upon. = How if this is really his positio
‘and it seens fairly evident that it is — then it involves a mumber of .
" aifpiculties vhich mske it untensble. Whichcote thinks that certain kmas
"'of behaviour are appropriste in certain situations if they are logically
consistent with the meaning of the person acting end.the: person being. acted' u
Inot!wrm,asmantactsmnvhenmaoesthatwhichitis
:":appropriate for.a sexvant to do; that ia, Y bedi Likesise,
‘-0 ‘Iusband-acts well when he does thist vhich it 18 apmopriate for a hus-
“band to dog that ' 1s, when.ho shows love towards his'wife. But this kind of
theory 5. umsatisfastory. for:the arpose mchcote vanted it to serve.:.

mseouis'éa.‘ vo1.4. pp.zss-'l. .

R



He wanted to paintain mtwal distinctiom are objective and ‘absolute'
ginse he contends that God is the chief good’ and also that God comands
what is entecedently good, that is, what is according th the reason of -
,thin@-'ﬁereamnofthin@ Ehichootear@m."ametemal,tWare_
mtsubjeettoazwpover" Inotherw&da,hemtetomaintainthat
42 & cortain kind of @nfuct 15 good, that is, according to the ‘reason
_of things', then it is 'reslly® good; it is mot merely good withina .-
 particulsr frame of referemce. It is not just good for this or that i
_socioty; it 1o good in itself. ' But, in spite of this, his theory may | .
"be interpreted in relativistic terus, For it is clear that terms liks .
‘wife' and 'sexvant’ hsvenoa&olutememﬁng theyaequimmeamngonly
‘;bymmwtheirusesnamayofpeepze Andthemaanlngofthese
g-fmmhevantzy different for two different societies. There is no
Rgical ‘contradiction, for example, in defining ‘wife' as a alave or-as - '
“-a ‘too) for ten's couvenience, and it would then follow on Whicheote's
':i"ugmtthatahmmmmwhmmmatshHﬁfeasaslave
“afid {nmorally when ho treats her as an equal and a person to whom love

-4a due.. mmmmwnﬂinamﬁamdrdm; "
" 611 that 1s possible on Whichdote's theory is to deeide, on the besis of
';'-mmmgwtmmmwat&mdmfme.mtmmmmm
- bo good condust within a particular society; it provides mo means of -
"v-‘-decwngenmlmmdsbmmtheethiealmaofomsoeietyand T
_: another. It is true that some ethiesl theorists would maintain this

. very position, namely that it is mot possible to talk in ethical terms
outside particalar concrets societies and that ethical questions arige
zomyuammefmmkofpuuMarsoaem annusclearmt
tbiai.smtthepoaiﬁmmcheotasou@ttomp%; and, moreover, it. '
- appears quite unsatisfactory to say that there are no moral grounds for
. preferring, for example, a society in vhich each indtvidusl has the right
‘%0 life and one in which eannibalicm is the nmorm., But unless there is
another ‘nterpretation of ¥hichoots's position, he is comuitted to the
“wiew that it is possible to decide within a given monogamous soeciety that
" @ .man.who hes two wives is behaving immorally and that a man who does
1. Discourses, Vol.4, p.325. '

2. Campagnac, Pe36.




. likewisainapolymssocietyisbehavingwen,furummﬁ bntsuch

athaorymidesmmmfordwiﬁnghemmmmmm

‘Uhat Hhieheoﬁa's thaory as we- !mve inmmtec 1t, cmits him- to is thm,;

thatthemismmingisasungthequssﬁon'kmskindofcomct _
reelly good?': mnonlymanmsfuzqnesﬁonmatitvinauovis'lstms

" kind: of eoMuct @ood. vithiin this frane of reference,, or withi.n this: partics
mlar aaciety?' Bat Whicheote; 1t is clear; vants to be able to ask whiother
f'-'a partimlarkindn! conduet: isreanygoodornet, amlhis ’teasom of
_--.things' 16 deeigned: to. provide. the answer, .

la,thesnlywinvhichthiskindotqussﬁoncanbamdemean—

1ngi‘u1 ‘on Whichcote's them,yintemeting the ‘maon of thin@’ in

.-.aratherdiffeuxrkm. Ifhemamtwthe‘monofthim notthe

:'immamwmmmwmmwﬂxeMew

_which uses them, but rather the logical implications of their *real. nature?,

'thenitmbmsiblefwmwmmmmnmmmviw

thatmoraldistincﬁmm mmumnw' lf. forexampla.he

-.takmtmzenn ’eod‘ toman,mtwhatismrihdtoitbyaparticular

frameefrefem,bntmther&srealmtumof@oﬂ,thmitwbetmei

‘mtthmmmmmumsofm&ﬂmwsofexmssmgm
r-beuefineodanﬁmathsrmwmmtthatmwsofmng~

_thatﬁodsmiats. Ifuekmwthamalnatmofﬂod,thenthzslmoﬂed@-

-ummwmammm& :lneertainotherwm'
ofhahaving. m,ﬁmmmmmmofpmmw, themi
',ameartainmsiawhichuemyhehavetmﬁsotharpeophmehaxe

:mwubmmmmtmmm,mmmmm
f‘wagsoftreaﬁngtmmch Qdeny*s.thm:thaayareopersom F’brexmnple,i!.

'uummmatpmmmearmttobamsaaasmamWas
F'mans,thentotreatthmasmemistobehuve&mmw Andifpersons;
;haveamlaatwewhichisnotdependentnponthoamtvievthatis

mmabontmembymemdetymuhiebthaynvs,ﬂxsnitsinbemean-

-gingfnltomthatthmemeeﬂﬁnkinﬁsofb&uiwtmdsotherper-w

*;smswhmhmmuygoodammmmofbemmchm
,reallybad. Anﬁthiamtobetmuwmtmmwmtomﬁntain.

!awnnestowmatthemisarealmtmofeodvmchwbaknmand
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. that we act well towards Cod when we know his resl nature end express
- such knowledge by acting in a way that is consistent with it. Likewiss,.
Aj'hemmhaldthatummmwthenamreofperaonanwmﬁthatwem«
welltmrdaetherpemonsvhenonrcon&mtisconsistentwtthmknw—
.wﬁ;attm,mpemtcoodmmis@tismtobeappmp-
" riate and is implied in the nature of the being who 1s being acted upon.
' Bow it'may be a perfectly respectable theory of ethics to msintain -
thatgoodco@wtxsappmmisteerﬁtﬁng ¢onduct, Itmbeheld. for'
" exempls, that good condust is not egocentric but consists in being mparh-
,'f.mmmmngmmammummantmtmof
-desives;y itm eonsist in loving ome's neighbour as onsself, that is, in -
'»?'»mmwmmammmezmammermm In other words,
4% may be held that morality is a Gemand for objseﬁvmznbmmm
that good' confust consists in doing what is appropriate to the situation
%sinuhmzmﬁnds oneself and mot ‘in doing what one subjectively uan&ta
_ - And this 15 the sort of thing that Whichoote 15 arguing. But the
-i._difﬁmtywwx Whicheote's position is that he considers t!mtthereasnn.
'-f-j'_ortheaetmwetmwmung ie able to julge what kind of condust is
' appropriate, - The imarladge that has & place in merality is impertial,
' 4uipsreonal reason; it 1s'not a function of the desires. mepmpaseuf'
51:;MWh&Wthuapmmw'thefuneﬁmofthedesiras
}'giismfolmmenthemleéds mmm&mtromapaseage
| alroady quoteds o, mdersmﬁngaothmmmmmtuwt
~to do (awoxﬂingaathimmz)andthentheﬁnshonldfonw."l

";-..mmmkwmmfﬂmw | ”ﬂmaffecﬁonsmf

_Woc.m“wsﬁnmwet'wﬁ%rmtmcmiw. s
.. For their place is only in pursuance: no plaee in determination. By judge-
Z‘mtwﬂﬂmtmm,mwmmwmammmit... o
.affections ere blind things thomselves, and: they must follow.%.2 - -

“Phe good act;, in Whichcote's view, is tho sct that is fitting; and it is
hmwmparﬁalmm '!heknoﬂedgethataeer&ainkindofconduct '_
£ V-1 apmah is a function of one faculty, the reason, independently of

| any-otber faculty. And this ccomits #hicheote to all the difficulties of *

.'thetmnymorthamm wm@hwemnmlsminmemm‘ -

1. Discourses, Vol.3, p.170. _
2. Quoted by Passmore: Ralph Cudworth, p.53, fron mchcote'a
v Semons. o
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bntfor thepresent it is sufficient to note thatthehmle@ that

mcmmdmwhmammmmxwuafmﬁonofthe

rewaﬁmk%%iﬁemmmofthemum. URTEI
meﬁmcﬁonthatthiakindofmnﬂedgemsinmmnty,
chco%e'sviev,ismdeclearinhie statement thats . "Hnculeda alom

dothmtanomtﬁovirtm, butoertainxymereisnovinuevithoutknow-f,w‘
~ ledge, Kmledgaistheﬁrststeytcmuﬁmdmssz butgoodnesa
ienotvithuut&en@tanﬂdwieeﬂl o

Intenectualhmvledgeofthekindofcomtthatisﬁtﬁngisnotit-
selfvxrtne,mtiatheﬁrsteteptovm Ve need to know first
wmtsortofwn&mtisapmmntamoﬁwthatmmmdoit. ‘Bat
thewimafthahwled@ofvhatmﬁmﬁtﬁngeomtis
mtsuffidenttomthatgoodmnnfonow ﬁeamfree,

Whiehwtemintaim.toahi&byorm:ectthekmﬂe&geuhm E‘his
viwisamssedmmme‘sﬁaqmtmofmmm

“holdingthe&uthinmwi@ﬁaom’ whiehheinterm-etstomeanthat :

althou@zvakmwvhatkindofbehavieuris@od weﬁeqmﬂybehave
othemﬁsw weknmwhaﬁreon@t to do butiram 'weak-mled' éndmject
the!mewle@wahma. &aheampressesithimlf ‘ﬂehavemt ]li '

uptoourknovledgamnaom@t,lmthaweinsomdegeehamthemth :
mwm,mmamm;smmdmmtw
men.emiatpersmaclf-condemneﬂ.‘a y

kﬁowledgeofuhtmwmvmieﬁmmammtmta:_',v_
' suffictent condition of ‘the wod fe; 44 is nerely the fizpt step ima’
mmmzmm1mmzmmtwmmtymmuw_
iriowledge, ‘or knowledgs that arises from reasuning, he is consistent in .
mintainingalsothat,almitismeﬁrststeptow,itism'
" more than the firet step. For it is enpirically evident thst the kmowledgs
mtammmammmlwmtammtmm’
ustobehmmthatm;tmmiammmywmtmmam

‘that is logleally fitting, evenuuiemthatnemt. 'meraetthat

vemmhllaemmmtaceﬂammacomtieﬁttingdoesmt

'mastbatwatm@ereminthatmgaswoshanargxmlatar,m&o

whatmmmeiaseantobeofmtvalm ‘Enmereknowledge that

- 1. Campagnac, P.65:
2. macmas, Yol.4, p.310,
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'ammﬁﬂmmmmmtinﬂmemﬁhhavumsmdomt
‘necessarily ect in a way that we know to be fitting. Thmus, Whichcote's
vievoftheﬁmeﬁonofknmledpinmantyiseonsimﬁmhisviW,
‘of the nature of knowledge that is relovant:to morality. Knowledge of the
reasoning faculty is, for whicheots, _themetemimt of appropriateness, .-
‘and’ therefore of what kind of confuct is‘good; but. it camnot be the deter—.
minant of behaviour. Itismemtmmwwsnamgealmﬂy
q\wtadthattheatfecﬁom'mmbesmlammet.nnmrnge-
"meatanﬂ&miee'aﬁthatthsyhme’mplmindetemimﬁon' implying
that it is the function of the understanding to 'deternins®. Bntituiu
.Mcomelmthat'detmimﬁon’reterstojudgmgvhetisgoo&andm
'te:,ﬂscidinghwtoact. He cannot maintain consistently with his view that
.1t is possible to hold the truth 'in unrightecusness®, tmztneMersma-
"mmmvhatissoodmdthemyinwhichvebehaw.forthis
.would éommit him to the view that we do nocesssrily what we kuow to be
gwd. MMhapmuoamueam}tomm, forvarim reasons.
. as we. shall sse later. . ' :
- nmwfmmmmmmtmm@mmmmmmmst
a.f';steptovirm,hadmwntainmtitisammsarystep, that virtas.
. is not possibls without knowledge. BHe says, for instance, in a passage-

" already referred to,that 'there is no virtus without imowledge'. noreover..
" he says that virtuo consists in having %a reason for estion®. In other
“words, the@odaetxsnwerdomfrmchmeeamaesim;it _
 results fron a conscious dslibération by the 'reason of the mind’, and frem
adecisiontoobwthemanddowbatisknmhhem The first
step to virtue consists in julging what kind of behaviour is fitting; the
. second step consists in choosing to behave in a way that is seen to be
‘fitting. And both these stepe ere mecessary conditions of the good life.
.’Botonhmt'themamofthamind(be)mmnaﬂonuththe C
" reason of things', but. 'memandmpamalmason(mat)gwemandmle
- in 1ife'. As we saw ot tho baginning of the chapter, these are two of tho-
..canditimhezmdwnasbungmmarytothemnfe. Intwopaa&-,
vﬁageaaamadyquotednammtthemuonofthemmmisto |

1. Discourses, Vol.4, pp.414—422, 437, 448,



1e.

. judge what is good, or rather, what is fitting, and then "the will should
follow"l, and “the reason of the mind ... is our govermor; that uluch

. 'vguudes the actions of our will®. 2 o . .

‘ It has been maintained that 'neascn' for Whichcote, is not what we

. have described as a faculty that is capable of the kxmwledge of the kind

~ of behaviour that is logically consistent with the natures of the agent and
the acted-upon, but rather "the ethical principle enabling ... (one) to

_ perceive the unity of God's law in nature, the scriptures and institutions®.

. But it is not explained what is meant by'an ‘ethical principle'. The only
. .possible meaning that such a phrase can have in relation to *reason', is .

. that 'reqéon' is the ability to seé what is morally obligatory; that is to
.éay,. the abinty- to recognise certain kinds of conduct as being the kinds
that one ought to do. And it is true ‘that this idea is suggested in some
- of Hhichcote s thought~ for example. m the follmring ‘passage:

"If I be God's creature, stand in relation to him, am capable of him; I am
paturslly and unavoidably under an obligation of duty end affection to him;
‘and I am bound to serve him ... Here is the reason of the thing".4"

- The idea expressed in this passage is that the knowledge of the 'reason
of things' includes the knowledge of moral obligation. But if we examine
Whichcote's view of the nature of the knowledge that has a placé in morality,
it becomes clear that it is such that it is not capable of knowing moral ob-
ligation, As we have seen, Whichcote holds that the ‘reason of the mind'
~or the 'understanding* is something other than, and opposed to, the emot-.
ions; emotion has no place in the k:nowledge that has a place in morality.
' He ‘describes the 'desires' as being *blind* and as having a place only
in 'pursuance'. He is very definite on this point. In other words, reas—
on or understanding, that whose function it is to ':jixdge',-ia disinterested, .
. impartial and impersonal; for only desire can be interested, partial and
personal. And the knowledge that an act is obligatory is interested. The
_ reason, as Whichcote conceives it, cannot judge that an act’ is obligatory
or good, but only that it is an act of a certain kind; for example. that it
is a m-ablding act. The reason, conceived as a faculty independent of
desire, is capable only of judging that a certain kind of behaviour
. comes under a law or some other criterion of goodness or obligatoriness.

3

1. Diécom-ses, 701.3. P.170. 3. Bullough: Introduction to
2. ibid., Vol.l, p.323. Henry More's Poems, p.xx.
4. ibid., Vol.4, pp.256-T7.
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A faculty like Whichcote's ‘'reason?', if it functions independently of one's
emotional 1ife, can be capable only of lmowledge/facts and logical necess—
ity It can give us knowledge of the facts about different kinds of con-
- duct; it can tell us, for example, that.a particular kind of conduct ’
_ ‘invvolves treatir_lg a person as a means and not as an end, or that another
. kind of behaviour involves denying the existence of God; but such knowledge
.camnot tell us .that one kind of behaviour is more preferable than another,
or even that certain kinds of conduct are obligatory. Questions of -
preferance and obligation can arise only in our emotional life; that is
what 'is meant when it -is sald that one feels obliged ~ feelings arise from
our emotional, not from our intellectual, life. Thus, the kind of knowledge
that has g place in morality, for Hhicheote. can deternine that cex_'tain
. acts. are obligatory dnly if they are first defined as obligatory; that is
%o -8ay, only 'if certain facts are regarded as criteria of obligatoriness.
Whiéhcote's ‘reason' can have knowledge only of facts; and the kimwledge
of. faéts,, in itself, cannot be knowledge of obligatoriness. Nor can the
knowledge of facts give rise to a feeling of moral obligation. Hence, if
the 'reason’ decides that a certain kind of behaviour is, for example, log-
ically consistent with the natures of the agent and the acted-upon, it is
. sti11 meaningful to ask: *Why onght one behave in such a way?' There can be
no specifxcally ethical qnalities about *reason' as Whichecote conceives it.
The idea of moral obligation ia essential to the ethical theory of
Whlchcote. For it is clear that the knowledge that certain acts &aTe 'ﬁt—-
ting' does not, of itself, emount to virtue; it is merely the 'first. step
to. virtue' Since the knowledge that is relevant to morauty is independ—
-ent of our. emot:lonal life, it cammot compel, or even move, us to behave in
a eertam way. All activity is interested, and is directed towards ends
wvhich are perceived as desirable. Behaviour always has a motive, and motives
- arise from our emotional life. ‘Therefore, since Whichcote's *reason' is
disiuterested and independent of desire, it cannot move us to act; at the
" most 1t.c,an discover facts about certain kinds of behaviour. And the kmowledge
of facts, if it is disinterested, camot be a motive for action. Thus it
has to be held that we are morally obliged to choose to do acts judged to Ye of
" & certain kind; the ides of moral obligation has to be introduced to provide



the mtiva. 'hxere ean be nothing aeairable about the facts that a.re movn

'bymereasm, aineextisindependsntofdesire,ammemfomthmknoa-
_'ledseofitseucmntyxwidethemotive. »Qensequently :i.thaseobeheld

"neverreauy:juatiﬁesthemalou@t:hamarreanysmmmm@t'
"tobehaveinraysthatthereasoneeestabeofacermnkinﬁ !laassw.es
thatthereasoniawpameofmmgmtonwmefm&boutmrmnt

thatthmmmtainwminm&mou@ttom mzmmote

}kindsofconductbutalaathatoertunkindaofhahavimmmauy

- obligatory.

i’osomutenthe raqlisesthedifﬁcultiesofhisvietwhenhearg- B

nea that it &s 'natura}.' for the reason to be *in the throme® zma for the

:'wiutaebeythedictamofthamaeon. Itismostmtm‘al,hethim,

ff:feramteewthenetamafmmm thatistobedireetedby
;'iihis reason, rather than to succund to his paseior.s.
 ¥inguished from amimals by his sbility to use reason, and it is for this
'lf?gmaonthat *nan alone can be moral®.

1nanistoheais-

2 But the assumption is that reasen.

';‘laa Whicheote coneeives it, is eapable of :hmeting bohaviour;. snd this s

;:.:‘r_‘ -

cannot really be maintained. For all behaviour is directed towards ends
..;»::that are seen in some scense to be desirable; we do what we 'ought' only -
‘if wo believe that dutiful conduct is most desirsdle. When we are preemt—

}-f'ed with a mmber of possible ways in which we may behave, we determine i
“which of these waye is the most ‘valuable'; that is to say, we evaluate :‘f"ff”‘f

' ‘the various possible courses open to us and choose the one that is felt

"'tebeafmtvalue. Heneeﬁmtlabmthiapointherebecmzaeitﬁn

‘:;'-mmmwwmdmmmmetom&rthehterembrmgeﬂaﬁ

T:T'oaists- it is suffieient for our present purpose to mote that no acﬁvity

.'can be earried out without an adequate motive and that motives arise from

onr emotional 1ife. &nd if Whichcote is to exclude emotion from the know-
“ ledge that is relevant to morality, then he must exclude motives, ana :
jwithout motives aetivity 15 not possible. He maintains that it is natural

for man to obey his reason, but his view of reason excludes the possiblity

“of ita giving rise to action.

But even if his 'reason' is capable of giving rise to action, that 13,'

1. Discourses, Vol.3, pp.132, 400; Canpagnac, Ppe24-5.
2. Biscourses, Vol.l, pp.194, 206, 304; Vol.3, p.170.
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ofbeingthefirst step to virtue, to argue that it is natural to obey '

| _thereasondoeanotjustifythemoralon@t..lioritmaystmmemmniy

" b asked: *Why ought ome do what is patural'? Whichcote would still bave

. to argue that we ought to do what is natural, and this ‘ought! is not N
Justified. And 11’ he doss attempt to justify such an 'ou@t’ ke would -
appear to be lsunched into an infinite regress. In order to maintain his
‘fposition, mchcete would have to maintain that ve do in fact behave in
fﬁ;aweyt,that 15 seen by the Teason to be of a certain kind, for example, .
in & wey that the reason sces to be logically consistent with the matures
'oftheagentandmaete&-upan. But this is inconaitent with his view
that it is possible to 'hom the truth in tmri.@teonsness' _ It would -
_makse virtue identieax with,. or at lesst necessaru.y conpacted to, . the e
7»-knowledge that he considers to have a plaoe in moraliw, hnt he holds that

‘ this is not se: "eeodness is rea.lly knauledge aigest&, cmocted, enmu- :

- ‘tained, submitted to,,consented to”." Knowledgs 1s the first step to virhzé.

‘but it has 0 be submitted to in order that the gooaaotmawbe done."v |
"Enowledge s imprisomed if it does not profuce goodness; for this is

 atural to 18°, he says; but he does Dot sttempt to maintain that knowledgs

i'neoessarily pro@ees goo&sa. Anﬁ sneh aview mld be imonsistent with

¢ :the empirieal facts; we are not neeessaril,y rational. .

- Alternative]y. mchcote could hold that the sense of moral cbligat-
ion'is immate; that we all feel porally obliged, and that the function of
--’-the 'reason' is to disewer where that obugation ues. &at as we have seen,
-Whichcote's reaaon eannot diseover mral ohligatian, 1t 1s capable only
of 1 kmowing facts emd logical msmv. Be could hold. however, ‘that we -
do.feel obliged to behave in certain ways; that is to say, that there’ are.

| _"certain facts about the kind of conduct that we feel chbligatory, and that
"thefmuonofthereasonissodisemrthesetaets &xtheuoiiiahave
“to maintain that the feenng of amsgation is inﬂapendent of the reasam,
and ﬁusmnm eoxmthm to the aifﬁeumes of the feculty theory of

the eoul., whieh we shan aamine p!eaently. Iihichcote mahes a sharp

distinetion between the reason and the emouona and then attempts to argue-

that the Treason so conceived is capable both of knowing what is morally

}obligatory andaxsoofgivingneetoacﬁon; Anditisthesharpdist—

1. MSemlrSee, V01.4. P¢92.;
2. ibid., Vol.2, p.268.



imﬂmmmmé&imthatist&mofmstoftheﬁff— :
:imﬂties involved in Whichcote's theory
o Mthep&%icularproblmofmmlobligauonmberedmdbothis:
whether or Ot Uhidxcote's *peason’ is capable of kmv:lng that eertain '
'umofbanmimamobum suchdisintemstedbmledgecannotof
""'1tse1f influsnce behaviour wiless there is a feeling of obligation, unless
’ "aeteexthatmmmmmaswm«mmareobngeatom: end
~ reascn, as Whicheote conceives it, camnot give rise to the feeling of
f-febn@t:lonevenifitm:}ndge mateemmysofbmgm oblig-
- atery and cortain other ways of behaving are not. The knowledge that it
ff’iswdutytodoseamt MumemtodnAunleasxﬁeqne mscma
“'sense to do my duty; and mere kmowledge in Whichcote's use of the tesm,
’;‘cannotgivariaatothedesiretodow&nty. InotherMs. ﬁmcheete
s o make his position tensble, he must maintain nmtmefeeungof e
' i’obngaﬁm is ivherent in mam; that is, that there are certain ends wmch-;
e inherently feel to be obligatory; end the function of the reason is to .
. aiscover these énds, or rather to judge what kind of hehavs.our leads to .
'‘their attatnment. The feeling of obligation, which, if it exists at all, *
_must arise from our emotional life and not from intellectual ealculation, -
. must ‘therefore be prior %o the ‘reascn’ if Whichcote's theory is to be <
“at all temsble. But. Whichcote argues eontimmlly that the ‘resson’ is
. capable of judging what is good or obligatory end of beckoning the will
. “:and affections to follow. He socms to think that the feason, as he con-
’??eaivas 1t, 1s capable of not merely knowing facts hnd logical necessity, - ;
- z7but oi’fgivmg rise to action. Re eawe, far i.nstame. thats '

' Ei"im the vork and business of religitn, and of our lives, to recomcile
i.the temper of our spirits to the rule of rightecusness; and to incorpor- -

.. ate the prineiples of our religtion, into the canplexionofourminds ‘i‘hia

- .45 doms,l. By searching into the nature of things, and the reason of our
duty; that owr judgement may be ‘such, as t0 approve thalaseofonrrel-: -
- igion; 2. By practising sccording to our right apprehensions of things;
#4111 it become easy and delightful.”.l

" Ynichcote's positian eonsisee in thisz there are two (pecrhaps tme)
e faculties in the mind, the reason, the affeetiom or desires, and (pahaps)

lithewin. Tho desires and affections are not to be trusted; they are

1. Compagnao, p.65. |



subjective, selfish and frrational; they have no place in the determinat-
jon of what constitutes good behaviour. mreason,onﬁmomerm. "
18 objective, impartial and disinterested. It i the faculty by which -

mmmmmmmm&emfmthatwhicbisahletoj\ﬂge
‘what kind of behaviour 15 good or obligatory. Hot omly ie it capable of

kmoving the kind of conduct that is good, but it is adle to direct us to
aetinthewwthatitjm!gestebegood. Buttheremonismtcmnplete
msterefthesoul,themmwnﬂietsbemmemonanﬂthedesires.’
between what we ought to do and what wo want to do. Tms knowledge of

| goodness is cnly the first step to virtue; the second step consists in
doing vhat is seen to be good. his/to be accomplished mot by the supp-
“ression of the desires, but rather by the reason directing the desires in

thswawthatitseestobeobligatory ‘fhereisammstion,too,in
ﬁhzeheota's m'itin@ that thex'e 1sath1mtamlty, the will, whose
ﬁmtionistofomwwhmthere@onleads,mmsfmlwiemt
discusaedatlengthamismtmanydlsﬁwishedfmmedesims
Ffor ¥Whieheots, the reason is the all-important faculty, and enything eﬂse
thatmatheaplmeinthescﬂ,thewiu,theaffeoﬁms,ﬁxepassiom,
andthedesima,amanconsidmdashavingmplweinmmitywcept
tefollmwhemthemsonhaﬁa i’hedxieffunetionofthadesiresseem
tobetocauseevu marmtionofﬁxereasmiatojmgevhatisgood
andtobeekontothewiﬂtoteﬂweﬁmhmmmafthepmbm,
ofthiaposition.
Ewitismtﬁﬁimltwmmm&mtaadaptedatheorysuch

'asthis Mmmsemdtohimtoheeapablecfoartamtyandthm-
fomthatwhich&anld decldeonthekinﬁofbehaviwthatisgood But

%icheoteeouldmtmammthaeweneeeasmaoummemmjudges'
to be good, for this would destroy the traditional doctrine of 'free-will*
" a8 the ¢ause of .evil. . Thus.he maintaing. that we ought to.do what the =
reason judges; tmwemowmmnismm'mmn'mto
- give rise to evil. mguubeeomedmumconsidm,brieﬂy,
Ehichcote's theory of free-will and of the cause of evil or 'sin’.

Sinece knowledge, or Whicheote's theory, is the first step %o virtue,



and no more than the first step, it follows, as we have seen, that some-
thing more than knowledgs is necessary to give rise to good conduct; it
is nocessary to choose to do what is known to de good. In other words,
there are at least two conditions of good conducts in the first place it
is necessary to bave the requisite knowledge that certain kinds of conduct
- are good; and secondly, it is necessary to choose to behave in a way that
is known to be good. Comsequently, evil can arise at two levels; it may
be due to lack of the requisite knowledge, that is, to ignorance; or it
‘may arise from a deliberate choice of whst is known to be evil, This was -
_the striotly orthodox view of Whicheote's time; goodness is known independ< -
ently of being good and may be chosen or rejected; the faculty which makes
jit« possible to choose to do what is known to de virtuous or what is known .:, .
to be vicious, is the "free-will'. And this is Whichcote's view. In this
part of his theory, he is strictly orthodox; his unorthodasy lay chiefly
“in his rejection of the view that goodnsss is whatever God arbitranly
* ‘comnands end 1n his )iberal cutlook. -
Evil.onmchcote‘eviwmariseattvo levels. at the levelof
"knowledge or at the level of 'frec—will'; but he thinks that the chief
_cause of evil is the abuse of free-will. In fact, he maintains that ell -
‘except idiots are eapable of knowing what kind of behaviour is good, end
that therefore a person behaving in an evil way from lack of knowledge '
.'of goodness is not strictly 'in sin' and may be excused; the chief cause of
‘‘gvil is wilful rejection of what is known to be goad.

-'""’!oucaxmntswmone or worse of any man, than that hedothevilknowingly
- and egainst his conscience. It is universally acknowledged, that ignor- .
‘ance doth greatly excuse, and therefore we have charity for idiots; and
. where men have never heard, and are without the pale of the church, we
 Jeave them to God's mercy, and exclude thenm not. But.it is quite other- . -
- wige where men are a lav to themselves."l

. This is perfectly consistent with the position that Whicheote continually
secks to maintain., Enowledge of the kind of behaviour that is good is
" quite independent of being virtuous, and comsists in intellectuslly learn-
" ing propositions of the form ‘A is good' or *'A is obligatory'. %This kind -
of knowledge ::la no more than the ‘first step to virtue'; the second step

1. Discourses, Vol.l, p.58.



consists in mosing to do what 18 known to be good or obliéatoxw Thus
the first step consists in knoring that, for example, A.is good; the second
step is to choose to doA. And this choice is the i\mcuon of the 'will'.

“Heamvexyapttoaulaythefanltuyonourmmea,butreallymn'm.lls
are rather to be blemed, That that undoes us, is our perverse wills, cor-

rupt affections, stubborn hearts: and these do more hamm in the world than
. weak headss it is not so much want of knowledge as goodness. God isa .
- great deal more known in the world, thanheieeitber obsemdorloved."l

'Viee, Whicbcoteiasewing,isduamtsomhtofailmeouseme 'neason'
-bnttoafaﬂureotthewintofouovuherethereasanleaﬂs The will is
- 'free! eimertofonov ‘the reason ortodisobeyit, andtodisobey the -

reason is toabuse the power of freo-wille wu ) wyovooiios abuse that libe

‘ertyandpwertheyholﬂof%danden.joymderhim for elthough all pow-
ey be explicdble for the bstter, yot it is an abuse of power, to do that
-that is not £it to be domer it is po more than it is in a paralytic agility
_..of motion, when the man trembles every Joint, not from nimbleness of spirit,v
' but want of strength,"2

Althaugh ¥Whicheote argues in favour of the erxiatence of free-~will, he
:doesnotconsiderthat itcughttobeusednhitrarny itisanabuse of
':free-willtouseitto.ehoosewhat is known to be evil. This:ts the most
Teprehensitle state in which 1t is possible to be. But the doctrine of
‘froe-will has to be introduced into his theory im order to account for -
the empirical fact of evil. 'He cannot maintain,on his theory that know-
ledge is the first step to virtue, that evil is due wholly to ignorance,
for he thinks this is a form of déterminism; and, Goreover, it is empir-
* deally evident that if the knowledge that is relevart to morality is
‘ independent of emotion and eonaiste in inpartial disinterested 'reason'
_mere knowledge wataeerkainkinﬂofconductisgooddoesnot mlus
“to'do it. He feel that we ave able to know (in Whichcote's sense of ‘know-.
‘1edge ) that one kind of behaviour is obligatory and at the seme timebeh—-
~.ave-in a way. that is known not to be obligatory.. Purthermore, Whichcote
. maintains that evil is due to sbuse of free-will in order to make man,and
' not God, responsible for it. He thinks that if 'sin® is not the result of .
free-will, thenitmthenscessaxy, thatistnsay. it must de God's

~faul¥. ure sin were necessary, xt could not be avoided; and if a man's duty
were impossible, it could not be done; this would be an answer to God him-

1. Biscourses, Vol.3, DP.265.
2; ibido. VOL39 p?”,t
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aélf. But.... there 1snonecessiwo£evil, oranyimpossibihty ofdo-
ing good, and becoming virtuous.”l

" ¥nichcote wants to maintein the traditional doctrineof’ain' anaﬂmefo_re
is compelled to mpport also its mlaarable commnion, the doeu'ine of '
"'arbztraryﬁ'ee-win

A Bntheistosomextentaxamoftheproblemsofaﬁworyofarbit—
-rary freo-will. Ve have seen, for instance, that he has to maintain also
:thatitiaanabuseofone'efmewintochooseevilknmmgl& He contends,
..ﬂlrther,thattheposseasionoffree-uinisnotinitselfavirtue.for
‘it is not a characteristie of God; it is merely a power which may be used -
for good or evil.  apy 44 pot the highest axcelleney in God to do because
<'he wills, and what he wills: but there is that is God himsalf, which is

' transcendently above will and pleasure that is, his honness, goodness,
" and righteoususss®.2 '

""Free-mﬂl,asitimludeaapowertodomng.aswanasrisht, isnot‘bo

. 'be found in God himself; and therefore it is no perfection in us. For this
.‘is true of God, that all bhis ways are ways of rightecusness, goodness, and

‘truth; and there is not in him a power to do otherwise then is just and
‘right., And if we were God~-liks, as we should be, the fruit of the spirit °
_'-_inuswouldbeinanri@teomesa, goodness and truth..... &nd as God
"'doth that in all cases, which is just, fit, right amd gond, soO doth he
..requireofus."B

Wnicheote argues that ve are free arbitrarily to choode either what is
.,knmtobe.@odorwhatisknomtobeevn,buthehaatoaddthatthere
:,isari@tandmngnseofﬁ'ee-win. Itistighttomtme—winm*
_choose what is known %o be good; it is wrong to use it to choose what is -
- known. to be evil. And it is necessery that he should maintain that we
_'*:.onghttousemxrfree—vintoehoosevhatﬂ:ereaeonaeestobegood,for :
:', ‘otherwise lmowledge could have no relevancy to morality. If wve are able
*'to know by using the ressoning faculty that A is good and B is evil, and-
/ 1 we have the power to arbitrarily choose whatever wo please, then knowleige
can have. no influsnce upon our behaviour unless it is said that the 'ri@t'
'ffuseofourrree-wu1xetoehoosawhatthereasonngestobegood. This
g just another aspect of the whole problem of moral obligation in Which-
“cote's ethics. If the possession of arbitrary freewill is a fact, then it
 is niot explained why one uss of free-will is right or good and enother =
- bad or evil, If Whicheote holds that what makes conduct good is that it B

1. Discourses, Vol.l, p.336.
?o ibid.‘ v°1’4' pvmo
%3, ibid., Vol.l, p.381.
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'is‘eomsmsnh the *resson of things', he is forced into the view that

mmmummmﬁw.mmmmenm
ﬁnmﬁm%w@tmdgvhatismmeﬁentuththemofthm@”
wwmtitumtodovhathMnﬁﬂmmof_
“things, Porsmhanmentimmldimolvahmmthemtologsom;
mmaomtammmummmammmnmm
sistentwith the reason of things. mwemuseelatar,thuisapoant
mwmmcmmmmmwmmmmmtmmm
- commanded, Altamﬁvaly,ifhemten&sﬁzatknoﬂedgedthe'ream
. of thinga* mmwmtmomtwmemamnm. then,
asmhavomm,m&eo%'s'mdthem&'ismtcapaﬂeofkmw-
ing't&mmmofthin@ S
- threisammmwﬁﬁsmm’atheoryof'fme-

ﬁn‘. Since he apparently considers that there are only the two alternst-

1m.mmmmmss.mmemmmmuetem
- i6m-15 untansble, he is forced to say that one is being fyee when ome is

~behaving artitrarily. msmzmmmmewammssmmat

mmmmemmemrmtwn@tmmwmmg
“ewil ‘and who therefors behaves arbitrerily, is the reslly free man, the
“man who 15 using his power of behaving arbitrarily to its fullest extent. -
ontheotm:m.tm@oamn.onmmwsthm is ke who curtaiis’
“his arbitrery froe-will and submits to what he knows to be good. In other

words, the good man is bhe who fails to use his free-will and whose will -
 follows whare the reason leads. The funetion of freo-will is to give rise’

. to *sin'; the good nan does not use his free-will but submits to the )
‘dictates of the reason. The vicious man, then, is the free man; the good .
‘man is the slave. This paradox is further euphasised when ve remember
‘Whiehcote's view that it is nstural for man to eulmit to his reason; the
will 4s free to do arbitrerily whatever it pleases, but.it ig *uwmnatural®
~ %o allow it to be free. Mehcotedoesnotappeartobmanaltemative

ttmoryaff&edmwhichwouldemblehimtomthat&e@odmnisthe
m!l.yf?ecmn. Such a theory doos not appear in the thought of the

. Cembridge Platonists until much later in the works of Smith and the Cudvorth



manuseripts. It belongs to a mich more mature brand of thought than that.
o which Whicheste etteined.
'_ ‘Pae ﬁmction of kne’aled@ in mura}.ity, then, for m&cote, is to L
"judge® what kind of behaviour is good or obligatarys the funstion of the._- |
vmn.which,asmhaveseen,isﬁeemthesmamattneminwhich N
;>'-ithahavmisquiiearb&trary, istomveustobehavemﬂhichevermit
“chooses, Enowledge i3 ‘the function of ome faculty, the resson; decision orc
ehoiee is the ﬁmetiomot another, the will, And thess two facultme muet.
on Hhichcote’s theary. be separate and emtonemens, for the reason is 1mpars.
181 and disinterested and is independent of desire, while the will, since.
itsfmﬁonistofouwmtherthanto&emme, isanaffectionoran
mtion or at least a function of the emotions. It :ls never clear, from
‘Whichcote's writings, how he considers the will to differ from the affect-—
fions; but at least this much is clear, there is a sharp distinotion between
" both the function and the nature of the reason and those of the will and
'affeetiem. ﬂhiehcote's psy@olog, end therefore his ethieal theory, is
~ba.sednpmtheviewthatthesonlisdivmedmtosepamteandantommmm
“faculties. ttisa@instmistapeofthemthatcndﬂorthmtoargae
"soatreag]y anditwinbeeonveniemtifwaeonsidernowmeofthe '
difficulties of such & theory. | -
" The central problem vith the faculty psychoxog 15 that it divides the
‘écﬂintediffemtmr&aﬁthﬁffemt%mmam that males it
"impoasibletaromfaaﬂwwhmm Mueneaenemyother, indwd. it .
“becomse impossible, on this view of the soul, for one faculty to be eware
'oftheexistemotawother Forifthemasonisthatfacultywhich '
: argues, Judges and apprehends logical relationa. while the affections or
'desires comprise that facnlty which pemeives ‘certain ends as desirable, -
then it is i.mpossible for these two faculties to be evare of each other. :
"‘I‘heyspeakdifferent languages, s it were. 'ﬂ:ereasonxmderstandsonly
'hgicalar@mmeameanhavemmudgeormt is meant by desire or
desirable ends, Lmewiae. the affections ean pereeive certain comn'ete
ends as desirable but cannot understand what is meant by logical. eonsiat—
eney; whatisaeentobelogicanyconaietent. msefaras it 1smerely



logically consistent, can be no more attractive to this faculty than

logical nonsense.. logical relations are meaningless to the desiring fac-

‘ulty just as desirability, attractiveness, valee, and similar questions,.

aremaninglesstothemasonﬂmfacnlty.» Once a distinction is made

_hewm the mtm'e and function of reason am dosire it necessarily fonm

that these ave made into tvo distinet faculﬁes concerned with totally

. different objects and therefore incapable of influeneing each other, The _
‘reesoning faculty becomss that which is capable of lmowing only universals

‘and 4t beeomes impossible for it to know particulars; the desiring faculty,

'onﬁheetherhand. becomesﬁmtwhichis@apableonlyoi’kmﬁng oy rather

: desiring particnlars Thus, if Whichcote's 'reason of the mind' appreh-
_ends certain logical relationships between certain kinds of ects and their

-enviromment, this knowledge cannot possibly influence the affections for
- the affections are not capable of understanding logieal relationships; »-thé
-reason might just es well square the e:u'cle. A reason that eanconly

V-

.calculdte cannot influence ‘the a.ffeetiens. Moreover, since all activity

_must heve a motive to carry it tbm@,andsineemﬁveaanseonlyfm :

 the ‘affections’,; a knowledge which cannot influence tho affections eannot

- influence acticn.. Actionisdirectedtwuﬁsenﬂsthatarepemeived asy

' -4n eome seuse,. desirable, and on the faculty theory this 1s & function of |

_ the affections.

. been made to resolve it without discarding the faculty theory of the soul’
by intPoducing the concept of the will as a third faculty and medistor
. botween yeason and desire. This *will®, it is hold 4s capable of carrying
' knowledge from the reason o that i% may influence the desires. In order
o do this, the will is considered to comprise characteristics of both -
. the veason and the desires.. Msmamumﬁmofmtommam‘.;
 event characteristics is quite impossible, and even if the will did combine

-Yeagon and the desires, ,,as it vere, rspe;é_k different lasnguages - if this "

 Shis problem, hmef.hasmengemam:e'ansed,muatﬁmptsmve'

the characteristics of reason and desirs, it would still have to be explain-
ed how the ‘*rational® and ‘emoticnal* aspects of the will could understand-
each other, On the strict faculty theory of the soul, not only do the




were ‘80, it would bs quite sensible to-introducé -the will in'the role of

an *interpreter' who understands both languages - but they spesk’ different

. languages sbout’ different objects, such that it is impossible to translate
“ome 'langu’agé'into the otlior. Once.a sharp distinction is drawn between.

“reason and desire. 1t is impossible to reconcile them; Bven if the will..
is- :.ntro&uced as' s tertium quid, any attempt to:recancile the rational .
and -emotional aspects of it must of necessity be futile, since reason and

“'desire are defined as separate and s different in both nature and- ﬁmctmn.

‘Whichcote’s faculty ‘theory of the soul cannot be maintained; eithér:he

“is forced to admit that the *reason® camnot influence the dssires, in ‘hich

case his ‘*knowledge® c¢an. have 1o place in morality, or he nseds to vastly

" modify his view of the nature of reasom: All action is directed towerds

enﬂswhld:arethaught,ormther i’elt, to be worth pursuing, and -any -
knawledgevhmhistohaveaxwinﬂuemeenthewaymwhiebwebehave
nmatbekncwledgeofendswhwhareeapableofbemgpursued andxfiti.s
todirectactionitmustkmwcertainendsasuorthpmmﬁng whlchoote B
‘‘gedms to realise that action is'dirscted tovards the sttaimment of ends.
whennesayethat“theendisthenainmnseofactian"lhuthedoesmt
realiae that his *reason of the mind*. is incapable .of: discerning ends
“ fowards which éction may be directed. :All action is. interested. actionr'

“:but Whichcote's *reason’ is divorced from all desire and is therefore dis-
~ interested. It can only understand 10@.‘081 relations and these cannot -be '

anendmardsuhmh aetionmbeduected ¥hicheots's *xeason' may
- argue- that. course A is logically eonsisﬁentwithitsemimmentandthat

“-course B-is inconsistent, but it cennot discern A es the desirsble .course, |
"It may even present A and B to tho desires as alternative courses of act-.

--iom, but:it cannot indicate any p:referenee for:A or B; it can merely. indio-
“‘ate that 4 and B have certain different: logical relations to:their envir-

- omment, - but this ean have no meaning to the desires. The reason, asﬁhich—
--eote conceives it; - is- eapabi@}%f diacwaring chameteristics per!:ammg
toAandBwhiehﬁmdesiresmnotcapableoftakingmtoaccmntin
-deciding betwean ihe two: alternatives. - Once a clear distinction is. made
batwmthsweasoaandthedesimsuehthat thereasoncanonlyargue

_MMWWWWWMasmmm.Mism-pess;
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" 'hath in.itself a disposition, comnatursl to its proper object: and no fac-

29.. 1

ible way in which they can be reconciled..: When the mind is divided into
‘separate-and sutonomous departuents, it can nover:be integrated egain. .. . .

. .- Whichcote's view:of the nature and function-of knowledge in morality;
| as we have interpreted it, may be: smnmarised ‘briefly-as follows: HMoral

_virtue is. not ‘possible without kriowledge, and -the knowledge that makes ..

 virtue:possible 48 ‘the intellectual apprehension of thekinds of. behaviour
that are fitting with their enviromment,. This knowledge is an: activity. -

.of ‘the Teasoning faculty and.as such is independent of will and desire.. '

objecb of its activity, 'the reason of things*", are etemal and exzst
independent]y of the activity of knowing.. Xn fact, the term ‘reason.of -

. things? might almost be interpreted to mean *law of mature'. Without .-
knowledge it is impossible to behave virtuously, but the possession.of .. .
“knowledgs is not ‘the only-condition of the good life; the will, which m'
“fres, must also choose to.do what the.reason judges to be eccording to the
‘*peagon of things'. It is the ’dnty' of the will to 'freely*® reject its :
.arditrary freedom and. obey the reason, . There area mmber of problems which
-make-Whichcote's position quite untenable, as we have seen, and these aife-
B icultiés, almost without exception, gy be reduced. to. the 1néﬁeqnate'

" psycholog, ‘the view: that the. soul is divided into sapamte faculties,
lonwmch Whichcote's theory rests,. . .. e e SR

- ¥hichcote's theory of ethics, as we have considered 1t, involves the

vicy that knowledge is prior to virtus; that is to say, that one-camnot -
be virtuous without first having knowledge. There are suggestions, .however,

“/of .a yathér different theory in soms of Whichcote's works and this side -
“"of-hin should be considered, not 'so much for its own sske, but because it

'§s doubtless one of the sources of some of the most msture thought of tho .
" later Cembridge Platonists. Throughout the works of Whichcote, there . .
 are isolated references which imvolve the view that ‘the highest kind of - -
knowledge is attainsble only by the virtuous man; that is, that virtve 13
“prioF to knowledgs. It ia evident from passages.such as. the following:. .

: '.“The eye ecouldnever behold the sun if it were not like it. Thé¢ mind afman
_‘conld never contemplate God, if it be not God-like: for (as in nature) there
" must be a snitable disposition of the faculty to the object. Every faculty

- ulty extends itself beyond its proper object ... The understanding takes.. -




g mm Qj‘ things, as they are mtelhglble- ‘the will moves towards things

a5’ they are desimble, ‘the si@t looks atrter t.h:ings as thew ‘are visible;

. the hearing receives that is audibléi every faculty hath a tendency to its
. proper, object; under.that:precise formal notion. whereby. it appropriates
th&t Object to that f&c&lt&..... m man ﬂlﬁt is Sensnal, worldh mm.

" “hg”cannot have perception of things that are beavenly, upon a spiritual

.;aceounts.but himself must be in a epiritual temper and disposition; other-

" wiso he is mot qualified to be spiritually-ninded. Therefore we are part-.

abers of 'the divine nature, otheywise we ﬁall not relish heavenly ﬂu@.
"""_*iihichcote is argni.ng that in order to kndw anything %o must be like it- ’

f‘*themfoxetoknowoadwemstbegodphb ‘Heavenly things' are only

" kniown by being “*hesvenly® minded; . This'makes clear what is mesnt by

o ihicheote’s first condition of the ‘good life '~ “"The sense of ‘the 'soul must

'have & divine inpression upon it which will carry & msn toward ward God™- to

'?"-'whichwemfemdatthebadnningoftheetmpter Thegoodhfe.heoont-

" ~immally maintaiss, is the god-like life which he considers to be ideritical
‘with 1ifé consistent with 'the reason of things!, ‘and in order-to be god=
ghkextisneeesaarytoknowcod, andthiezsmadeposs:.bleonlybybeing

" *spiritually-minded. ‘Whichcote's congistent view is that ‘the good life

U 'i8 the 1ife whxch is aacordmg to the 'reason of thin@ and::he-eontends.

‘fes*ve' have: seen, 4hat’ £ obey ‘the’ reason’ is' to obey God. This is his gen~

Aeral mew. *‘But ‘there’ 15 also expressed in his works the view thet kmwledga

“. of iGod"is ‘sombthing ‘different fron ‘the kriowledge of thé Teastn of things;
and tils kind ‘of mowledge is posgible only for ‘thiose uho ars 'spiritual]&
' Bue 0ot onlg ‘doss Whichcote maintain ‘that imowledge of God mvolve:a

- 5’some ‘form of 'spiritnal mgeneration‘; he argues alse that vice impaire

“the understandings apy:io’gound vy emperieme. that the man@it:v of the
““'hedit doth blind the understandmg: and tme wisdom m.n never abz.de ina

.-.-malicious and wicked soul®.3 .

:.{'Phe view suggested here is that virtue is prior to the knovledge of the
+‘reason of things®, since it.is held that vice blinds the understanding.

-v-And. such. a; view is in direct contrast to the general view which we have

- ~'been considering,.for, as we. have -seen; -Whichcote mainteins that knowled@

- d8. necessanly prior to virtue, ‘being in. fact. the first. step. to virtue.

"It is incumbent upon us %o look after information, in order to refomation
“and amendment: because without knowledge the heart cannot be good. '~But then

1. Discourses, Vol.2, pp.340-1.
2.‘ 1bido_-t vOLSQ p.z%O
3. Campaense. p.4l.



“ths heart $5 mot sanctified ﬁ'emkmmledge almez for there mustbe ﬁrst._
. knowledge, and then wirtue."l.

. It is quite elear from this, and ‘from similar pas,sages-which we have con~
. .sidered, that it is Whichcote's view that knowledge is prior to virtus,
. But he maintains, slso, that vice impairs the understanding;- that is to”

- v.__:'—sw",: that.only the man free from vice cen have a good understarding. In~

. .other vords, virtus i prior to knowledge. - 4nd in both cases, he is ref-
"'erring to ‘the seme kind of hxowledge, fthe knerledge that is & f‘umtion of -

L ‘the understanding or the reason. .Here, then, is a clear contradicticn,

:’ 'Whichcotewants tomintainatoneethatvirm'ezsmortokmﬂedgeam'-
' that knowle@ 1s pu'ior to virtue. His view that 'we have held ‘the tnztb
in um-i.ghteouemaa' is elearly contradictory with the following passage:

"""-nxaaviaemwofmm ot men purify their minds, For wickedness doth

' “.disable the intellectuals: the nan@t.yman@antepiritadmanhathmnght
- judgmentnotnnﬂemmnﬂingzbuﬁthemekmlheguceinthew*anﬂif
' youdathesethmgs thmshanyoulmowthedoctrme“z

":Itiabainga!‘@mherethatitismtposeibletoholdthsmthmm-
 Fighteousness, famwmmmm'n@tmm andthereﬂ:‘ere _
‘canndt *hold the truth®, . .
mehcote,aswehaveseen,minmnsalsotheeﬁatenceofammdge
" of God which isdiffevent fron the knovledge of ‘the reason of things' end
»whlchiaattaimbleenlywmevirtuom. mseanbemntainedconsisto

"7 ently with his vxew ‘that the mmledge of the 'raasen of thin@ by the .

" 4réason of the mind® is prior to end independent of v:lrtue, providing it -
18 held that itiaadiffemntkhﬂot‘knowledsef‘mmthatwhich isa

‘*':ﬂmctionofthereasonornnderstming m&meheotedoesseantoeng- :

. gest that knowledge of Godkls diffenent fmm raasoning !br example,

T arguest onng gavemnmixtﬂamimderstaading, tomlce enqniry afterGod, if
. possibly he might feel him:z feel him, that is wgepiﬂhm touch, when

. . the mind is clear, and free, and undisturbed. -@od did rover intend that
..reasmandmdemtawngmmanahmldmbeadjudgedtoheaheserof
_wood, or a drawer of water: but for observance of God, attendance upon him,

.. taling cognisence of hin ... fhe epirit of man is the candle of the Lord.”3

- It would seem that by *spiritusl touch® mchcote neans smnathing different

. " froin his 'reason'’ 'which 18 independent o:fteenng Buthsmear mlnes

'elear‘preetse]snhatmmeamit. Aaﬂm,heaayspmctieanythe

1. Discourses, Vol.1, p.236.
. 2. ibid., ¥ol.3, p.201.

3. ibid.,Vol.3, p.290.



same sort of thing in reference to ‘our intellectual facultzes R 33 is

. the proper employment of ocur intellectual faculties, t0 be conversant :
abont .God, to conceive aright of him; and.then to imifate.®l '

Whichcote can maintain consistently. both. that lmowledge is pnor to virtuse
andthatvirtueispriortohmwledge, ‘only if in each case he is refer-
Ting t6 two different kinds of knowledge. He may maintain, for example,
that knowledge by the *reason of the mind' 48 prior. to snd mdependent of
*vu'tue, and ‘that knovledge of God, in the’ sense of *spiritual touch'

is depenﬂent upon virtue and. attainable enly by ﬁle virtuous mam. " But it
is not clear that his 'spirimal touch® is really a different kind of
-knawledga fron his “*reason of the mind'. Anrd, in any case, we have seen .
.that in several of the passages where Whichcote argues that virtue is
Wiortoknowledge.beismferﬁngtothesm!dndofmledgeasmat ’
towhichhemferswhenhear@zes that ‘knovledgaisthefirststepto .
virtuet, namely,. the knowledge mat is a_ ﬁmction of the reason and- undex\-*
- stonding. - Ce LT TR
' It is evident othen, -that: there are- two incompatible theones of the
nature and f\nwtion of lmovledge in morality contained in the works: of
mchcote. One oi‘ these, his naive rationalism, we. have considered in
detail, bothbacause itistheviewmoregeneral]yheldbyhimandbme
it is his peculiar contribtution to the ﬂnm@t of the Oambridge Platom.s&a.
It ‘would be out of . plaoe to consider in detail “the other view which appears
in Hhichcote's wom'ks, because hé deessnot develop it in any detail himsel?, .
“But as ¥We shall see in the chapters that follow, it ie the embx:yonic fom
of the most mature mought of the lster Cambrldge ‘Platonists, =

1. Campagnac: The Cambridge Platonists, p.43.






33.

Cudworth describes his three-fold aim in writing the 'True Intellectual

- System’ to prove the following: "First, that all. thinga in. the world do
-»not float without a head and governor; but that there is a God .. presid-

.. ing over all. -Secondly, that this God being essantially. good and just,

. ‘there is ... something in its own nature immutably and eternally just and
_unjust; and not by arbitrary will, law, and command only. And lastly,
"that .. we are sofar forth principles or masters of our own actions, as
to be accountable to justice for. them", 1

Inotherwrda. he sets out to prove tmethings thatGodexists, that
.. there is a natural, ;justiee such that moral distinctions are objective and
- not dependent upon the commands of - human or divine sovereigns, and that

there is such a thing as humanﬁeedommehmakeamanresponsible for his

- eonduct.. We are -chiafly concerned here with his attenpts to prove the sec~-

oo _ondandthirdoftheseobjects. And for this purposeveshallneed to
. refer to his *Treatise conceming Etemal and Immztable Horality' and to
‘his unpublished manuseripts rather than to his 'True Inteliectual Systenm'..
... _Cudworth's ‘Eternal and Imutable Eoranty' is an epistemological.
ra.tber than an ethical, treatise, and in it he sets out to prove that there
- is a 'matural jJustice'. However,. he gives little indieation in this work
of what, in his opinion, eonstitutes the good life, he aims to show that
there is a real distinction 'in nature’ between the good 1ife and the evil
life, and in doing so he shows quite clearly what the good life is not; but
_ 4n order to discover his views on the mature of the good life, we shall
N hmre to examine some of his other works. But it is important to consider
firat the vandity of his argmnent that moral distmctions are objective,
~and with it the view that the good life does not consist in law-abidin@ess.
} The. argument that moral distincﬁons are objective and pr:lor to
. commands is probably the best known passage from the works of the cambridge
- Platonists, and is contained in Cudworth's ‘Eternal and Immitable Morality'.

“In the first place, it is a tbing which we shall very easily demonstrate,
that moral good and evil ... (if they be not mere names without any signif-
1eatxon; or names for nothing else, but willed and commanded, but have a
reality in respect of the persons obliged to do and avoid them), camnot
possibly dbe arbitrary things, made by will without nature; because it is

" universally true, that things are what they are, not by will, but by nature,
A3 for example, things are white by whiteness, and black by blackness ...
like by likensss, and equal by equality, that is by such certain natures

1. Preface to the True Intellectual System of the Universe, p.xxxiv,
(A11 references to this work and to the 'Bternal and Immutable -
Morality' are to the 1845 edition).



;oftheirown. Beither can Omnipotence iteslf ..bvmemaviumkea

.thing white or black without whitensss or blackmess .. Cmnipotence 1tself -
‘camtwmewmmamawmmar,ﬂﬁwmhaﬂngtMnatumam
properties of a triangle in it ... Or lastly, to instance in things relative

only; cmnipotent will cannot male things like or equal to one another, with- -

out the matures of likeness and equality. The reason whereof is plain;
bemsemmthiminm]yammrestwntrwcﬁon,thatthin@shmld
bewhattheyaremt..ﬁmallﬂxatvelmvehithertosmmmm
morethanthia,thatitisimpmiblewﬁingahonldhehaﬁnonly.that
is, without nature or entity, or that the nature and essence of anything
‘should be arbitrary. And since a thing camnot de made enything by mere -
will without a being or a nature, everything must be necessarily and immut-
‘ably determined dy its own mature, and the nature of things be that which '
" it is, amd nothing else ... There is no euch thing as an arbitrarious ess-
ence, mode or relation, that may de made indifferently anything at pleasure;
»foranarbi&arimessemeisabeingwit&ntamm.acontraﬂioﬂon, :
 and therefore a nomentity. Whereas the natures of justice and injustice
. cannot be arbitraricus things, thntmayheagplicablebynnindiffemﬂy
"'tomwacﬁansordispositionavhatevarﬂl

it is important to notico that Cudworth considers thatthiearglmnt
vtialid, if it is valid at all, only if good and evil 'be not mere names
without suy significatien, or names for nothing else, tut willed and comn-
_ended®.. If it is argued that.good and evil are meaningleas terms, Cudworth's
| argument can have no force. But there is mch in the argument that is int-
emt:lng and important, and it has been the sudbject of & good deal of con~
: troversy between varicus cmentators‘-.? It would be outside our appoint-
ed scope to consider this argument in detail, however; we shall consider
1t only in so far as it mskes cleaver the views which will be considered
| later in the chapter.. Cudworth is arguing, then, that there is a necessary
cornection between things and their charaoteristies or properties: triangles
. must neceasarily have the properties of triangles; things that are good are
go by virtue of the presence in them of the properties of goodness,. and arve
not made good or bad by the ardbitrary will of God or a sovereign. Certain
kinds of conduct are good ‘not by will, but by nature'. The purpose in form-
ulating this argument was to refute those who, like Hobbes and Descartes,
maintained that good and evil are dependent upon the arbitrary will of &
sovereign (for Descartes, God; for Hobbes, the ruler of the state). Theor-

1. Etsrnal and Immtable Morality, p.531.

2. ep. Tulloch: Rational Theology and Christian Philosophy, Vol.l, p.285.

Prior: lLogic and the Basis of Ethiecs, p.15.
Muirheads The Platonic Tradition in Anglo-Saxon Philosophy, p.59.

Passmore: art. The Moral Philosophy of Cudworth (AJPP.Vol. 20,p.172)

Passmores Ralph Cudworth, pp.42<3.

p»r



3.

ieswchasﬂmse,ﬂﬂdmrthmint&im,mfanwimmetheyattempt

"':'mwmnmmmmaummwmmtmm

W;’arbitraﬂous essenees' : Eorifgzodnessisdapendentumthewhimaf

thesovereign,thenaeertainkinﬁofcon&wtmayhebothmlandimml

""" Bven £ 4%'1s contended that the sole’ charactsristic of good eondict is that

"itisohaﬁentteacmnd thatistosw.ﬂ:atgoodneasisarelation

" of ‘ects and ot a 'quality’ - it still remains ‘trus that the distinetion

~:""Al)fe&tween‘;gwflandeew:i.l.helmwi.mn'5.8aﬂ:lsti.mt:lonbemweeuthet:harae‘terof
'-'therelauom ‘ﬁnsifitishaldthatmdcon&wtisobedienteonduct

© 7 and oVl conduét is awobedieat. Gudworth*s argmmant maintains that good
"jfi'looMuct st alwnys Ye obedient eondnct° it ¢an never he mde another kird

of comluct by the *will* of God or the sovereim

Itishasbeenargnedﬁat mth'sargment ismemly stating the

”"ftaucozomgoodmgew But even if this is 86, it is still significant
"f'tostateit.foritistheveryﬂzwgéeniedbysemeofthetheorieshe

" opposed. ~ What Cudworth's argussnt does is to prove that whatéver is taken
"isobeachmteﬂstﬁefgooamemnmsbeammmeof
‘-@odcamWe.m@amtarmungmwby'wm' Ifmodbehaviour

. necessarily exhibite the characteristica of goad behamonr. and if it is

- meaningm to. talk abtmt ’guod' behsvionr. then it eamot be dependent upon

".-;.'_i_,..a,.bim wille ‘Ems, if goodnsss is a certain quality of certain kinds of

| }'lizbehavionr, 1t nmst be ao mependently of whatever the smreigx wills; if,
+“ on. the: other hand, gnodness is'a relation (for example obedience to a com-

- mand) 1& mat be a8 particnlar kiml of zelation which camot be constituted

'ibyztsrolationtothewinafthesmrei@. Inatheraords, providing '

7 4844 noantngt
' preseme of part:.euler qualities or relations in behaviom' which -are not

fol to. nse the ‘terms 'good’ b.m tevil' they mist signify the -

':-'eomtihxteﬂ by their rela.tiom to an arb:ttrary w:ul. lt 13 onlv ﬁ‘ gocd
Lo cond evid are names for 'willed’ 'cwmanﬁed' that’ they can ba held to be
S dependent npon aﬂntra.ry uin. l‘&ns 1f 1% is hold that good and evil are

" dependent upon: erbitrary vi.ll, that is to 'say, if the the distinetion be-

ﬁ Eh‘tweengoodandevilisanarbitraryonedietatedwthewﬂlof@odortbe

swereigz,itmstﬂsobeheﬁthat@oﬁmﬂnedcrcomﬂed. It is

- against theories which sttempt to hold both that good and evil signify the’



 presence of certain qualities or relations and also that moral distinetions
are dependent upon erbitrery will, that Cudworth's ergument has force, It~
Bay be expressed simply thust there is g necessary conncetion between good-
ness and its properties such that if what makes things good or evil is their
being willed, then good and evil can have no meaning other than ‘willed’.
If the charascteristic of good conduct is that it is willed, then good must
moan willed, It camnot be held that good eignifies the presence of a cert-
_mdeﬁmtequntyorremuonamam&mutisaepementuponahe‘ -
mlofeoderthesovemi@u In other words, what Cudworth'srcéritical
'-xmpmsmhdetwtiathemesememmethicalﬂwoﬁesof

~ what G.B, Moere has more recently called the ‘*maturalistic fallacy'i tha

- ie, the fallsey of attempting to hold both that, for emample. ‘godd is

alvays willed by God or-’God always wills uhat is antecedently good’ end
"also that 'goed means willed by God.' |
‘j .nsemtaateum»th'eargmt.asmmmfmzs.mnmt
:.applyagamsttheoriesvhiehmamtainaimplytbatmedmmwinedor

f”eomnandad,butitmakeselearthatthoaa:hoholﬂthiskinﬁof%owcan—
“not also hold that the proposition *It is good to do what is commarded’ is
fnon-tautologieal Thus if 16 is asked *¥hy ought one do what is eommanded?’
it cannot be retorted that it is good to do whet is comanded. This is

" what Cudworth means when, referring to xebbes. he says: "Our atheistic

mnummpmmamermmaenueﬂ o ,
. Cudvorth's ergunent for eternal and immteble morality, then, does'mot |
~establish the existonee of 'matural :lnstice' or prove that moral dlstinotiom
‘areindependeatafvin; 1tmerelyahmthat£fmomldistincﬁomare L
.’-depanﬁemtnpon‘win' then good must mean 'willed', andmhaview canmot
giveawreaaonuhyonaonshttodowhatiswiﬂed Hemeeuduortharguas

_thet 4f there is en obligation to obey rulers, thenm the obligation is prior
Etothemndsof:hemmr-matnerwm,zrruemm@nobeom
..then this *ought® is part of matural justice. “Fhe obligation to obey all
positive lsws is older then all laws, and previous or antecedent to them”,
'What hie argument amounts to is thiss if there is any meaning in moral oblig- |
ation, then there is a ‘naturcl justice.’ And he thinks that this is assum-

2 -

1, Prue Intellectual System, Vol.3, p.501.
- 2. Btornal and Immteble ¥orality, p.533.



" ed in the ordinary view that iifasovemi@isswd a conmand that his
-+ comands “should be ‘obeysd '%vezyonewnldthinkswcbalmrmienlous
U and absurdy forift!wwareobngedbefore, then this lew would be in °
..vain, aend to no purpose; end if they were not before obliged, then they
emldmtheobngedbymwmsiﬁvem.,mmeymemtmim
. -bound 'to obey such &' person's comiands ...s It is'not the pere will or -

A,,pleasure of him that comtandeth, that obli@th to do positive tbin@ con-
" 'manded; - ‘but"the" inteuectnal pature of him that is commanded.® 1

'""-mﬂmumemnfemmmmmowmeeopositsvem,
N “ir'thaaistemeofnahmm&eeispresnmmmideaofobn@nw_
" " "'to obey such laws. ere is'a difficulty in this position, however, as '
" Passmore points out?, for 2ot only does Cadworth want to maintain that
_there 1s an cbligation to obey ‘just’ lews, but also that it is a part of
" natural justice thet vulers, &s such, ahould be obeyed simply becsuse thay . |
'ilamz-um. Ammw@mwmm“mmwofm -

omﬁer.whiehiefomdedinmmmumandeqnity, andananteced—
" ent-obligation to- ‘obedience in the subjects®.

C - “cmcienesanﬂfengicn oblige subjects aetivelytoobwauthelasﬁxl

. . commands of civil sovereigns, or legislative powers, though corntrary to

" .. theiy own prlvate appetita, interest, and utility; but, when ‘thése sane
sowerei@ ‘legislative powers comuand unlswful things, though it here obliges
-~ $o~'obey ‘God rather than man', yet dnea 11; notwithstammg obnge m)t to
msmt.”d'

xtiscxé&'frwmwme:mmmmamtmmmmtobea
'f:.métmnmtumuwmmmammtmemnym
| immtablvjust.espeeianyvhen&emreigzismmt tat he maintains
merthelesathatthemiaammal obu@uontoobeywverei@sul:at- g
"ever they comiand. But he does not realise that if it is part of natural
'Jxmmtoobeynnemmtmrmsymm.mambemmmm
' Justice.’ mnxemmmmammnmmmmomm
'afhenavimthatisgood;ueamthemmtmt,fwmmme 4 is good
fummoﬁwt&mitismﬁed,fa&mbeforﬁddenwthe
ml.orandwauldthenbeccmbad Ifitismrtofnamalmtieemobey
“mhmmm.mxtmmmompm«mmgmnee. And it~
ismarﬂ:atthisiamtchatmmtommam.hadmmtmt
toaayﬁ:atthegeodnfeiethatwhichiaohedienttovhateverthenner

P “comands, He tries, in the 'Bternal and Inmtable Norality' to escape this ,
.. 1.Bternal ani Immtsble Norality, p.533. 3.Bternsl end Immutsble Morality,
© 2.Ralph aamrth PP.45-50. (p.533. S
: . Prue Intellectusl System, Vol.3, P.5Us . | N
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‘difficulty by introducing the comcept of two levels of goodness. Bat this -
"doss not solve the problem. If it is good, in any semse, to obey a ruler
“just beeause e is & ruler or to obey positive laws just because they are
" positive laws, then there is no other kind of behavicur thaet can be good.
“Bat the fact thet Cidworth introduces two levels of goodness is evidence of
‘tho £act that he does not want to maintain that the whole of eternmal amd
7 grmiatable goodness consists in obedierce to commands just because they are
" comnands.. ‘Consequently, his view that it is part of matursl justice that
6 ruler should be obeyed, betause it would involve the view that no other
 kind of behaviour ean be included in ‘*natwral justiee', mst be taken as
anmeommm in'his thoughts - : :
‘Rﬂaratherlmﬂvdimsionofcudsorth'sammntmwhichhe saeks
toestablishthammofmmaljusucehasheenneeassmwinorder
to show ‘what his argument proves andwhat it does mot prove and to avoid
,  felling into the traditional view that he was a rationalist in the same
' " ¥ conse-as Whickicote; Such e view has srisen from censiderations of his
‘ " ‘Eternal ‘and Imsutable Borality' in which, as we have seen, he argues that
" “moral distinctions, if they are to.have &y meening at ell, are es eternal
' and 4nmitable as geometrical distinctions. "He argues, for example, that
trianglesmtaecessaruymeﬁmpmparﬁeaoftﬁangleaanﬂlikeﬁm
- ﬁ:at@odconductmthmtheproperuesofgoodcmt, and not what
“is’ arbifrarily willed to bo their propertics. But it would be false to
conclude that he therefore maintains that moral: distinctions are of the
- esme kind asgeometrical distinctions; thst is to say, that moral asm:m—
", fons,’ 1ike geometrical distinctions, are inteilectually discerned. Bis
argnmhtsimplyahmthatifgoodandevilaretohmawmean&ngatm.
theymst signify the ‘presence of certain definite qualitiea or relations
* which ‘eaniiot be constituted ty their relation to ‘arbitrary will®, But he .
“"does: Mist 84y, 1% the ‘Eternal and Inmtable Merality®, what is the mature
ofthediatimﬁonbeweengoodandevu,orwhatitisthateonsﬁtutes
thegoednfe. Anditiemtpaasiblefmmsvorkalone -to ascertain
- Culworth's view ‘of the nature of the good life or of the kind of knovledge
® | Zr,r'that is rolevant to it. It is not possible without referemce to other works



39.

todecidewhetherermthevasaraﬁanalietofthesmldnﬂasﬁhichwte
%hmsanthatitisﬁﬂuorth'suwthatthemisarealdisﬁmt-
i@mmmm,mmmmeammemnfe,am
that this distirction is constituted by 'natura'andnotby will'. W&
.have tecom:ldewmv, then, what it is in Cudworth's view that constitutes

the good life. Inexamining this question in the *Prue Intellectusnl System' :

cudwortharguasthatgoodmasdosanoteomtmmmage

“Po the vulgar, pleasure seems to be the highest good; tut to those who are
nore elegant and ingenuous, knowledge: but they who sntertain this latter
opinion, can nons of them declare what kind of knowledge it is, which is
‘that highest and chiefest good, btut are necessitated at last to sgy, that
nistheklmmagaofgwd,veryﬁdierormchasheminthey :
do butrun round in a edrcle, and upbraiding us for being ignorant of this
._h:l@estgpoﬂ,theytalktousattheemﬁme,ashmwinguhatitis.’l

!his iseumnh's translationof a passagefrm Plato, and the point of it
s clear: toarguethatthehi@mstgoodiskmwledgeofthehi@mst
"'istehegthe~questm~otmat it is that is the highest good. He goes on.

_ _'mwmwmmmmmm%mofm@nemmm@"

_.@odismthingwhiehmmemboth. Knowledge and truth are of -
_mmmmm«mnmmwafmuthe-mwm And he
~©onoludes: oy, 433 which of Plato's there seems to be lttle more, than -
- what may be experimentally found within ourselves; nsmoly, that there is
a cortain kind of life, or vital disposition of soul, which is much more

inwardly and thoroughly satisfactory, not only thsn sensual pleasure, but -
- also- thanallhmule@anﬂapemlation'z '

'Ammberefpointsarlaeoutofthi& Intheﬁratplaceitisclearﬂlat
mmdmm@matmmzsmaem\g and which he regards as
.a.good but not the good, is speculative knowledge; that is, the kird of
knqwledgethatisafumtianofthsintallecﬁ. Secondly, he seems to
econsider that goodness epplies to 'a certain kind of life, or vital dis-
'positionoftheaml’; Rdoesnotcomistintheaecmlaﬁanofa@'eat

steraeffactnalorepemlaﬁvemled@ orin'semsvalpleame’ but '

mnvingacewtainkindofnfe In other words, goodnesstapplies to  a
deemtherthmwmtelleemlattaimntsormofself-gatﬂ-
ication. murem,thegeodlit’eis *inwerdly and thoroughly satisfactory;
the adteﬁonofgemm invard satisfaction, This is a doctrino which,

1. ‘h'ne Iitellectual System, Vol.l, p.313.
2. 1bid., ¥ol.}, p.313.



‘ _'__:' v:";asnshansaemtkemtchapter,hadpmticﬂarsi@iﬁeamefor!ore.

Mm,W.&&ismﬁmwm'mmm

| Bysten' Wt L. wide chiefest good be, vhich 1s a parfection

suparior to mxadge and understanding,.ss..«. must nseds de first and

'immpanyineoa.m:ewmfmmmwhm(mto)m ithevery
+ . Aden .or-essence of good'”, 1. .

- ,Bo-identifies the Platonie '1deaof the&ood' tith thechriaﬁan 1God’,
. argues that whatover-kind of life is thegnod 1ife, itxmsthemostfnnv

-.~:_expressed -in the:life.of God. Inthissenee. then, the good life; for

- v Culworth, is the god-like life, -Thus hé argues farther, accepting the ‘
.~ Christian view that God is-love,; that "the soul of -all morality® is love,

,ffmzfmasxtmarymummmam,mteodmmsoft,mrfmm
'{;paz-uaxzm,butmat Mwisanesseuﬁalhramhofth&adimegoo&-

. nees" 2 Horemr, he mntends that virtne oonsd.sts in *an assimilation

= o the naitv"3 and ‘expreases the same- i&ea elsewhere as follows: "Prue

,»,;»s~mmn£an¢iv...msiatsinapmﬁcimﬁnnoftheﬁrst (bod, orafthe

- -divine. nature®,? -

ﬁxevdwthathmwledgeotsystmsctpmpositimﬁkamptsm

immmmwmamnfmmmnommmem
‘ f;‘f;exprenssd mve:ydammmmmwammmmm

Af:tnouse of. comons . ‘He -says, for mple:

“!nkandpapareannevermkeus'

... Christians,-can never boget a mew nature; a living principle in us ... or

- any ‘true notions of spiritual things in our hearts. - The gospel ... is.not.

. nérely & lster without us, but a quickening spirit within us. Cold theorems
- +.ond-maxims, dry and jejune disputes; lean syllogistical reasonin@, |
.. mever yet of themselves beget the least glimpse oftmehesvenly li@t. -

Ce e

- the Yeast sap of saving knowledge in emy heart®.5 - _
* ' 9%é kind of mleage ‘thet arises from intellectusl eztivxw, in fact any ,
’ mwledge that may be expressed as a set of propositions, Cudworth is contend-
T"ing.mhmmpxaoemmegooanfe. fhere is no suggestion of Which-,

3-.“eota’a view: that ‘such knowledge is ths first atep to virtue; in Cudworth's

A

vierithaemplaceinumanty. Msisi‘urtherexpmsedinthefonm-

3085 o philosophers have determined that ... virtwe camot be taught

. BW eertain yales or precopts. Men and books mey propound ‘s0me direction

. ~to usthat may set us: in-such a way of life and practice es in which we
,vsmll atlastﬁndstﬁthinmrselves,andheexparlmtulyaeqmnted

1- Prue Intellcotual System, Vol.l, P.313. 5. Sexrmon to the House’ of

2. ibid., Vol.1; p.316. . Commons, p.5.(A1) refer-
3. ibid., Vel,}, p.315. ences to this are to the
. 45 1bid., Vol.2, p.59. 1030 adition.)
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uthn;bnttheycamoteaachnteusnmeammemorm" 1
Inotbermds,thegoodnfecamotbetﬂ@t:itmmtﬁmmnltof
klaamningpreeepts. Themstthatpreeeptsmdoishguﬁensinthe
ﬁmtiouinvhichvamaybecm 'exparimentally wquainted' withgoodnaas
‘,'maeamtmmmmmledgeefmmssm'ﬂrstseepm
_.m-m'mmww'am.,.‘tormmemmmamatumm
'-'-arywhmmxedgemmtobevimmammtmwmistsm
~0Wthemledgewehme mtcum,ontbeothuhand.is

. mhewingthattheknmledgedmp&smbeaguﬁetom
'mtmtthatitism@eeasarytovim memr,theteisthemgestion
-+ in Cudwerth's phrase ‘experimentally acquainted’ that goodmess can only -

. be. lmown by being good; that is to say; that it is not possible to know

. .what goodnoss is independently of being good. This same phrase, as we have
‘seen, occurs in the Trus Intellectual System as well ss in the Sermon. ‘There
rﬁzdwortheontends&atgooﬁmaeeonm&ma'eertainkindofufe'which
~ *may be experimentally found within curselves', and the term ‘experimentally’
~ suggests ‘activity® or ‘practice’; that is, Cudworth seems to be suggesting
:'.‘that'.gooamseeamotbeamssedinq.setofmeeepts,.!mtomyina
‘cortain kind of 1ife* and may bo known only by living that kind of life, .
.Mmmwmm'swtm-mmmhmmmmm
' Cudworth's view of the insignificant place precepts and creeds should
‘smhmrﬂiﬁmﬂmugi.miemmrwidentfmthefonm

-'-»%mmmmtwmmietmn@.Mﬁmm
. and catechisms, and confessions of faith; and if they have but ailittle .

acquaintedithemsslves with these, and 1ike parrots comned the words of .
-_:-them,theydonbtmtbntthattheyarasnfﬁcienﬂ.yinstnwtedinmthe
- mysteries of the kingdom of heaven®. 2

Be is arguing, in other wards, ﬂzatthemismvimumlyleaming
precepts and éreeds or rules of behaviour. Aadhesawsfhrther

) "It is a piecs of that corruption that rumneth through human m!mre, that
'wenaturanyprizetmth.mrethangoodmas knowledge more that holiness.

'..Wemnkita@llmtmwbeﬂmuptommnﬁmmm

" of knowledge and speculation: whereas the highest mystery of a divine life
. here, and of perfect happiness hereaﬂer. conaisteth in nothing bat mere .

" obedience to the divine willv.3

:','.ﬂlesmideaisexmasedinvhisvier'that“mmantm]y‘lmmscbrist. |

1. Sermon to theaowaorcmmons. P.6.
2. 1bid., p.3.
3' .‘lbid._. p.lga



it be that keepeth his comandmsnts®. 1

 How it must be admitted that Cudvorth's Sermon does mot necessarily
‘contain his mature thought, That it does mot is quite evident, in fact,
in ths view that it expresses of the good life, namsly, that it consists
in oboying the divine willj this is inconsistent with his argument for
~“patural justice'. And since the Sermon was preached in 1647 - thirty oms
* years before the publication of the Prue Intellectual System - it comld ..
not be expected to express Cudworth's mature thought. MNoreover, it was
preachedwithaaingulm'mpoaa.thatofeonvimugtheconﬂieﬂng _
paruesoftheum(stmpreammthepenodbemmeexmﬁm
~ of Loud and Charles I) that they wore pro-ocoupied with, and divided om,
~-»matters which vere not essential to religion, and that virtue consisted in
- livinz a certain kind of life and not in learming, or ovem in belioving,
‘ralos and dognas. m-msmn.cumaaMma:cesaasﬁncumbem*'

. *knowledge' amd *holiness', maintaining that the two parties should be

'meemdmtwithknaﬂedgebntwithmmss ﬂmstheviewexpmesﬁ
threugneutm Serion is that knowledge has no place im morality. But
* 1t is tmportant to realise that the knovledge to which Cudworth is referring
' i the Serwon is intellectual kmowledge; that is, knovledge that may be .
axpressed. in propositions or precepts and stored up in dogmas. And his.

" - wiew that this kind of kunowledge bhas no plece in morality is supported,
a3 we have seen, in the Prue Intellectusl Systom, when he maintains 'amt' :
".goodness trenscands both 'truth’ and *knowledge'. This aspect of the .
Sermon, at least, may be taken as expressive of Cudworth's mature viewss )
" intellectusl knowledge, or speculation, has no place in morality, But the
question still remains: is there any kind of knowledge, in Cudworth's '
‘wiew, that is in any woy related to the good life?

: $hat he might maintain such a view is suggested in his miblished -
* .works in such expressions as ‘participation of the first Good, or divime '
' nature® and ‘assimilation to the Deity'. It is further sugsested in his *
" remarks in the Sermon that ‘ayllogistical reasonings' are mot capable of
...*the least glimpse of trus heavenly light' and that Christ is ‘known’ by
‘those who *keep his commandments®'. All these expressions seem to suggest
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a belief in a certain kind of kmowledge, or 'spiritual insight®, to which
the intellect is incapible of attaining and which is intimately associated
with living the good life, But this idsa is no more than suggested; it is
not -developed in Cudvorth's published works, Nor is the nature of the
good life adequately treated in the published works. lLove is stated to
be 'the soul of morality', and this is supported in the Sermon in the view
that the good life is the life 1ived according to the "law of love®), which,
~ unlike positive law, is internal and creative rather than external and
' imposed. But little is said sbout the nsture of 'love’ or why it should
‘have a uniqué relation to morality. Little more is said about the nature
of the good life in the publicsations than that it is a 'certain kind of -
life, or vital disposition of the soul, which is ... inwardly and thorougu.y'
‘. satisfactory.® = It is little wonder that traditionally Cudworth has been.
- assumed to be a rationalist like Whichcots. 'j
~ Had it not been for the research carried out on the unpublished man-'-
~ -uscripts in the British Museun by J.A. Passmore in 1948, it would have been
' vimposs:lbletoswmorethanthiaabout@ndworth'sv;mon&emtnreanﬂ
. function of knowledge in morelity. But Passmore discovered a great deal '
 in the namscripts which is relevent to this question and which refutes
* the traditional view. Sufficient extracts are publiched during the eourse
. of Passmore's book’ to emable us to ascertain with sume degree of certainty
" Cudworth's mature views on the problem which is the concern of this thesis.
Recessarny. however, much of what is said here will depend to some extem
. upon Passmore‘'s mterpretation of the mamacripts.
' As ra.r as we are concerned, two very significant points arise out
. ofPasamore'svork Inthefirstplane. it becomes evident thatCudworth
" maintains that behsviour is detemined ty desire, end mot by the intellect
as Whicheote thought; aeeondly he maintains that there is noidistinction
" between knowing how to act and deciding what to do. We shall consider

- these two points aeparate]y

cudworth realises, as Whichcote failed to realisa, that reason comeived’ :

as inteuectual apprehehsion, is ineapable of gl.ving rise to astion. For~
* ‘¥hichcote and the later rationalists, reason meant a moral end intellectual

. 1, Sermon to the the House of Commons, p.76.
2. Ralph Cudworth (London, 1948).



... .faculty which apprehsnds necessity and which is impartial and disinterest-

- ed., In fac_t; -1t vas the impartiality, universality and ﬁisinterestedn%s
of reason which led Whichcote to regard it as the means of discerning
...moral -distinctions: < But it is clear thet even if reason so'conceived is

+. capable. of -disecerning moral distinctions and knowing that A is good and

- B bad,. itcanhaveminﬂmeeontheminm&vebahave For all

. ;.-mmwmmmm,mmnmwmmammw

. do-A, thenueahaunotdait..ulactionatemnﬁmammrspecif-
1cends,andtheseendsmmote'sreasonisinmpableofdiscemng
-wesawthisinthelastchapter. mtmthmansosmnwenthat
reasmcanaotgwarisateactionisalearfmthefoum

; %eﬁrstprincipleofmtioninthamlismt. :OF course, reason and
.maderstamung «so there must be some other spring and motion, or first

" mover iR the soul, that ssts tho whoels at work and eiploys the thinking,

: consultinganﬂspeculaﬁvepom.... thatmdiealvim temperoratate
mwhichisprademimntiamm“l : .

Acﬁmmmtesmtinthemamingfmltymmﬁw ’vitaltmnper

Wa desi.reeartaheﬁs. am'em themasoningor ‘speculative power'
;K;ofthasmzltadetemmthemamwm&ﬁmywbeattaimd But un~-’
1essthereiafirsttnedesireforaspeciﬁeend.thsrecanbenoaetiviw.

mactivitw, ifitistobewrﬁe&ont, mnstariaefranamotive. This
. applies even to 1ntenectna1 activities' we do mt .engage in. the inteuect-

| . | ual activitw of finding the solution to a mﬁxematieal problem unless,
' either we find the sctivity en.joyahle in itself, ar, we desire to arrive
U at the solution; in either case the activiw arises ﬁm a motive. It

- s impossible to engage in any kind of activity vithout @ motive; and
 motives arise fron onr emétiomal, not fram cur Mtenectual,ufe. A being

- 5'-,_iwho vas pnra i.ntellact would he condemned to eternal inactivity. It follows,.

| 'j'_"then, that reasoning can have only an instxmnental, end pever a determining,

" Place inmuty. In other words, intellectual sctivity must be employed
_f'-'bya desire which is przortoit; it canneverdetemine the desire. Even
" sclence arises from s motive which stems from the emotions, namely, the

| ;:_,loveeftrnth. amztistmemuveenateompemthemenusttobem

‘seientiﬁc' that is, to de concerned vith facts and not with illusions,
This is the point that Cudworth realises in the above passage; that it is

1. Quoted from the MSS by Passmore: Ralph Cudworth, p.52.
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intellect and not desire that is 'blind'. Whichcote, as we have seen,
considered the desires to be *blind', but if by °*blind* is mesnt 'incap-
able of seeing ends towards which action may be directed!, it is the |
intellect to which he should be referring rather than the desires.

The intellect may 1nfmence behaviour only to this axtent: it may
discover, byaprooessofreaaoning, thattheparfommeeofcertainacts
will give rise to certain consequences which the desires find, in turn, -
unattractive. Thus, if it is desired to do A rather then B because A
' in itself appears more desireble than B in itself, the knowledge that A
'wonldgivarisetocansequamesvhiehmlessdeﬁrablethmtheconseqn-
. ences of B, msy be instrumental in B rather than A bBeing chosen. But in’

discovering certain facts that are relevant to deciding how to act, the

" intellect is not determining behaviour; it is merely, as Cudworth would

. 88¥, being 'employed' bty the desires in order to discover all relevant
~ facts in the situation. But the mere knowledge of all the facts about

a certain kind of behaviour, camnot, of itself, dotermine the way in
which we behave. Facts in themselves have no value for us, they are _
' neither desirable nor undesirable. Once the facts are known, they then
_have to be evaluated on the basis of a principle of valuation; and it is
this evaluation, or detemination of what is really desirable, that deter-
mines the way im which we behave. And our principle of valuation, if it
is to have any influence on behaviour, must be, at bottom, emotional.
The intellect can only be ‘employed® to discover what the facts are; it
cannot determine hov they will influence behaviour. Behaviour is emot-
ionally determined.
All action, es Cudworth realises, involves ends. The inclinations

suggest the ends and employ the intellect to assist in attaining them.

"Mere speculative intellection without any ineclination to one thing more

than another, without anything of appetite or volition, is not the first

gate or entry, the first original and beginning of all actions in the

- soul, but ... instinetes and inclinations are the spring and source of life
and activity whence ends are suggested to us that provoke and incite end-

eavours and awaken consultation towards the attainment of them®.l ,

" Intellection cannot determine ends, it can only see necessities; ends are
ob,jects of desire.

1. GQuoted from the MSS by Paasmore: Ralph Cudworth, -*é.53.




Bow there is a significant point to notice here. Whichcote's theory
of othies, as we have seen, was based upon a faculty theory of the soul;
that is, on the view that the different activities of the mind are the
functions of discrest faculties. And the problem with such a theory is

. that 1t constructs the faculties so different in nature and function

thattMeismmeambvachonecanhemmeawareofﬂxeothere

Eow%vortb,asmhmjmtsem,mimim. contrary to Whichcote's

~ wview, that. action begins not in the intellect or ‘reason’ Wit in the

. .--enotiom which empley the intellect to essist in the attainment of
.desimd ends. But it is clear that if the intellect and the emotions

: belong %o di!farent taenlties, this is impoasible; Cudworth would be

. comitting the same fallscy as Whichcote, But Cudworth in the mamscripts

- is fully aware of the difficulties of the faculty m&oloa which he
“refers toasthe 'vulgarmsioloyeftheaml'lanlargues that

“there i & ‘complication both' of appetite will and’ velleity and ‘also of
ilightandnnderstamingandpereapﬁ.oninthemact"z .

_,Beasoning and. desiring gre not funetions of ‘separate facnlties; “it :Ls
. reallythemersmﬂtbatunderstands,and the man or soul: that. wills™.3
fj.,'ﬂorewer, 4n: the Preatise of Fme-wﬁl. he argmea, accarding ‘to’ Pasmore, :
o that
understanding. &nd acts of volition to ‘the faculty of will, or to say that
: Li.j.';it ie the Merstandi:g that. understanﬂeth, or the will that willeth ...
_f;isanomasumahmndsewthat itiaﬁxefacunyofwalungmmeth,
ir.and ‘the. faculty 'of apeakihg speakoth™:.4

- vAnd pcrhaps ‘the most signif.
rerera 15 that in wvhich Morth argues that if ‘the’ soul is divided mto
1 fatmlties such ‘that the reason Judges and the will ‘dotermines 'action,
;v there 18 fio way' in‘which these two faculties can’ influémce eéach other.
“‘B)ere canniot bo ‘one ‘thing that- judgeth, another thing detérmining the.

matmmmmamwnmmmpmwmefmwof

' oi’anthepassagastowhthassmre

action,. for then that which. detmineth would not know what 1t detennmd“ 5
cu&rorth,then,doesmteomﬂ;tthefanacyafbaamghisethiceon

-'an m&eqnate -paychology, -For hinm; the ,different activities of .the soul
o are acﬁvities of the whole soul, different ways in which the soul ﬁmctions,.
and not the activities of separate and autonmnons fmlties cudworth,

1, anhdfmﬁmmbyl’asmre: Ralph cudworth. p.53. '
2, idid,, p,54. 4. 1bid.,p.54 (Quoted from Preatise of
3. ibid., p.54. 5s ibid.,p.55. Me-uill)

i
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Passmore points out, rightly refers to hia thsory of the soul as the *new
 paychology®. It is his sbolition of the faculty theory that mskes it
meaningful for hin to say that the 'vital temper! employs the ‘thinking,
. cuawm'smthatitssmmoxemorsmmubothmsm’
wills 4s further expressed in the view that it is ®ome and the same thing
“that both judgeth and villeth"l which makes 4t meaningless to ask "whether
'-tneunamronmtneMtpmcueauuagemem...ureauvmngas'
1f they should disputs whether the will follows itesif®.? Judging end -
viuing are not saparate activities of ssparate feculties, but the *last
.,mﬁml;@gmt'isthemasthedecimwaetmaceminm.
-'-mwmmdmmmwmtwmfwmmose
j-whicharisecutofPassmm'swork:cnd!arthmaintaim,mtheﬁmtplma.
- that all ectivity originates in the emoticns, and secondly, that,jndging
f.&uoweoaetandeecimmttodoormtommaemm
‘aTe the same thing, And this is what ve should expect him to say; for it
A isthelogiealoutmofhia’mmehnlog' Onlyifthereasonjndges
andthewlhsihaiaitmaawtom&intainthatjuﬂgngmdﬁning ‘
areeeparateactivities
'Bwrelationalﬂ.pofthe'lastmmticaljwt'eothedecm
mmtmacm&nw,iaapmbmmehh&sgimﬂmwmchmt.
 Semmel Clarke, for example, who wrote his main works™ almost fifty years .
after Cudvorth (he was born in 1675 - threc years before the publication
 of ‘the Prue Intellsctual System) shews himself to be a rationalist of .
" the most extreme kind by his unending imsistence that there is always a -
" distinction betwsen the *last practical judgement' and the decision to -
aet. An intervesting discussion ¢f this problem is contained in his
correspondence with *a gentieman from the University of Cembridge®. An
" extract fram his reply to the Third letter, iz typicsl of his thoughts
- ™o pereeption or last practical judgement of the understanding, is as
- distinet from the actual exertion of self-motive power,asseeingthe v
_way is from walking in ith, 3
. his is language which is quite charscteristic of rationalist thought.
Whichcote's view that 'knowledge is the first step to virtue' expresses -

1. Quoted by Passmore: Ralph Cudworth, p.54.
2. ibid.,p.54. 3. Collection of Papers ete., pp.412-3.
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""thesaneidea- judgﬁ.ngmttcdo, -or what ought tobedone. is the funct-
‘ 1onofthereason- decidinghwtoactisthefunctionofthewiuvhich
~.isfreetoobayor:ejectﬂxe;§ndganentsofthereason. ‘This-is the rat-

. _ionaustview ofmchcotemdelarke, and it p:resupposes a facnlty ‘theory .

-ofthesoul with 1ta mtable ‘difficulties, ‘mereasonzsthefao-
* ulty of moral julgement, th@uﬂlisthefacnltywhxchgivesrisatoacﬁon;
. and there 15'a distinction botween' Julging and willing, between thé ‘last
. practical judgement® and the decisfon to act. But the diffieulty, which’
18 recognised by Cudworth but not by Clarke and Whicheote, is-that if .-

. Judging and w:llnng are the mncﬁons of sapmte faculties. ‘the “*lest -

upraetical judgmnt’ 11‘ it ieto inﬂueme the will, must: eomehou pexrform
.- the. :meoasible task of brid@ng the gap hetmen two disc:reot facnlties.
~‘1‘hemeasureofthevalue ofPasemore'swrkonthemammipts ‘is that

" Gudworth was traditionauy regarded as 'one of Claxke's mdecessors'

. The assumption on which theories like those of Ehieheote and Clarke
rest is that the 'reason' -conceived as a moral and intenectnal faculty
s independent of desim, is capable of discerming emls tovard!s uhich action
_.iay be directed, They do not maintain that reascn moves us to act - that
- 15 & function of the will - but that it is capeble of perceiving ends

" which. mgy be pursuéd; In particnlar, they want to nmintain that the

,‘;»;'."-,v v-mason is. capable of pemivixc ends of action shich are good, or which
E ought to bs pursued. m 1daa of moral obligation ie essenﬁ.al to such
Vtheor:lee, four, siwe 1t cannot be hald that the reason pemeives ends that

. -are desiradle, it has to be held that it discerns ends which the will
S ou@xttopm‘sne lowapartfremthefactthatitismtexplainedhow
. the reason and the will can influence each other, the fallacy that these
~ -theories commit is that of assuming that reason, conceived as independemt
.. of emotion, 15 able to pereeive ends whidxmw be pursued. MS assumpﬁon
19 -an unsatisi’aetory one, for, as we ha:ve seen, reaaon so coneeived can .
- ~<apprehend ‘only . meessiv; and this camot be an end mma which action
o :my be directed It fonova, then, that it reason cannot pereeive pursuable
-ends, it camot perceive good ends - unless it 1s ridiculonsly maintained
that *good ! has no relation to action, and therefore to behaviour. It is
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not important for the purpose of this argument whether goodness is taken

%0 be that which ought to be done or that which is worth doing; if it is

- & term-that may be applied to cortain kinds of behavionr,aud in particular
~4f it may be applied to certain pursuable ends, then it camnot be said to
- be that which is perceivable by the reason in the semse in which Clarke
'a.nd Whicheote use the term.
~. . Since Cudworth maintains against the rationalists that 'it is one
. and the game thing that both judgeth and willeth!, we should expect him
to maintain also that good and evil camnot be kmown or judged by the 'res-
,.son' or by intellection, And this is in fact what Passmore discovered
.+ from the mamuscripts. “Ag the first spring of vital sction is not from
ths speoulative understanding, so nsither is dry and insipid ratiocinat-
;ientheoalyneasureanﬂruleofgoodmﬂevﬂ +«se It i3 not sapless spec-
nlaﬁveknowledgethatisthempermleorjudgeofgoodanﬂevﬂ but

“vital touches, ‘tastes and savours ... The first principle by which good a -
and evil arve distinguished is vital, not notionsl®.l

' We must surely agree with Passmore that Cudworth enticipates Shaﬂesbm'y
rather then Clarke. Good and evil are emotionally, not intellectually,
l “distinguished Althoagh Passmore does not make the point, there appears
| ﬁoheeomiderableeigniﬁcanceinthel&staentemeintheabwepassage |
 the *first principle’ by which good and evil are judged is emotional, not
intellectusl. This would sppear to mean that good and evil must in the
first place be emotionally dlscerned; they are mot imtellectual concepts
 and therefore cannot be distinguished by inmtellection. But once it has
“been discovered emotionally what kinds of behaviour ave good, Cudworth's .
_ergument seems to suggest, we may then formulate én intellectusl criterion
of goodness. Por éxample, once certain kinds of behaviour are emotionally
discerned as good, it may then be possible to formilate laws which, if
- obeyed, give rise to good behaviocur. But - and this is the significant
" point - the intellect cam have knowledge only of morsl criteria, and such
criteria can be formlated only if good and evil are first emotionslly
distinguished. Noral good and evil, as distinct from moral criteria,
-are objects of emotional, not intellectual, perception.
. Knowledge of good and evi}, for Cudworth, then, is not intellectual
apprehension of the kind of behaviour that is ‘sppropriste’ or 'congruous',

1. Quoted from the MSS by Passmore: Ralph Cudworth, p.66.



as it is in Whichcote's view, but rather a 'taste'. However, as Passmore
-pointsont,&:&worthdmmtmembythiaa'mralsm'vhichis\miqwa
and whose sole furction is to perceive moral distinctions. Be simply
AWthaljndgmantsmvalneJudmtswhichmammtmnof :
- the vhole soul. ‘meymmtﬂ:emcﬁmofeithermw.mp@-
Asomlﬁmomurefaspwalm&m,theymmjndgamtaandam
. dependent upon the sert of people we are. “pccording as every man's
‘¥ital disposition is, 0 is a man's judgement diversifiedcomerningezﬂs
andgo«e 3
_;tismpossible.ﬁadworthisarguing,touvemmandgemtsfmuw
* mamer of cur life. He does mot megu, of course,that the distinction o
hetaeeagoodandavﬂiseoasﬁtnwdbyitsrelaﬁontoua-suchaﬂw_
 ‘would be just es contrery to his “natural Justice' argment a3 the view )
" that moral distinctions are constituted by their relation to 'arbitrary -
‘will', The distinction betwcen good and evil is still 'etemalanﬁimmt—
~ able'. But vhat Cudworth does want to say is that the sort of things, or
the kinds of conduct, that wo judge to be good, simply because it is we
' who judge, ave dependent upon the sort of person we are. That we judge
" A to be good does not mean that A is really good; if we are able to recog-
mmwemnmmumwmgoodanaevu.ﬂmm;ummwp-
able of objaeﬁvityinour Juﬁgementa, then what we Jndgatobegoods:ln,
_intaet.hegood AsPassmreputsit:"Itisonlymeap&inor
- recognizing the distinstion:vhich varies with our ‘vital. dispositicns'" 2
i.'medameofehjeeﬁviWWeachiminmmomljudgmmtsiedependent
- upon our ‘*vital dispesitions'. There is no impartial, infallible moral
. fagulty, either Reascn or Noral Semse, in Cudworth's theory. Our judge- -
'mentsaftmkindsofbehavionrthataregood,m;juatasfmiueas
Whichcote's 'free-will'. weaemt.asmchcote thought, know what is .
goodbythereasonsuchthatithecomesthe'duty'ofthevilltofolloxr
. where the reason leads; for Gudrorth.thereismdistimtion between -
" judging and willing. Tojuﬂgethat&isbetterthanBistodeﬁdetodo
-AratherthanB,@sthewornotvehehuvewllwﬂldepeﬁnponthedegree
‘of objectivity of which our judgements are capable.
| mﬁmmamumngmmmaeuuw.nmtmmm

1. Quoted by Passmore: Ralph Cudworth, p.66.
2. Passmore: Ralph Cudworth, p.66. '



_* the will camnot pursue what it knows $0.bo evil; it pursues what it judges
%o e gooa. ‘That this is Cudworth®s view is:cleer from the following:

j<@tcmtmssiblymmermwuasmh...butcnlyastak1ng
Anotioeofemethingasgoodinit” 1

e tﬂmt c!mworth’s view mnnta to is thisz the mamer of om's I:Lfe dotermines
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._alsothatthereisno’wintoevn'- thatis,thatthemmmpossibu-
| ..ty of doing *evil knowingly', es.Whichcote argued. For if, for example,
. it is judged that A is warth doing and B is not worth doing, then it canmot

. be_decided to do B rather than A, because to julge that A is worth doing

. 1s to decide to do it. Only if judging and willing are different astivities, '
18 it moaningful to say that ono may know that A is good.and B evil and
. deeide to do B, On Cudworth's theory, to judge that a certain kind of

'_behavimriegood,thatis,nrthdomgorou@ttobeaom,mtodecide

to do it. We caxmot will to.do anything that we judge to be evil; the will

. can pursus cnly that which is judged to be good. This does not meam, of
. course, that tho will can pursue only that which is really good; what is
»:_:_'.'umantisthatthewﬁlp\mswhatitjudgeetobegood,andthism

Do really good.or evil or partially good end partially evil depending on

the ob;ectivity of which the will 1s capable. The important point is that

theaertofendsonejudges, orwins.tobeworthpmuin& Likewise,
theendsthatonejxﬁgestobaworthmng, thatis.theendsrhichone

" does iafact pursue, determine. tbamamerof em's life, ﬂhether or not ,
':"'theendsthatarepursmdmmnymthmrmnngdemonmcapaciw
" 'to judge what is really worth doing, which both determinmes, and is determ- |
- ined by, the mamner of our 1ife. If the ends that are ‘Juiged worth purcuing |
.. are really worth pursuing, then the 1ife that results is really worth '
_v_living Inothervords,ifonejudgaaaadpzmaendsthatmreany

:j; .good, one is liv!.ag the good life; and if one is living the good life, one

,j;__judgee as worth pursuing ends which are really worth pursuing, that is,

" uhich are reslly good., . That is, anly the good man can know the good, and

" 1f one knowssthe good one. lives the good 1ife.. Po say that one knows what

. isﬁorth doinaand fails to do it is nonsense. This appears to be the '
logical outcome of Cudvorth's views. Howover, a3 we shall seo presently,

1. Quoted from the MSS by Passmore: Ralph Cudworth, p.64.



P.52.

ke is not slvays consistont in maintaining this position. He seems to
_ think sometimés that such a position is too determimistic.
eudwath"a-mtmvviev,aswehavémtmtsmtedit;melm
vhat he means in the.Ssxmon when he says "no. man truly knows Christ, but
e that kecpeth his comaniments™> and *ayllogistical reasonings, could
,mwtdmmmmmmmwmmmn@s@
_.aeiamfmwmemakmmmatzsmof.mmepamue
fmm,thegmdnfe Ifneinte:pret‘keepethhiseomandmnts’mtin
its literal meaning (aince that would be incomsistent with Cudworth's
mature views). butasmeaning'livingthezsngious 1life*, which for Cud-
worth, and indeed sll the Cambridge Platonists, is identical with the -
.-'mnfe"uemaﬁngmﬂeu Enowing good and being good are
inseparsble. ILikewise, 'ayllogistical ressonings® camot attatn to the
knowledgeofgoodms,ferthehwleﬂgeofmwaﬁmuonof&e
- emotions, : \ : :
Emmxmmmmummmmmm -
mintamehatmmmtisgmdmmmgto/nmmmaee
astivitics ssens to be to aocount for what they take to be an empirical

. fact st ve frequently know what we cught to do end yet fail to do it.

_ But .Cudworth might well reply that we do what we judge, or feel, to be
* worth doing; if we judge to be worth doing what is in fact really worth -

/. dding, then we do it. Even an the viow that good is what ‘cught to be
dens*, not what 'is werth doing’, hewﬂdmmtain.viﬂxsmvamny,

: thatﬂwmmtmwataemwto@twbedom,&mmswl

- do it Mummm.mmmtumnymmtoffea-

- ing camnot influence behaviour. mm&mmmmmm,
.mmmththmmmim

" ends which are able to be pursued. xrinammcmd.asmumt,
.ﬁ:atthehmiedgethat&m@ttebedominmfemeto!mtimmﬁe
mmmtamtmmmmprermununutom '
auypraeﬁcalmaning, it‘mig'htaleobear@zedﬂmtmm__e&tmt

A ought to be done one does uot kxigw that it cught. %o know by precept -

. or wule tha’t‘:a»mmn kind of eonduct ought to be pursued ar rejected,
1.Setmon before the House of camams, Pele

2,ib1d..p.5.



_'lmﬁ ormwd, 19 topoas&akmwledgawhicheanuotbeamoﬁve for
' .-_‘,hehaviour, and which, thMere. is irrelevant to morality. It is only

.. ,.this kind of knowledge which can be ‘obeyed ar rejected’ in Whichcote's
‘ ..,__,-';,:.sme;mwmmtemwmsmmatmox@tﬁobehmm
. ,._acartainw,anﬂatthemtinebehmeinawatrarym;mtstﬁcﬂy

:itmtmeaidﬁmtveﬁmreject mm:.edgenehaeforitisme

. kind of knovledge that is irrelevamt to behaviour. At the tiost; this kind

_1’»wmm@ma:mmatmmmnmmmammat

.. "o last practical. judgepent', thet is, in arriving st the kmowledge of
. ,_..jw,_whstes@ttohedomeruhatiemthdomg; but iteammtmthekmw—
. . ledgo that'is a motive for behaviour. The knowledgs that is a motive for

ce .,».’Aiaﬁatwhi&xlsarrive& at in the 'last practical judgement';
| '_,‘aadths.amt.Ritlstoberelmnttobehavim,baafaenngthat

a&r&aiaktnd of behaviour cught to be dane or is worth doing. And this
) ;_._,',:;__is identical vith deciding how to act, That Cudworth reslises that know-
. ledge; of Tules and Frecepts,-or indesd any kind of intellectual apprehension,

esn'aot be @ motive for- action 4o evident from the followings -

’ .»“Ztmmtinthemdmmlwmwmm@itfeelsit
- :w.{mmesanﬂmnbyitsremwbeanwn....totalkofhatw
- dngvice. in itself is indeed. to hate but the name, but if it has not soms
. wisible praspeet of . its éefemiw it ean have but little influence upon
Cthe misd%'1 '

”""":"Eoﬁa!kofhating *vico in iteeif’, watm,mmmmmabsm..
"-*mm;atmwwmmnxtmtmmamm

"":}mztoboazamm mlmise.itiamemetotaikoflovingvirtue
T gt mu mm 'We can only love or hate the corcrets particul-

- :':_‘_.m G ex o mmg mﬁs ea.umt be ob,jects of feeling

. aommtwmm.wmmmﬁmmwumnm
L"‘-'*»caegeeanfeaoaa aotcemistxamom's *duty?,. that is,in&oing

’whatmttabsdm' bntmtherindoinguhatismthdoing In other
-fm,waamxaammrmwat *m-am:mt'auwxstheemamt-

""»"ﬁ’ax ethical eoaeept for mnn. “And this is in faet what Passmore has

- ﬁ”“ . dmmmm:ﬂtm&bemofthemtmamm

" judge without mistake of our progress in goodness if mem did judee of their

 improvement hy the love of virtue rather that by doing their duty. For
t0 be virtuous is to have the temper of ons's mind transformed into a

1. Quoted from the MSS by Possmores Ralph eudmrth, Peb7e



heavenly love.... btut doing one's duty is doing it indced as an act of
submission and obedience, but withmstraint&ndind:.ffmeofwin, the
will not being moved to it from the excellency of the act itself....love
would moke the obedience more lasting and more willing snd to become the
natural dispesition and temper of the minds thisiafreedomandliberty, :
the other is the tiresome task and slavish imposition of religion®.

To behave in a certain way because it is our duty to do so is-u_eeeswri].v
%o ect ubder comstraint; the motive for such behaviour does mot arise from
‘the excellenay of the act itself® but from a fear of the consequences of
mdmm”,wfmgmowummtsmmmmeof
‘thebehavimitaelf Cndworthismuymdthemportanceofmoﬁves
mnoranty. ?hspodlife,forhim,deesnotconsistsmaeertain-
: pattarnofbehavionr, 1tisaeertainkmdotutenvedforthelmof
" it. It is "a certsin kind of life... vhich s .... imverdly and thoroughly
.-eausfectory«?-’ It is, in fect, the life of *freedom and libertyl But an
.. understanding of this whole position is not possible without e considerst-
. _ .;',zonoreuauorth'emeoryofmeaom,amuismutom@hueshanm
‘ | dimct ‘our attention.
Itshouldhemtedt&tﬁtichmﬁeandthemﬁomnstsmmntainthat
;fatxstbeﬁuthansfme The will is that faculty vhich moves us to
_'__,“'act,andindoingsoitisﬁeetoehaowtodovhatthereasonlmsjudged
_ to be good, or to reject this knowledge. HNow, since Cudworth hes sbolish-
*f,_e@atueeomaptoftmun.moMmmzymnotmmmmtsusrree..
Rsver&haless.heeanmtmaintain, ontmmerhmd.thatthemismsuch
.- ‘thing as chodes. Although he abolishes the faculties, he still has to
" acoount for the empirticsl fact of conflict in the soul; it would be & Teject-
.'A':i.imofampimalfmtem&ntamthatthesenliaacampletemty. or
 this, Cudworth is well aware, and he maintains that the conflict in the
" ‘soul 15 dus to different desires, or different theories of 1ife, rather than
| o ceparate facultica. mmm@tbeoomereaasawmoras_}
iy . -+ -~ having two theories of life“ 3
| ‘»'j_«neram.ancmwm,miommmsoufwmusﬁmm
" .of 1ife, On tB87hand there is what he calls, ascording to Passmore,
- “animal appetite", and on the otber, *love® or "spiritn.?  fwo distinet’
® ..kin@otme, tho 'divine’ and the ‘animal’ are passionately deaired, and

e Quotad by Pass:m'e: Ralph Cudworth, p.68.
2. True Intellectual System, Vol.1l, p.313. :
3. Quoted by Passmore: Ralph Cudworth, p.55. 4. ibid.,p.56. - J



are 1nstincts, appetites or inclinations" :

55

_meconfnetinthesoulisbetwewtheaamdesires,notbetweenm

: faculties. For Whichcote and the rationalists, the confliet is between
'themeasomand the desires; the reason:knows what ought to be done and is
'capable of deliberating, while the desires are blind and need to be direct- . -
ed by the ‘will' to follow the reasom. ' But for Cudworth, the ’passmons' ’
are oapable of deliberating; they comprise the *4nfe rior , which

.comparins the future with the present dictates more truly and impartially
our own private utility®. 1

. The passions are 'selfish' or ‘egocentrie’, imt are not blind; they are.
éble i:o ‘employ! our calculating ability to determine what is “our own
 private utility'. This is one of the two dominant theories of life in
the soul - 'animal appetite' or the egoistie theory. The other theory of
. nfe is that which is motivated by the ‘mson' or "the higher intenect-
| ’ua1 instinct which is a "certain kind of love®. And “both these dictates
2 In other words, the ‘divime’’
. life is no less motivated Ly a passion than the ‘animal' The. d;stmchon
hetween the ‘divine® and the ‘enimal’ life is a distinction in the kinds of '
: '.lifo they are. -and not. as in Hhiehcote's view, in that one arises frcm y
' owdieme to mpartialmeaam and the other from succunbing to the desires.
:'f.:nom are motivated by passions or desires. though different kinds of deeire,
' beeause motives must arise from our emotioml life. %he deaine that gives
riae tu the 'anima}.' nfe is self—-mterested' thet that gives riss to the:
'divine' life is altruistie. This is vhy Cudworth maintains in the True
 Intellectual System that love (and not impartial resson) is "the soul of -
rifmoranty" end in the Sermon that the good life is that which is lived . -
. aceording to the “law of love"¥; motives arise from the emotions, and love
is that emotion which is not self-interested.
- . Tow the problen that arises for him is; Are we free to choose between
| the desires that give rise to two different kinds of 1ife? Obviously,
sinee he has aboliched the will, he camnot maintain that themlisfreé
" to choose between 'the higher intellectusl instinct® and the *animal appet-
. §te' as Whichcote maintained that it was free to choose between reason and
“desini. mtiathareamsenseinwhichvearefreetochoosebetwm
1. Quoted by Pasamore: Ralph Cudworth, p.S6. |

. 2, ibid., p.56. i} -
- 3. Vol.1, p.316. 4. DPp.T5-6.




thetwodifferentunﬁsotéeaimvhichgiverisetetmdiffmtkmds

oflife? Intheﬁrstplace.endwortha&nitsthatndomtchomto

haveoerta&nldndsofdseim;they'made'nsﬁomoutside Oftha

-_-Mmim’msmg%mmtmbthm@ttobesomhthe
Mcanseoftm,aslatureinm” 2 S v

o : ’ 7.
Anﬂofthe’hi@erintenect:mlmsﬁmt lwe oIt 45 a thing which

- mstlmadeasandasitmeseizauponthosewhoampoasessedofit" 2

" inclimatfons.™ 3

" hand, he does not want to say that we ave, as it were, at the merey of

* between a:rbm-armess and determination.

| }'cudworthﬁ@t]yeeesthatfmeamofinﬁiffexmieimnsistentviﬁthe

imotherwcrds.wdomtcreateeitherloveortheanimlpassiom,_they.
: aminthesonl.amnfeeonsisesinaconﬁictbetwmthm. Yet Cud-
-worthdoesmtvanttomintainthatvememmntrolmrthskinﬂof
lifewelive;thatia,thatourbehavionriatotanydetemined Thushe
argmsthatwahavethepwertothrouourindiﬁmalfomaomeitherthe
side of the 'higher intellectual instinct' orthe'a:ﬁml passions"andﬂlis

~ $5 a power, not of the will, but of th_e "goul rednpncateﬁ upon 1tse1f

-.wmofmwstmammwimummmmmm@-
ergoodorhomstyan&msmorelaealu@ah]ymmmnbunderthelmr

:,mmthdmsmtmintainthatvehaveanarbitrary ‘free-will* which is
able to choose either the ‘higher' or ‘'lower' instinéts. But on the other

'whateverinsunctpossesseaus. Eaattemptatoeﬁeeramiddlepmuon

- He is fully aware of the difflculties of an indifference theory of

| frocdon, Toferring 0 it 85y 1o gootrine of freo-will which mekes
. theesaamaofiteoconsiatinmthingbutinﬂifferemytowtornotto
act?, 4

‘-_..;’F‘urther, he paintains that those who hold a theory of m'bitrary freedom,
"want something which "camnot possibly be in nature®, for if such naked

- cholce did exist 4, Wi radest person ngnt inammentbyhiafreewﬂl
-_mahehmnasholyasthemphim“

B empirieelfacts Be realises, also, that such theories are involved in the
-fparadoxthattheneareromapproachestothegoodhfe. the less free one
. DecomeS: wprom this doctrine it follows that it is meither possible far
1. Quoted by Passmores -Balpb Cudworth, p.57. 4. ibide, Pe59.

2. ibid., p.58. 5. ibid., p.60.
3. ibid., p.?? » ' "




'thewiuofmnmrtobedetem;mﬂmgoodmortobefixedina
state of holiness or righteousmess, nor if it could, wonld (it) be a

‘desirable perfection, for it would be a mst unnatural violence a.mi essent-
iall.y contmdietious to his uberv" 1 _

Free—wiu, _conceived as the power to be arbitrary, not only is contraxw to
the empirical facts,. but it also involves ‘the paradox that it is the evil,
.vandmtthegood,manvhoisﬁee Bovever. thedoetrineofm-windoes

to the animal life. oPhe faculty of free-will is nothing but a self-active
pewerinordertogoad.tmrdsﬂxekaepingorreewenngadmnionover
' ‘our lower appetités and inclinations, which is the only perfect liberty or
freedom,whanve, thatisaurbetterpart,mlesomom'worse. forevery-
thing properly 1sthe best thing in it“

But, as Pasmre points out, this is not entire].y saﬁsfactory for if

"-toexereiseomsm-sinistochooaethegooduﬁ. .theremustalso

fbethepowerofmtexemiamgu,matis..thsremnstaxsobeafreedom
. nottoeaerciee om'sfree-win L : » : :
Bowever,itisclearmc:mrthdoesmtmttodiscardthedoctrme
'.,""ofﬁ'ee-dinaltogether He wants to be able to account for the empirical
. fact that the man dominated by his ‘animsl passions' may becams, gradually
" -end ot as the result of naked choice, dominated by his ‘higher intellect-
. ualinstinet' In othexr words.herealisasboth that ‘wicked memn® do
'mtarbimmybemgoodbymmmm,mmmat ‘wicked men' -
donotnecessaruyremainwicked. Audhsevengoestothew:tentof ‘
- saying that: #A11 the contingency that is essential to a free~willed being

is only this - that 1t is not ebsolutely necessary for them al in like
;caseswhantheontwardeireumstamesamtheeemtoactanke”

~ In other words, it is empirieally evident that given like circunstaneces
.on two d:ltforent occasions, wo do not mecessarily arrive at the same ‘last

”.praetimljudgamt' and therefore do not necessarily behave in the same.
“raym'hmlihsaituatiens. Andthishastobeaccmmtedfor. But Cud- -

‘ vorth nsver arrives at a really satisfactory pesition; he wants neither
deteminim nor arbitrarineas, but does not satisfactorily establish a
position between the two.
Bntcuaworthdoeshaveatheoryoffmedm,aaéisﬁmtfromhis
theory of free-will, which is both satisfactory and essential to his whole

1. Quoted by Passmore s Ralph Cudworth, p.6l.
g. ibiéo. 9.62. . '30 1bid.. PO'_6’5.



 position Freedom, he maintains, is identical with goodness; the free
'lﬁeisthegoodnfegitlamytmurmmmanﬁ:hmbetree. 'l‘his
'viesisexmssedinaevemlpassagesmchhavebeenquntedalmedy For -

example.hesgysthatthelifemouvatedbylmisthenfeofnmm

and liberty; the other (doingone'sdnty} is the tiresome task and slavish
imposition of religion®.}

And, inmintainingthatmm:kstheeameiw&rpmfmmgthegood

,li.fetotheanimalnfe,mm mt%epmgorrecoveﬁngadominion

over our lower appetites and ineclinstions, ... is the only pexrfect lzber&y" 2

'~Butitiabestexpmssedinthsfonmtmpaasagea: "No man is trul

Me,buthethatkathhiswinenlargedtotheextentofsod'smmn,
Yy loving whatsoever God loves, end nothing elss. Such a ons, doth not

. fondly hug this and that particulsr created good thing, and envessal him-
gelf unto it, but he lovoth everything that is lovely, beginning at God, .

" ‘and descending down to all his creatures, eccording to the several degrees
of perfaction in them. Baenjeyaahonnﬂessuherty,m&abomdless

- gweotnesssaccording to his boundless love?. 3

..;/And. Jove “ia at once a freedom from 21l law, a state of purest liderty, |

and yet a law too, of the most constraining and indispensable neeeasity".

| . Goodness and fyesdom are identioal, and we are free according to the measure

of our love, love, or or *the higher intelleetu&l insﬁnct' is the condition

"ofbothfmedomazﬂgom ibbehavefreelyistobehw:ewitnoutconsb-
- mint-andthisiapoasibleneiﬂwrbyobeﬁmeetoextmalimposedlm
"norhwsgembingtotﬁaanimiappeﬁte. ‘I‘oobeylmismtbdomt

one wants to do tat what one feels one ought to do. - But t_he *animal' life
cammot be the free life, for tho ‘animal appetite' is egoistic; and to
behave egoistically is to behave with special prefevence for oneself. Such

A.condmtisboumtohefmstrawdbythefacts. for reality is such that
: all ouwr sélfich deshwes camnot be satisfied. The only kind of 1ife that -

canbetreoiathelifevhichishmnimwithremty- that is, the

',nfavhichisintemofreantyratherthanmusim. Qobehaveinﬁems

ofammualon, for example, the illusion that oneself is more %0 de '
prafenvdthanawethereelt.camthetobehaveﬁeely. Forawaehav
1mn'that;antin{bmofwhatisrealisbmtobefrwtmted-bwthe

real facts; end sach dehaviour therofore cammot be free and spontansous.
i, Different ldmg of 1ife stem from different kinds of desire, and the only

1. Quoted y Pagsmore: Ralph. Gudworth, 9.68. 3. Sexmon, p.76.
2. ibidog p-&c ) . 4. 1‘)1&" p.?éo )



29.

kind of life which can be free is that which arises from a motive which is
" not egocentric. Such a non-egocentric motive is love. Just as it is love
~ (the 1ove of truth) that gives rise to the objectivity and impartiality of
',scime, campenizuittodealwithfactsastheyareandmtasommight
vlikethemtobe,, it ialovethatis the motive that gives rise to the
objectivity and impartislity of the good life. It is that which releases
vnsfrontbebondageofe@im. 'fhisisvhwendvorthreferstoloveas"the
soul of all morality". -

' Ehegownfe,orthefreelife,eonsistefarmdrorthinmmg

. expanded from the narrow partienlarity of itself to the universality of ﬁll,
',anddeli.ghtinginthegoodofall ees it is an impartial nature, not fond-
“ly tied to this or thst. not eaptivated to itself as such, but loving good

-85 good",2
. It is the life that is made possihla only by goetting beyond the limits of
egoiam, or self-love, and *loving whatsoever God loves'. The nearer we
attain to this kind of oh.jectivity m emotion and behavicur, that is,
the more our wills are 'enlarged to the extent of God's own will', the
largsr becomes our freedom. The good 1ife is the life that is according to
the 'law of love'; it is the epontaneons life-of- love and not the life of
obed:lenee to external laws. This does not mean, of course, that the good
life is 'lawless’, that is, arbitrary and m’-espomm. for love has its
own obligations: ”Loveiaatoneeafreedmfrmaum ... andyetalaw
, too, of the most constraining and indispenseble necessity".3
In short, Cudworth's poaition approachsa very close to the Awgustinian v
view that the good life consists in 'loving God and doing what one pleases'
It becomes clemmw, what Cudworth means in the *True Intellectual
Systen', when he defines virtus as “an assimilation to the Deity"* and as
"a participation of the first good, or of the divine nature®. 5 The good
life is not the life of obedience to the commands of God; it consists rath-
~ er in becoming like God. To live the good life is to live the god-like =
life and to be free; that is, to behave without constraint or frustration
of desire by desiring what God desires Passmore interprets Cudworth's
theory of participation of God as follors: “There are not, then, two
- things, God‘s will and our vill, God'a will demanding obedience of ours:

1.True Intellectual System, ?ol._l, P.315. 4.True Intellectual System
- 2.Quoted by Passmore: R. Cudworth, p.71. Voi.l, p.315.
3.Sermon, p.76. 5.ibid., Vol.2, p.59.

4



there is just God's will displaying itself within us, so that all heter-
onomy in the relation between God and man quite disappears".l As we ahall
see in a lster chapter, Cudworth's epistemology is designed to show that
all knowledge is a 'particij)ation' of God. The essential difference between
Cudwofth's and Whichcote's views of the good life is that while Whichcote'
maintains that it consists in ohedience to God, Cudworth holds that it con—
sists in ‘participation' of God.

The éthical term 'good', in Cudworth's view, refers, not to a certain
kind of external conduct which ‘ought*to be done, but to a certain kind of
life, or rather to a certain kind of activity - “the active exertion of love
itself“.-‘.-z It is the activity of loving, Cudworth maintains, that is the
good. The good life, then, is the free life, the spontaneous life of love,
Such a life is 'divine', as opposed to ‘animal’, and is objective or impart—
ial, not in the Whichcotean sense of being the life that is obedient to
"severe and impartial reasson', but in the sense that it is not ealf-interést—
ed. .It is no less passionate than the 'animal life’, dut, uniike the *animal
life', is not motivated by self-interested passions but by a passion for

"universality or objectivity. Now it is clear that if the good is the ect-
ivity of loving, there can be no sense in which ome may be said to 'freely
choose' the good as an alternative to the evil. PFor in no sense may _oné
be said to choose to love. KNor can it be said that one 'ought' to be good,'
or that it is one's 'duty" to love, for the terms 'duty' and ‘ought' imply )
a freedom of will to knowingly choose or reject the good. Of the fact that
one may not be said to choose to love Cudworth is fully conscious and argues
2t ume divine life is not formed by us but in us ... it is a thing which
mugt invade and as it were seize upon those who are possessed of it ... This

(1ove) will invade and seize upon all those that are prepared for it and have
the obstacles removed®.> v

The good is the activiiy of loving, and is, therefore, not an end which may

be knowingly chosen or rejected. One cannotv:choose to love but haa to be

‘invaded' by it. The good life cannot be chosen as an alternative to the

evil life; the most one can do is to 'remove obstaclés! to love. And if it

is the activity of loving that is the good, one may not properly be said tol

'commit sin' by knowingly rejecting the good. For the good is not an end
1. Ralph Cudworth, p.86.

2. Quoted by Passmore: Ralph Cudworth, p.75.
3. ibid., p.76.
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which may be either chosen or réjected. Thus it follows that *sin' is mot
due to & wilful disobedience but rather to a failure to 'be invaded' by love.
“1t'is, ‘a5 Cudworth puts it, "a privation™.) It is "not the wilful opposing
‘of the arbitrary command of another person.... but it is a falling ‘short
" from natural perfection®. 2. - : E
- How we may brieﬂy summarise Cudworth's theory of the nature and _
function of knowledge in morality. It would be false to argue. ‘of course,.
that he presents one coherent theory and is never inconsistent - we have
. seen that there are a mumber of inconsistencies in his thought, as, for
. . example,-his view that it is part of natural justice that a ruler should
- be. obeyed just We he is a ruler, and his various theories of ‘free-
will' - but there is a.very clear tendency in Cudworth's thought, and it is
with this that we shall concern oursélves.. In the first place, Cudworth
. makes it quite clear that.the knowledge that has a place in morality is mot
. -the. hxovlédge of rules and precepts. Nor is it a function of the reason
‘conceived as an intellectual faculty which is independent of desire. For
- the knowledge whose objects cannot be objects of desire camnot be a motive
_ for-behaviour. All behaviour involves ends which are pursued because they
are desirable; behaviour can arise only from motives, and these originate
- in ouf,emotio_nal life. Thus, the .onlj.kind. of knowledge that can give rise
- ., to behaviour, and in particular, good behaviour, is that which is a fuhction
of our emotfonal life. Action originates in our 'vital disposition', which
. perceives ends that are desirable and ‘employs' our calculating or intell-
.. ectual power to assist in their attaimment.. This is the way in which Cud-
worth expresses it, but _hisv_.real position is that the knowledge that gives
rise to behaviour is a function of neither: the intellect nor the emotions,:
. .but rather of the. 'whole soul' or the ‘vhole man'., .The judgement that, for
.. example,.A is better than B-is a jJudgement of the whole personality and is-
_ the seme as deciding to do A rather than B. Judgements are not a function
of -an impartial, infallidble 'reason’, or even of a ‘'moral semse', but of
. the whole personality. The kind of moral judgements we make, therefore,
both depend upon, and determine, our manner of life. The degree of .goodness
of our life depands upon the degree of objectivity of our moral judgements;

1. Quoted from the MSS by Passmore: Ralph Cudworth, p.62.
2. ibido’ pp.62"3o
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\that is tosay, theaegree inwhid: oujudgementeofmt isgoodor L
"A_v'worthwhile coincide with vhat is in fact good or wortwhile. For, althon@z
our judgemnts of good aml ewn are conatitnted hy our 'vital diaposiﬁons'

et

;A.the objeetivity of our valma Judgaments. But thase in hxm ere detemined |
by the manner of our nfe~ objeotive value jndgaments are poasible only for
"the good man, the men who lives the spontamons 1ife of love. In other

) ,j_'woras. the ob:;ectivuy of our value juigements and the objeotivity of. our

~_ lives camnot be separated from esch other; it is only the good man who can
know the good. Ve always do what we judge to be good or worthwhile - there

:__.',isnnwnl to evil - and if what e Judgetobegoodiamtinfactgood

__but souething less than ‘good, then our behaviour will be somsthing less than

~good. But such. behavicur, or 'sin', is dus not to a wilful rejection of -

._;‘whatisknmtobegood but to a fatlure to know the good, or, since the
... -aotivity of loving is, incuaworth's view, the good, boafailure tohe L
| "__:_’imaded' by love.

In the naxt two mpters ve shan eons:lder the views of Bore a.nd

h mmz in relation to those of cudworth






63.

Horevasthemtmlmimuswﬂheref ﬁxe@smbridgel’latonieta.but

In'aeticauy tho vhole of his ethical thought is contained in his lLatin

pubncation, 'Bnchiridion Ethicum®', which appears in English translation
"AnAecomtofﬁrtua' It wos over the original publication of this

work that Hore was molveammargmentvithmmlmmm

been eonmpxating publishing en ethical treatise (which never appeared)

vhenheheaxdthat!orewasabonttombnahhisvork. Cudworth became

indignant, maintaining that More's work would emticipate mich of what he -

himself intended to put in print. !ore was apologetic and said that he

was jrepared to wait till after Cu&dorth pubu.ahed his work. However,

| eventuallyitmbre'smrkthatappearsdinpﬂnt,whileeudworth'

' ethical vritin@ remamed in mama':ipt form. It has been rightly assum=-
edthat!oremdmchofhie twu@ttotheinﬂuemofcmhorth, unless

' »sneh an. assmption is valid, the above conflict is unintelligible. How-
ever, smmhhwmmdiﬁmllym@rdedasamuomnst of

E ths mmcm-emm variety, the :l.nflmmee which he had upon More has been
; esamed to- have baen a ratiomliatie one. In other words, uore. like
-'cuﬁwrth, has been traditionally regardeﬂ es & rationalist, although some
cmmnentatm, for example, Tulloch,. have noticed that there is an aspect
of More's thought which is distin_ctl_y mn-mtiomlistic. More's thought
“centres yound his two uain doctrines of 'right reason’ and ‘intellectusl

' kma' or the *boniform faeulty®, and traditional interpretation has tem!ed
to conoentrate on his 'right reason'. Itishopedtoehowthat the ass~

: mptionthat!ore's thought owes much to theinﬂumceo:tcudworth is '
Justiﬁed fmthemm of!ore. bntthathia likeness to Cudworth
lies chiefly in his doctrine of *intellectual love', However, we “ehall
f£ind, also, that lore is less of a systematic thinker and more superficial
mMstmtmentofpmblmthanis%orﬂx -

Inhiedoctrineof 'rl@tmason’ mretendstoeawmuchthatis
apparently reminiscent of Whichcote. He argues, for example, that there
arethreeeasentialsofthegoodlife. *reasontojﬁgaby'vigourto
resist and overcome, endappetite for love and enjoyment"”, 2
1 ‘See. eorrespoﬁeme in Borthi.nftonm'? 's Ddary and eorrespondence,

{Chethan Society edition, 1847), Yol. 2, part 1, pp.163-7, 172-3.
2. Account of Virtue, p.93 (All references to this ave to 1690 edit.)



4nd bo argues thats “!hahej@tofvirtneisthm,eonstanﬂytomm
~ thatwhichtori@treasansembest. Por indeed she herself is even:

',absolntelyand aimply the best, not only as she is s0.consonant to divine.
reasol,. vh:leh doés nothing partislly for the seke of this or -that partic-
u}ar:bntasshagenerm]ydictates.liketoacomanparent,suchlass

.~_;‘astend,intheirmaame.tothehepp1mssofallmldm -Henee

-Anatotlecallsﬁod.thelmeternal,aam@ngewrymvimequal

' benignity. So &also, as well among the-Pythagoreans. as the Stoics, it was .
- held.thattofonmeod,ortofmowmtm,mjnstthasmthmgas
to follow right. reason... For this.alons is.that which conatitutes our pat-
'ure.anddistin@nshesamnfmabeast“l-'--

'Ammberofpointsanseoutofthis Intheﬁmtplace !oreconsidem
tha'sri@treaaonis thatwhichdistingmehesmanfmmanimal. It is also
'consonant to divine reason‘* that 18, right reason is the divine in mamn, .
"”*l'his is smply the traditioml view that man. is & compound :of ‘the divine*
' and 'the animl' and the divine in him is 'right resson®, It follws,

: _'then. that ‘the good- hfe. or the divive life, is that which is accordmg
to right resson, The chief characteristic of right reasonm is its object-
. ivity or impar‘bianty, and the life that is accordingtori@treasonis
- inpartisl and objective in the sehse thet it is not egocemtric. The good

' life is not *for the sake of this or that partiwlar' but tends 'to the .

"".'happinessofallmankind' It is impartial inthesensethatSodis

%impartial thatis.itismtprejudieedtowardsegoismbutregard&every'
.- way with equal benignity'. It is the '‘animal® in us vhich is egocentric -

: and ifmoral; it is the 'divine' or ‘right reason® which is objective and

. ‘ 'moral..-

o It mustbeaﬂmitted that the above passage resembles very closely
much of what Whichcote says about the good life. The good life is the
- life 1ivedaccm-dingtoreason. &xtitmustalsoheremembered that

‘fi'---lcudworth vould be in full agreement with this passage provided ‘right

reason' is not mterpmted as a moral and in‘heuectual faculty independent
" of all desire. Cudworth would agree that the good 1ife is objective

 and disinterested (though:not uninterested) and that the “animal’ life is

" egocentric, but he would maintain that such a life can only arise from

& passion for objectivity, that is, fron ‘'love’ or the 'higher intellectual
instinet' ard not mm reason as Whichcote conesives it. Hence an under-

1. Account of Virtue, pp.‘14~6.
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: standingofﬂore's positiwvﬂldepend largely uponanunderstandingof
whathemnsby’ri@troasen' :
» Insomed’vhathesaya,!oresemtomeanbyngbtreasonwhat
‘Cudworth means by “natural justice® of "eternal snd imutable morality®.
Besays,fcrinstance. thatthe:eiaa.,lmofmm(mch)mmm

agesaubsistbothbeforeaxwlavmmmn, orarwcityoraocietyof
menwereinbeiug"

‘!‘his’mofnatnre' ‘mhmljnatice'hereaz&as"aeomtantand
perpetnalmltogiveeverymhiam,andmnkeposiﬁvelm, 11:
mmnmmum.mchmmweammmmmwz - &nd-‘in
hisusualmmerofqmﬁuganciemtm'bersasmmues, nore mterpmts

 Cigero as saying that .y oo 1aw, which was equally preferable to
gndsandm.wasrightmason"3' -
Bhatﬁoremtohesawingisthatthamismtafwnty,, _
 Wniehdote's *reason of the mind’, whose function is to Juige what is good
it-‘iarathertheaamaﬁﬁnggsnatural Justice, fo live the life that’
"maceording to right yeason dees not involve cbediemce of the ‘wili' to
" ‘the dictates of the 'resson®; to live according to right reason is Just
'ammuworeaying'tom&agoodnfe' thatis.thehfethatis
gwmdwtheprineipleof'doingmthingparﬁallyforthiscrthat
particular’. mtmgardmg'evexymnmethem@uw' megood ii_fe

isthenfeefﬁg)tmson,thenfethatieewmanyandimtably
good d@tmﬂmtthefmlﬁwbiebéuﬂgeswhatﬁnﬂoflifeis ’

gooéorevn. ﬂmsnoreaqym "neniatherefomam.mchisete:ml
andinmtable,andinmaortembﬂbto@odandm,namelyri@t

reason: which although it enters not into the minds of men wholly vitiated
andproﬂigata,yetstinispresent andahaysmaaifeattothesmmdam
»p:mdent

‘l‘hegoodlifeisthelife of right reason, that is, the life that 1is not

- -1imited by egoism but which confoms to natnral Justice. Thus Nore, quot-

- ing Pythagorss, S&YS:  ogne perfection of divine life is made up of u-uth
and well-doing .... the measure of right reason is to imitate the divine
. wisdom, and the divine ‘goodness, with all our might.... The source, cause
and measure of human felicity, does consist in the knowledge of such things
- as: are mest excellent, and most divine®, 5

1. Account of Virtus, p. 13. 4. idbid., p.115.
2, ibid., p.111. 5. ibid., . 19.
3 uua.. p.114.



. In tho references we have considered, More ssems to be contending that
the 1ife that is according to right reason is the ‘objective*' life in the
aensethatittraMsegoim. It is the God~like 1ife, the life that

’ aonfcms %o natural Justice. It is ‘impartial’ in Cudworth'’s sense of

impartial'; that ig, it is lived t.lthout ‘bias. in fevour of oneself.. But.

‘from what we have said so far, it dm not fonw that *reason' conceived

asamorelanﬂ intellectual faculty independent of daaire is, in More's
view, thatmichistke:judgeofgoodandevu.

!evertheless, there are references mhisvorkwhiehsem 20 suggest
thathemmbyﬂghtmmths'mmlm' 'mofmtnxe'm&is

L -dictated by pureb intenectml mes. He am, for example:

"Rig:t reason is that !hieh by certain and meesaary consequences, is at -
length resolved into some intellectusl principle which is fmmediately true®. 2

| In other words, right reason is that which follows defuctively from exions
P or first principlee. %uaifitistmethat thevholeofmthematica v
| f‘*fanm "by certain and necessary consequemee' from a set of axioms,
- then matliesatics 15 ineluded within what he means by right reason. Amd
" “this seems to suggest that, in More's view, moral distinctions are liks
. nathenatical distinstions and ave therefore apprehended in the same way.
. - Hé attenpts to show that there are etermsl and immutable moral distinctions
":"'as there are etemal and i.mutable mathematical distinetiona, by arguing
'tmt there are certain axiomatic moral pr:lnciples.' The Ainfluence of
. the Gartesi.an *clear and distinct ideas' i.s evi.dent as llore lists twenv-
. three principles which are “imediately and 1rresmny true® and which -

'.'"neednoe,proof; snchlmean,asanmralressonwinasorthaveret-'
... erence unto; even-as all mathematical demonistrations are found in some
first undeniasble axioms. And because these principles arise out of that
-~ faculty, which the Greeks call Ndus, that signifies the mind or mteuect,
 and that the words noema and nocmata derive therefrom, and properly si@i!y

rules intellectual: wo o not therefore improperly stile the rules that .

.~ hereafter follow,; moral noma's. But, lest any should fancy them to be-
-. morose and unpractabdle, I nmst bere affirm, they propose nothing for good,
~ which at the same time is ot grateful also, and attended wvith delight".2

‘ The truth s, hovever, that his prineiples are definitions rather than

1. Account of Virtue, p.27.

2. ibid., p.20-1.

# By 'grateful' More does not mean *thankful® but rather *pleasant,
. agreeable, accoptable' - See Oxford Dictionary.




,pleasant.amdconmtoewbeiag whichhathlifeanﬂpemepﬁon,@
“or that contributes in afy degree tothepmesemtioaof ite, 1

. ldkewise: tbaﬁtthmm statea. '“?hat 18 i is tobe ]

vhat is evil to de avoided®.2 -

' And thess ere typical ‘of the other. mty-ons ofaore's ‘moral axioms®.
.H",_.-_-::Evenifthsyaretme, they are not gelf-evidently so; Riey require to
[ be. justifieq. " If, for exanple, good 1s dsfinsd as that which is to'be
~ ~:chosen;  then. the £ith noena is self-evident becanse it 13 included in the
. definition of Good. - But such & definition of good"is fiot metessarily the
. only possible definition; it 15 different in charecter from Such definit-

"',ionsas,forexample 'amaiéxtnneistheshurbestdiataneebeween

;two points'

M!nredmmtintandhismatammmmoleofhis |

. »,_,_;A_:'.tbeoryofeﬁ:ics. m:lftheymamtheyeouldmt pmvideanadeqnate
.__»z"-',‘ethleal &m,mmumtmmmmwwmmam
, _.,ticnlareemteease.vhichofasetofpessiblewsofhehavmgisthe

goodone. Ebrmple,mnititiammt 'goodisthatvhiehis

| ,,_';é-'._pleasmg' and that a gmam good ahmxld te ehosen in pwefereme toa less-

et Bﬁn._hastohe&wdedinaeammteutnaﬁmwhichd‘asetd |

possible ways of bahaviw 18 the' most: pleasing ‘And there is moimeans
: ,,,;'inemﬂed in mm’s namta for m such a dectsim; &r& the purpose

.'.vf{fofmgmtammttoprovideameoryofethicsorasetofmnral L

'»criteria; niam}yanattempttoprwethnttheremetemlam
','f§=.immtablemom1diatineuom, that thereiaanobjaeﬁve disunct:lon bet-
“":;-rweenthegoodnfeexﬁtheevﬂnfe. It is en attempt to show that just

asﬂwmammthmﬁealmiomm&weﬂmw eotherearemoral

axiomswhichme&mmof . And if there are moral axioms as there are -
- -mathematical exioms, then morality -is Just ss eternal and immteble as
- mathematice. -This part of Nore's theory is:-an attempt to prove the

: L,uob.jeeﬁvzw ‘of moral distinctions to-

g rece of men in the world, who are

-,:;;quiteteamdupastom,ammthatis&ivine,whoanmmsmchthmg

rity ‘dn tho faculties, but assert obedience to that passion in -

-’mueﬁﬁr""mmmmmwmmmmmmnm

" %op of himan felicity to:fulfil the'desires of®,d _
. Xn shurt. !m'e :La attempting to prwe, 1ike Cudworth, that morality is-

3. m’* p¢2°0
1. acemmt af 'n'tue. p.21.

: 2. 1b1do, P.ZZ-



eternsl and immitsble. But his attempt is considersbly more futile than
-Guduorth"s. cmivorth.mieminthelast ehaptea'mlikensmoraldist-““
inctions 0. mathemtical dietin&ions only in. that they - a:re both: distinct—
16na *pot Yy .will,: butbynamre'- huthemamtaina that moral’ distinctions
B :are differently: appmhended from mathematical distinctions, ‘And it: may
-bejnstasfalsetocomluds&atﬂomholdethatmmmsﬁmﬁonsare .
 apprehended. in. the same way as mathematical distinstions, as to conclude
that Cudworth does, - Indeed,ifitiatrmthatloreommxchofhis
thmtwmmucnm,wmmmmfmmmg
ﬁzatuoraldistmcﬂomaramtmhnecmxyappw. IR
' Sm.mmofmtm“ya.hemtom@estthat,mm
‘view.reamisanintelleehmlfacnltymehiscambleofmkingmoral
'Jtﬁgmnantsintheaamemasit wakes maﬁhmatieal Judgements. Por -exsmp-
'm,mfmmw.mqmm "reuontojudgeby,vi.gourto

| _--:resist and overcome;- and appeute far love and e:n.wymnt"l - seems to

f—,'.-euaest & theory of faculties, m, will, and desire, the function of -
l"ﬂxexeasonbemgtomwnatmamamxam ‘The sano idea’

°Pmmmmsw’mmmmmummmmmy
~<good.whiehinmhwactimistobem@tfor. ‘That its essence,
nature and truth are to be judged by right resson; bat that the relish and
‘delectatianthemfistobetakmintwtheboniformfmny. Also that
: au moral good, properly so called, 'is intellectual and divine: intellect-
“’_‘-‘ml.asthetruthandesaﬂmofitiadeﬁmdandempnhendeabythe ' :
intellectzanﬂdiﬂm,asthemourandcmpheenww.ismteﬁect-
uallstaaﬁadthmgbtbathi@:faculty,byvhid:wemhfteﬂupanﬂcleava
unte God (that Almighty One, who is the most pure and absolute good, and -

’f”vhomorwulsuwthingbutvhatismmnuythebest.) ‘So that

"toramthmtom,amthnstem,umtonlythehigzestum. .
- but the highest felicity. And it is by thio gradation toward things divire,
"-orwmnmrmdparfectionofﬂzemx. ﬂxatweattaintoaeortof
;,eoanﬁ.onwithuhat iapezfecﬁ.ythebestﬂé!

lwtbia is very difficult langusge, and pert of the problen in :Lnterpret—
;é-'f.mitwmtmmmmmmmrmuemnempm |

- Por example; it s never quite clear whether by ‘right reason’ he meens i

| fobjectivity! or *contact with what is real® or whether be regards it as

S oan mtenectml faculty. In some- ‘of the paasaaas which we ‘have considered,
the ‘term seems to be synonymous with 'natural’ :]ust:lee'- in others, it appears

1. Account of Virtue, p’93«.
2- 1“6.} Pomo
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to mean ‘objective’ or *impartial’ such that it may be applied to conduct
that is vithout bias towards egoismy but in the psssage Just quoted, it
.appemasafamlty‘hicbiscapahleofm&e'tm&aMesseme'
 of goodness. Moreaver, More appears to regard it as identical with 'intell-
-ect'becamehemfers'bobothashaving&ewnefmum,matofjudgxng
tbe'truthandesaence’ofgoodm. Ifﬂliaisso,itisnotelearﬂhy
_heeonﬁmallyusesthetern'ri@:tre&son'insta&dofthesimpletem
*reason’. Mewmmthsmptefue'mmf
-tamlty', a8 eoneept which is appareutly peculiar to More. The distmction
between right zemon and the boniform famlty is a distinction of functions
right reasonjw!ges the ‘nature* of Ihat is ’simplyandabsolnte]y good's
'thebmtmtacnlw ‘*takes in' the .‘x'elishenddeloetation thsreol' How
'-'.MtMam%hammtdmmw’smmmmmm.t!po
reason Jndgas what 13 good but cannot appreciate it and therefore cannot |
give rise to action, while ﬁzeuill {or-the boniform faculty) cannot judge
- vhatkindofeondmtisgnodmteanappredmthe'aavm'ofmmm
;uageatohemoa.anammfmeangwemmaem Anditvould

" be éasy to interpret More in this way.

- . . However, thatsuchanobvimintermtationof!ore'eweommm
bofalse.isevidentﬁmnthefonoﬂng: “Yhat ie best, in whatever R

subject it be, is not epparent, mttoapodman....mendodieeover !
- " that which is best in every subject (I mean Peally and &imply best) not
’asth@areknoving but as they are good. Sothatmethinkshs(m.stotle)
had ‘spoken more correctly had he stiled this faculty, the very eye of the
mul,thantocallthataortofmturalinﬂustty,uhicbseemmmch
bordering upon craft, ‘But forasmuch ss no man can feel the motives and .
dictates of this divine feculty, but one who hath attained to it by dilig-
mappueancn,wemsthmmtommidﬁlgpnmipletosem
as...aniaterpreterhetveenaodandm Andforthisveehallcomtitute
that wvhieh we eall right reason. “Therefore that certainly is absolutely '
_and simply the best, which &g ' tothecircumtmofthecasein
ui‘qmtim,eomsupcloaestteﬂshtmson,orismthermmtaneousﬁth
485 - For right veason; which-is-in man, is a sort of copy or transcoript -

" "of. that> resson or law eternal which is registered in the mind divine, How—

- gwer, this law is not otherwise made known unto us,. than as it is commmd-
- cated and reflected on our minds by the same right resson, and so shines
- forths Butbthwitahimsforth,byeomchdothitobngethe =
’ conscienee.evonasslavdivineimaihdinonrhearbs"

Ew this mbes !ore's position clearer. There is a 'divine faculty' elnch
1. Aocmmt of Virtue, pp.l4-5.
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b refers toas the 'eye ofthe soul®, and which is identicaluithh;s
" *boniforn facnlty' It is this faculty, rether than right ‘reason, thet is
» ;:.Zthe diviminmn,anditisbythistamny that ﬂxegocdiaknmm. “The -
. go0d 15 'known throngh this faculty 'mot a3 we are kuowing, but'as we are’
RV ';good" Inothermds,thekindofkmﬂedgathatmhasof the good -
T enrough the "bondforn faculty' is different from the kind of knowledge ome
©  has‘es a result of intellsctusl sctivity. is is madeclearby reference
- 7 7'to some of More's eccounts of his own life. N .
. - Seme of Hore's writings are intensely personal giving the. reader an
.. insignt into the life and personality of the men. Unfortunately these
" ..vorks vere not available for the preparation of this thesis, but suffios
4 ient por_t;iom of them ‘are quoted by vanous ‘commentators: to enable us to
refer to them. And, as'we shall see; they are quite illuminating and are’
. of g'eat assistame in the understanding of his Account of Virtue. In his.
© early 1ife, Hore wis eager to accumulate ell the knowledgs he could; that
E '{"f:;is, to learn facts and the views of - mamr revered authors. But’ after @'ad-y
' uating fron Canbridge, he began to wrestle with the problen of '

; ‘Wihether the knowledge of things was reany the supreme felicity of msn or'
., i.-domething greater and more divine. was. ..: Or supposing it to be so, whether:
. ;- it was to be acquirea by anch an eagemess and intentness in the reading -
:."of ‘authors, and contemplating of things - or by ‘the purgation of the miml
. - from all sorts of vice whatever."l .. . :

";.j'xn other words, two problems confronm hm. In the ﬁrst place, he began '
':f":;%'to wonder whether knowledge was 'the mpm felicity'; and, secondly,
B even supposing knowledge to be desirable, it still had to be decided how -
one went sbout .gaining it. Is knowledge a purely intellectual activity, "’
o 1s 1t made possible only by first attaining to a state of wirtue? -
S .‘.-Aceoraing to. Pulloch, & period of scepti¢isn, which lssted far four years,
. i followed .upon More's gradwation., -And, after this period - & period in

| frwhich he copcentrated on becoming virtuous rather than én expanding his K
',.?ﬁj,,?»mzedge 'he was able to write in his Hystery of Godlinmess: AR

2% was fully convinced that true holinese was the. only safe entrance -
. into divine knawledge" 2 :

In other words, More had coms to the conclusion that the higheést knowledge
. ;18 not independent of being virtuous; the vision of the h:lghest truth could

1. Quoted by Tulloch-national ?heolog and Christian Fhilosophy, Vol.1,
L r2. ibidc, po312. p'309




" And he says:

. knovledge. can be attained only by the good man.

be. vanting, by reason of the impurity of 2 man's spirit, he can neither
. hit upoh a right seent of things himself, nor easily take 1t. or ri@tly
- pursue it, when he is put upon it by another®,’

s, assording to Tulloch, in the latin edition of his works Hore puts his
" Ethies firet explaining that in his opinion "the only solid foundation of
& true philosoply of humen life was moral purity".? s makes clear ;
" whatﬂommamuhmhesm in a passage, to vhich we have already referred,
' that ‘non.do diseover that which ia best ... DOt as they are knowing, but

"asthwaregaod'

come only after ethical purification. Tms he says that he now began to.
read the Platonie writers especially Plotimus “among vhom t] was fre t

mention -made of the purification of the soul, and of the purgative eourse
that is pravious to the illuminative; as if the person that expected to .
have his mind illuminated by God, was to endeavour after the highest pm'ity" 1

“that insatiahle desire and thirst of mind after the knowledge
of things was wholly slimost extinguished in me; as deing sollicitous now,
about nothing so much as a more full unionwith this divine and celestisl
principle, the irnvard flowing wellspring of life eternal.... When this
inordinate desire after the knowledge of things was thus allayed in me,
and I aspired after nothing but this sole purity and simplicity of mind, -
there shone in upon merdaily a greater assurance then ever I could have

' expected, even of those things which before I had the greatest desire to
- ' know: insomuch that within a few yesrs, Iwasgotintoamost Joyonsanﬁ
. lucid state of mind; and. such plainly as is ineffable”. 2

In other vords, Hore is stating as a fact of his experience that the m.@est
“If this divine sageeity

. It is quite clear, then, that for Fore the highest knowledge is _
attainable only by the virtuous man. And this is identical with Cudvorth's
viéw that our judgements of what is good are dependent upon our ‘vital N

’:.-vdisposition' such that it is only the good man who een know the good. But
. ‘More, es we have seen, maintaina that

.motives end dictates of this divine faculty, but ome who hath attsined to~
1, 4t by di}igent application, we must have reeourse to some middle prineiple
‘€0 Serve s i.... N interpm‘eter botween God and man..... which.we call.

”foramh.asnomzmcanfeelthe '

right reason®.’

" In other words, being good and kmoving good ere the same thing, but sinoe
onot everyone 1s virtuous and therefore knows the good, there must dbe som
*.“other meens by which it is possible to decide, in a concrete situstion, -

1. Quoted from Ward's ufeofaoreby&mmgh Introd. to More's Poess,
20 ibﬁ., P.m. ' P.m.

« Quoted Tulloch, ¥ol.l pp.356-7. _ e w _
4 ivid., ?358 ’ * 5. decount of vm, PP. 14-5. y
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which of a set of possible ways of behaving is the good one. This is

the purpbse of More's 'right reason'. On the one hand, More is arguing, .

like Cudworth, that knovledge of the good is a function of the whole

personality; that is %o say, it is the knovledge that is attainable only

by living the good life, or, as he puts it, 'by purgation of the nind from
all sorts of vice'. On the other hand, he contends that 'ri@t reason' is

the judge of what is good or evil.

Now there are two ways in which it is possible to interpret More on
this point, one of which is satisfactory, the other of which involves him
in serious inconsistencies., ‘We have seen in considering Cudworth the sort
of theory that is involved in saying that the good can be known only by
. being virtuous. It imvolves the view that judgements of good and evil
will be more or less objective, that is, more or less valid, as the life _
of the person mgking the judgements is more or less virtuous. Moral judge-
ments both determine, and are determined by, one's mamer of life. The
. egocentric man lives the kind of 1ife he does because he Judges to- be good
. what is in fact evil, orguodonlyintheaensethatitismhzsownint—
erest; and his moral ;)udganenta are false because he is egocentric. The
good life is non-egocentric and it is only by hving such a life that it
is possidle to mske valid moral judgements and to know the good. But along
with this view, More's treatment of which we shall comsider more fully pre-
sently, More wants to say that 'right reason' is the judge of good and evil.
And in so far as he holds, like Whichcote, that right reason is a moral and
intellectual faculty which is independent of one's emotions and ome's
manner of life, he is both being inconsistent with his view that 'men do
discover that which is best ... not as they are knowing, but as they are
good', and also involying himself in all the problems of Whichcote's posit-

 ion. His doctrine of ‘right resson' can be consistently maintained with
" his other view only if he holds that ‘right reason’ is identical with the
~ tboniform faculty' and that its: judgements are dependent 'the manner of
. one's life, To maintain. that 'right reason’ and the 'boniform faculty'
are separats and sutonomous faculties of the soul is to be imvolved in all
the insurmountable problems of a faculty psychology.



Itisnsverclearmﬁselyuhataoremeansby ’rightreasnn' Bor.-

_ "isit clearvbatrelaﬁomhiphe conceivesteexmtbeweeu 'ri@:t reason'
" and his ‘beniforn faculty'.. Smeﬁmsha is rationalist enough towrite:

“%atwaou@ttomsuavirtue.ammrmmviee, is a thing clearly .

.. manifest to us by the sense and dictate of conscience, Eomertbatwe
.- -are.obliged to perform all the duties of virtue is plain, from that law
. .ofmason.shich%dhasmplantedinuszforthatmtenect,orright

' reasen, vhich is in us, is a superior thing; and all other faculties are,

by natural right, subjected to its obedience. - But the law of virtue, and
of right reason, ic altogether the same.. For virtue secks nothing in every

 action,bn:twhatismplythebest,andthatuhichtorightreasonismst

consonant, - And since this law of virtue, and right veason, is not sny pos-

" _itive or arbitrary thing, but of a nature eternal and immtable; we canmot

thmforedoubt,butseareboundtoobeyitspre&ptsan&direetionsby

. an eternal and indissoluble obligation. Furthermore all men are bound,

bytheemonlawofnetxm,todowhatapperhameuntothem,lmean,

" those things which are consonmant to their own natures, So that men should
' .live like men, .and not as brutes; but certainly if life wants the fruit
»,’ofvirtueandofn@tmam.itismtmn].ybatm]yhrnm ¥hat-
:':emislnus’ mthmmwt TOa80N. s istobaamu..
And surely his divine law is no other, than eternal and immtable reason;

whiehbeingﬂghtisevememeanﬂtbelm,evemaathefi@meofa

" triangle or circle, that chengeth mever®,l
i-_'mm@twnmmmtmwmmmorcm Right reason is
'a meral ang intellectual faculty ihose judgements are eternally and immt-
'ablygoodanﬁahichﬂwmfmhastheﬁ@ttosnbmmeomarelm
" of the soul;” Horeover, the 'moral oight' ie essntisl to the views
i"expwessedhere. .Duty -rather than good appears to be the fundamental
" ‘othiecal congept. The same rationalistic tendency in expressed es follovs:

"-':"%maresmmhan@aueideasorimmssimdgoodmdm, even
,‘mdfimmmthmm,mmtthemmdmathm,asm
as sense does of these: yet reason and intellect have jurisdiction over
- both, Por as those are made up by the concurrence of several lines; so

.. .ave these made up of various and often contrary circumstances; which there-

fomdemminatesmsthin@tobegood,andmmtobem And -

. this confirms what has been said, that the principle, whereby to judge what

.48 eithermrallygoodarevﬂ,ismintellec‘hml principleandinsmae
 sort divinev.2 .

mﬁwhemgmammﬂmw tsénse® may judge what is

. g00d and evil, thore are certain imate aid unchangeable ideas of good
.andevilsucbthatreason,oomeiwdasanintellechmlfmlty,m .
' make moral judgements, just as it makes mathematical judgements. In ehort,
mmmwmtammwmnisfittwwmm

Y. Account of Virtus, pp.l191-3.
2 ibid., pp.Bi1-2.
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iumte,enﬂtherdomvhethernisgoodorevﬂ.
Kowitmzstbeaﬂmtteathatthereisavarydafmteratiomnsﬁe
-_tendennyinkresthm@t. mttsemstobeqnite impoasibletoreeon—
, cﬂethzsaspeetofhieﬁmn@tvithhisviewthat'mdodimerthat
',whichs.sbeat....mtastheyaremmug,butasthwmgpoa But
- nwouldbefalse ‘to maintain that Bore's thon@tiswhollyrationalistie,
or even that it is chiefly rationalistic. We have seen already his
_tendency towards a theory which is more like that of Cudworth thsn those
of Whichcote and Clarke. This is Purther evident from such passages as |
the followingt - ugnothing there is, which of its own mature, and incontest-
ably is true: so is there somewhat which of its own mature is simply good.

Also that es the former is comprehended by the intellect, so the. sweemess
mam@tamnmrismumawmemrmfmwl

 The implication here is thet goodnoss is not somethirg that can bo express-
e’ 1n intellectual emcepbs, but rather something ahich is attractive
“to the 'btmiform !aculw’ that 15, it is somthing whieh is emotionally .
_.appmehended. This is further expressed An the. following passage:

‘ "Iaffimthiapleasmtoarisefrwameofvirme. andiit is erron-

. eous to think the fruit of virtus should consist in such imaginary knowledge
" 88 is gotten by bare definitions of virtue: for this amounts to no more, -
than if e man should pretend to know the nature of fire from the dbare
_pieture of fire, which can afford no heat. All kind of vital goods (as I

sy take the liberty to call then) are by our life and senses to be dis-

. covered by the eye, According to that memorable saying of Plotimus: If

‘you ‘ever wero the ‘thing itself, you may then be daid to have seen it.
But once being tranaformed into this life of virtue, then indeed you
-behold the beauties, and taste the pleasures thereof; then you grow
_enmoma,maymsmmmmupmmmthatmtbeuttemaﬂa

.%exprasaesshatl&erehaﬁdiscmdinhismaxpeﬁm. Goodness

- -op virtue cannqt be known by ‘bare definitions'; it has to be experienced.
. Omo ean only know goodness by being good, by living the good 1ife. Prop-
"~ ositions that purport to be about the good 1ife cammot give us knowledge
 of the nature of goodness eny more than we can feel ths heat of & fire
" by leoking at a pioturc of it. Horeover, like Cudworth, More argues that:

' "Yo vant nothing for attracting this power unto us but that sineere love,
by which we ave taught the true relish of virtuous things.. For it is thus
; alomwemmnm,ammmnémtxmﬁtheodhimaelf'

"-vx.rtuebeingthedivinsstofanthm@ hasmostpomtoassimilateus

unto. hidm, 3 .

1. -Account of ?u'tue. p.31.

2. idid., pp.8-9.
3. ibid.. 0.198.°



This last passagemi@t almosthavebeenviittenbycudworth In
particular, the phrase ‘assimilate us ‘unto him' is remniscent of Cudworth,
-who had deﬁned virtue as “an assimilation to the Deity"., E\xrther, e
Eore'sviewthatanmatisneededtogiverisetothegoodnfe.

'that aince:'e love!, is similar to ‘Cudworth's viéw that one ‘does 1ot choose
‘ tolivethegoodhfeazwmorethanonecbooseatofauinlove. Tie - good
life follows from being. *invaded by love's  “The divine 1life?; says,Cud- -
‘uorth, "is pot formed by us but in 48 ... it is & thing vhich mst invade
and &s. it were seize upon . ‘all ‘those who are possessed of it.... This- (1otre)
w:l.ll mvade anﬂ aeize upon all those that are prepared for it and have the
obstacles removed®.2 The wotive that gives rise to the good life, for
both Cudworth and ﬁore. is love° one does m choose to live the good life,
'orealmnatehmit is tobenved; thegooaufe consists in being poss-
'eesed by lmre 'ﬁe mst one can do is to' 'remove obstmles' ‘to love. This
'view is eu:pmssed by !!ore as 'putting off ourselves' v ‘me good life -

g God's life rather than our own; if by putting off cnrselves, (that is,
"our animal affections) we contend and pant after that alons, which is :
-eminently good: and which only. belongs to God, wko equany consults the
benaﬁt of the whole universa" 3

" Pho viewexpressadhere that the good 1ife is not the life of cbedience to
eod but that 1t eomists rather in living the God-like li.fe, 'is a repetit-

. don of emiworth's view that :lt eonsiste ina “particxpation ‘of the first '
good“4 or:lnhavingouruina "enlarged tothe extent of Godls own will,
'bylovingwhatsomeoalovesﬂ5 o |
 %nis aspect of uore's tmmg:t. the view that the good life is ‘the
»_spontaneons life of love rather than the 1ife of obedience, is both sim- )
: 11ar to cudworth's theory and alse ‘consistent with his owni view that good-

'-:nesseanonlybeknmbylivingthegoodnfe. What, theén, of the doct-

rine of ‘right reason’? Clearly, if it is More's view that right reason -

" is & moral and intellectusl feculty capable of making moral judgements

and that the good life is the life of obedience to the dictates of right

. reason so conceived, he is imvolved in the difficult position of attempt—

 ing to hold two contradictory theories. And we have seen that in some of
-what hei has to say, Move does tend tovards this rationalist view. At other

* times, however, he:maintains either that right resson is subsidiary to ths

¥

' 1. Prue Intellectual System, Vol.l, p.315.  4.7. Intell. Syst. ,v«.»:z-.ag9

2. Quoted Passmore: Ralph Cudworth, p.76. Pe
3. lmmmtbif Virtue. P.199.. ' SOSm' po760

Py
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'bonifom taeulﬂ' or identical with it. Beferring to the *boniform .

faculty*, for example, b sayst "fnis most simple snd divine sense and
feennginthebonifmfaeultyofthesom,isthatnneorwmdm.
'_whereWmsontsexamimdandapmesherself. For if she offers or
afﬂmanythinsthatiaeontrarytothesemeandteehngitisemmus
and dishonsst; if eongruous to it, it is orthodox, fit, and just. . SOthat
~.We.nsed not invent any other external idea of good; offonowthose,who_,., v
mmdmofmtarobjem;whenasthismmufeandsensepomw
singlyattbatidea.uhiehufrmdmtf!vmexteriorthings but from =
the relish and mu-i.naic feeling of the boniform faculty within® 1

'Bxisisliheﬁnhorth'sviewthatgoodiaamouonanydiseemeﬂ. andthat
: tﬁé'reason'is'employed'byﬂ:eemotiomtoassistintheattammsntof

: ends thatare pereeivedtobegooa. That which ,judgasmoral distinctions

§ is a ‘sense and feeling' of the *boniform faculty'. Lﬂaswise, Fore quoees‘ :
Aristotle as saying "that. W«m right, es wes conformeble o - prudencc®;

-M“w“”m*%mmmimummmmtmt
natural sagacity, or well cultivated diligence of the mind; which he else~
whereealls,thevexyeyeofthesonlzthiaonlyhﬂngahmkthegmeumsf
ver as before; resclving right reason rather into an inward sense, or an .
“irmard fzeulty of divination; than into any certain and distinet principles,
. by which a man might judge or that which in everything wore the best....-

: ffhatweareinﬁzis,asinotheroecasions.toreg\natemlimhwthe
_diectates of our internal regent; that we must aspire to such hsbits, as

may enable us to imitate the high charactercof such a regent, and to con-

- form thereto in all things, mehammtsbothis,tnatonreomeim
-mstbeheptpzmandimacnlate“z

" The view expressed here is that right resson is mot identical with

" “tintellect’, tut that it i an *irward semse’. As we have seen, he aleo

" reférs to the *bonifoym faculty® es an *imward semse', and this would

. seem to indicate. that More regards 'right reason®, as opposed to 'reason’,

- @8 identical with what ho calls the *boniform faculty’, o

.. Hovever, it seems to be quite impossidble to be certain what More means
by - 'rightreason' His remark that it camnot be known what right reason is
-“nnleasamanhavewithinhimselfaeemeofthin@ofthismtum”3

R jsuggesta ons of m thin@ e:lmer lore hmsalf ie uncertain ags to what
“r¢ he means by the 4term, or he regarda r.lght reason ag an Minward:sense*

' or..'immrd fwulty of divination®. vhich is diﬁ'erent is different in

nature and fmt:onfromintenection. ‘This much at least seems to be . -

clear ‘The Imowledge that More -eon;iders to have & place in morality is

1. Account of Virtue, pp.157-8. ®



a function of *invard semse’ or the *boniform faculty' and not of the
. ¥eason coneeived as a moral and intellectual faculty. ¥or, as we have
seen, ho argues that the good ean only be kmown by living ths good life,
that moral distinctions are judged by 'imward semse', ond that the motive |
 that gives rise to the good life is love rather than the feeling of moral |
 obligation, These vicws are consistent with each other, and comprise & |
theory which is broadly the same as Cudworth's. Because it is not certain
. 'what!oremmby'ﬂ@tmsm’ 1t:lsmtposm.bletobemofthe v
way 4n vhich he canceives it %o be related to his *imvard semse’ theory.
Mthiamhiscxear:m!emtmntainamwnﬂywiﬁxms'm- ,
"Mam'tmwatmxdistimﬁmﬂemwwemm_
',vv'ummiwmwmmﬁcaléudeum In so far as he does try
ftomiutatnmhamtim&sﬂcﬂea,mxsbo&mmmtemath
~':’mmmgm1mmmmmfmmmmmmm
" hed fallen - the fallecy of the faculty theory of the soul, which we con-
 ‘sidered in Ghapter II. But the more gemeral theory of the nature and
. function of knowledge in morality that appears in More's works is contain-
" ‘ed in his view that morsl @istinctions ave known by, 'irwerd:sense'and the

.....

""bonifemfacnlty' ' Anéitieonﬂimaspectoflom'sﬁm@tmatﬂa

shan cmen'u'ate the ms% of m di.acmmn.

mwmammimmmmotm a general
gaodaﬂaput&cnlarg)ad. mw@mmmmm
',mmm,mtu,mmmmmmicuummofn-

' "ﬁ"iti.eadﬁ;sﬁmuoabamnsmlgmdam privata good. He says: '

vl!"Anawhermwam,thesonlmwhatmamm}yandsmﬁe

S bost, ‘this ‘was.to manifest that famous distinotion of a twofold good; one.

U ,"~vhichiasahmlutelygw&,m'absoluﬁalym%er. ‘The other partice
”:ular,andwhichinrespaeto@mamgleimnmﬁmofawmzeuar

T person,: was good ‘er botter:” that is %o sy, either grateful or more grato-

. ‘fal, . Bat what we hold to be the sbsolute good, or better thing, is that
’;,whichprms rataful, or more grateful, to the boniform feculty of tho
‘-':esoul,shichmhazeakea@mnmﬁtobaathingdiv&m“l

‘?arﬁmlarmdamgnodonlyin&attheysaﬂsiytheimlmﬁomof

' f,,fzﬂpartimlarpemom A@neral goody onﬁxeotharham, is that which 13

© socially good. It is that which God judges to be good, "who equally
" consults the benefit of the whole universe®.? There i contained in this

1. Aecount of ¥irtus, pp.13-4.
2. ivid., p.199.



..

_ﬁw,mmwmm'smmw-ammmmmm
of the vhole commnity”’, the ssod of an Idealist philosorty. But what is
_Wfammm.mmumwmmwm
m'smmmmmmm&mmmmmmm
_mxm-m.gtwm.a:emmtem,mmmmm |
. sense if they ave desired by a particular person. .But the general good is
mmmmmfum'mmm';anﬂMsmmemmtss
.~relevanttomrmty. !ohehmewanistobehavemammatisbene—
fieial, not merely to one's own interest, tut to the 'whole universe®.
~ In other words, good behaviour is non-egocentrie; itfmmmacomid-
eration of the interests of ‘secioty’ or 'the whole wniverse’, rather than
from a eansidoration of oncmelf. And, wheress particular:goods are those
. which ave in our ovn private interest end satisfy & ‘single inclination';
. the general good is that which benefits the *whole universe' and which
. 4o pleesing to the *boniform faculty'. The ‘boniform faculty® then appears
a8 that vhich discerns moral distinctions. Good is that which 'proves
. grateful ... to the bordifomn facully'. Moral distinctions, them, are
" cmotiopally, not intsllectually, discerned.
. Bew, More recognises, aadaescudwnrth,ﬂxatthereareeonﬂictam
‘the soul, end one such eonflict he considers to be betwsen the *intellect--
" ual power of the soul® and the *bodily passions’. Virtue, he says, is
“aninﬁenaotualpawerofﬁxesml,bym&nmbmleemeanimal

v mpreesﬁmormlypassiom;soasineveryacﬁonitmms
 what is abeolutely and sinply the best®.?

‘The reference. to 'intellectual. power! bore is sngestive of a rationalist
view. Anﬂﬁﬁsmldmtobesnppoﬂe&inthefouwmgpassagam
which!we&plaim@athemmby'mmecml‘inﬁnsmﬁext.

' "§o term this power intellectual, not only because of its situation,. mch
is in the intelicctual part of the soul {and mot in the snimal part of it,
- where that power residés which governs the members) but also because it

" is alwgys excited by some principle which is intellectual or rational. By
_animal impressions we understand every motion of the body, which being -
obtruded vith any sort of violence on the soul, brings danger of sin and
arror, if tiot carefully watched. Therefore all such délusions and image-.
: imﬁm,asstronglyasswltﬂmmm,mwﬁmhemfmdwthis ,
head, waeuom,lmmallmnmmwmesmIm&elmnonr
'wmammw,mm&mwmmwmmmﬂ

1. Quoted by Passmore: Ralph Cudworth, p.73.
2. mm ﬂf W. p.n- 3 m Of 'm' ppolZ"Bo
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Virtue, Hore arguss, conaists in the *bodily passions' being over-ruled by,
. or giving place to, 'the intellectusl power of the soul'; and this power

45 called ‘intellectusl® both because of its situation in the 'intellectusl
part of the soul!, and becamse it is ‘ezeited’ by intellectual and ration-
al principles. On the faee of it at least, this scems to de a re-staterent
of Whicheote's view that there are: faoulties in the soul one of which is ,
.ﬂmmmmumsstojuagememwmavzmmtm'fieung.,:
" However, the mere use of the term *intellectusl® does mot, of itsslf, com- |
mit Horé. to a rationalist position. For, as we have scen, Cudworth refers
. %o the motive that gives rise to the good life both es 'a certain kind of
love® and as 'a bighsr intellectusl instinct!, Moreover, Cudworth, 1iks
- ‘effeotions'. The distinction, for Cudworth, is not between differemt -
. ‘faculties, as im Whicheoto's view, but botween higher and lower instincts
or feolings < the higher being these which are not self-interested, and the .
i'lmrheingthosawhid;me@eentﬂc.; &nﬁthismgbeﬁore'sview h

'%etem'intelleewal'wmmfermm,aeitdoesfwm&.m&-
_»'meamwwﬂ-hm.mmmmwomm
© feeling. ‘!hatthisisinfactﬂnre'sviaiselearfmmhismmof

*intsllectual love's ’ :

!aremaintﬁnsthatthareiamtmmmlem“mm

,ammmmmmexm,ma(mmnmmzoﬁmm
ations) we call intellectunl. For what can more £iil; elevate, and irrad-

" 4ate the soul than this intellectusl love? Surely nothing is more exalted
' or divine .... pothing more sherp in distinguishing whet in every caso is

- decerous and right, or more quick in executing whatsoover is lsudeble and

" "just. Since therefore this is the most high and the most simple good;

:.itenghtmmfm,eobammbandstandardofmtherest.m
,mthingshouldpass,orheaecountedforﬁ@tmson.vhichﬁmthis

: divimeomamtmtaindidmtmitsmm"i

This makes More's positier clearer. ?h'tne is 'an intellectual pover of
the soul* which over-rules the animal impressions, end this 'intellectual

pover is love. It is referred to as ‘intsllectual love' not because it
"~ consists in thinking as opposed to feeling, but merely to *free it from all

 ‘other dnputations’, In other words, More doce mot want %o be interpreted,

; vor rather mis-intermted. as holding that the good life consists in

1. Account of Virtue, p.156.



satisfying one's subjective feelings. The good life, then, in More's viéw,
is the life motivated by love, because love is that motive which is not
. gself-interested. To behave well is to behave in a way that is to the
Tbenefit of the whole universe' and not merely to the benmefit of oneself.
Cood behaviour is non-egocentric, and therefore can arise only from a
motive that is not egocentric. The assumption throughout More's argument,
as well as throughout a similar argument of Cudworth's, is, of course,
that there is such a thing as the 'benefit of the whole universe' and that
in loving one is benefitting the whole universe, or the ‘community’, or
" tgsociety’. This is ome of the difficulties of their position, which we'
shall consider later.

" More maintsins, further, in the passage just quoted, that love is
not merely the motive that gives rise to the good life, but that it is
- *the most high and the most simple good'. In other words, the ethical
term 'good' does not properly apply to certain énds which ought to be
" pursued or to certain acts which ought to be done, but rather to a certain
' kind of activity, the activity of loving. This is exactly parallel: with
- Cudworth's view that good is "the active exertion of love itself“.l It
follows, then, that good is not an end or a way of behaving which can be
known independently of being virtucus, for an sctivity cannot be known
without acting, It is true that one may know that the good is love, but
‘this is not knowledge of goodness; it is merely knowledge about goodness.
If the good is love, them it can only be known by *the ective exertion of
_love'. In other words, if the good is love, then knowing good and being
good are the same thing - they both conmsists in the sctivity of loving.
‘It follows from this, as Cudworth realises, that there is no real sense
in which one may be said to choose the good life; it must, as he puts it,
*Ynvade' us. And this is expressed in More's view, already referred to,
that the good life 'is God's life rather than our own'. The same idea is
expressed as follows: "As soon as t-'e atdvance to the knowing what appertains
to virtus, and become masters of the divine sense, there is a power above
all that is buman, that associates with us and gets into us... Those who,
with sincere affections, do even pant and thirst after virtue, they on the

sudden are caught up by that intellectual spirit, which replenishes every-
thing; they are animated and supported by it, and finally therewith .,joined .

1. Quoted by Passmore; Ralph Cudworth, p.75.



in the strictest association of love... They are as men rapt up, and
inspired by some divinity; and they are easily and spontaneously led on

- %0 every good work... It is plain, we want nothing for attracting this
power unto us, but -that sincere love, by which we are taught the true
relish of virtuous things. PFor it is thus alone we can grow upwards,

.and have conjunction with God himself; since virtie, being the divinest of
allthings,hasmostpawertoassimﬂateusuntohim"l

It is clear, then, that in defining virtue as 'an intellectual power of
the soul' which over-rules the bodily passions, More does not mean that it

.is a ‘functio,n of thought. Uhat he is sgying rather is that the virtuous

man is he who is motivated by his 'beneﬁcent' yrather than by his 'self~
ish', instincts. The distinction between the good man end the evil man

_ is not that the good man obeys his ‘reason’ while the evil men succumbs

. to his desires; it is a distinction between the kind of desires that
_motivate the two kinds of life. It is not a distinction between thinking
‘and feeling, but between different kinds of feeling,. That it is More's
view that the good life follows from a *higher kind of desire’ rather than
from rat:l.onal calculation As clear frcm the follcnmg: intellecmal love

“is the peace and tranquillity of the mind ngy a state of such serenity,
as hath no other motions than those of benignity and beneficence.... And

therefore we may include this love, to be the most angelic thing of all -

. others; far excelling even intellection itself". 2

, Hore's theory is made clearer fmm a consmerat:lon of the followmg
. passage in which he states that virtue does not consist in the desires
-~ or passions obeying the 'intellect', but rather in the conflicting passions

‘being brought into barmony with each other. ... . ... vut sl our pass-

ions ar:lght, theyareaslampaorbeacons, to conduct and exeite us to our
journey's end. For though reason may cry aloud; yet we walk without legs,
. and fly without wings, if we are not quickened by their instigations...
Virtue had its original from the passions, and did associate with them,
and was preserved by them. For the pm‘inciple part of virtue is placed in
. their due commixture®,3

- . Several points arise out of this passage. In the first place, Hore realises
. as Cudworth realised, and as Whichcote failed to realise, that reason

" conceived as independent of desire camnot give risé to action. Action
arises from motives which originate in our emotiona} life; without emot-

. ion there can be mo sction. Thus virtue does not consist in the reason
dominating the emotions and demanding obedience to its dictates; it consists

‘1. Accownt of Virtue, pp.l197-8.
2. ibido. PP.158—9.
5. ibid., p.83.



the . ‘due commixture’. of' the passions.. And this, he apparently thinks, is
- a condition aehieved by ‘intellectual love'. The same view is expressed
in ome of his poens thus: “Thegoodisunifom, the evil infinite".) e
goodnfe isinteg’atedandhamcnious, the evil life is diverse and full
of confliet between various passions.. ' '
. . Hore's doctrine of 'intellectual love' is identical with his 'inward
. . sense of the boniform faculty' which 'tekes in' the 'relish and delectat-
ion' of what is good. He defines it as an wimvard life and sense, that

moves in the boniform faculty of the soul (and vhich) relisheth what is
simply the best". 2 :

!!ore's thought is, of course, hased upon a faculty psychology; he does
ot develop a 'new psychology' as does Cudworth., But his psychology is
‘not the crude ‘reason, will end desire' of rationalists like Whichcote
and Clarke. Ome of the faculties is what he calls *the boniform faculty”
which ho refers €0 88 wing most divine thing within us, but.hss nothing
in 1t that savours of fanaticism".>

It 13 never ma.de clear what he considers to be the nature.of this faculty,
but he does make it clear that its function is to 'love intellectually’.

In other words, Just as the function of the 'resson' in the crude faculty
-thaory is to argne or judge, and the function of the ‘will' is to give
rise to actian, the function of More's 'boniform faculty' is to love
intellectually,that is, to love impartially and without bias towards
self-interest. In short, what Hore is maintaining is that just as there
are selfish desires in the soul, so there are disinterested desires. The
selfish desires ere what he calls the 'passions', which he describes as
boing incapable of "deliberation amd choice®.? These are passions *of the
body'. . The beneficent desires are functions of the 'boniform faculty',
and their highest expression is *intellectual love'. Intellectual love is

not "love from the body; but either from the soul itself or from God above,
.who calls and quickens the soul to such a divine effort... Though this
perception may, if they please, be termed a sort of passion, yet it will
derogate no more from the dignity and excellency of it, than from intell-
ection itself".5

‘14fe 1s a conflict, More holds, betwoen selfish desire and disintenested
love. The virtuous man is he whose life is motivated by intellectusl love.

1. Hore's Poems (Bullough editiom). p.40.
2. Account of Virtue, p.156. 4. Account of Virtue, p.79.
30 ibido’ Pol?o . ’ 5.’ ibid., p.158. -
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~ More, like Cudworth, realised that behaviour arises not from intell-
ection but from desires and inclinations. It is emotionally determined
Pure intellection, tha.t is inte].lectnal activity independent of emotlon,
can never be a motive for behaviom‘. ‘Tias he argues that good conduct
arisesnolessﬁmapassicnthandoesthe"animal' life. '&egoddlife
consists in BOiNg  wirawn into ome and the same mind with God. ‘This is a
passion ‘that can only make man divine; for such the man is, as his affect-
ions and inclinations make him. It is not here enough to have simple int-
ellection; no, it rather calls and summons ‘the boniform faculty, which is

 replenished with that divine semse and relish, which affords the 11
pleasure, the chiefest beauty and the ntmost perfection of the soul".:

The good life is not the life of obedie_nce to either God or the ‘'reason’;

it is the life motivated by the *divine' rather than the 'animal’ passions
of the soul. '

. Now it is quite clear, both from this last reference and from what

we have ssen of Hore's doctrine of the 'boniform faculty' and ‘inward

, sense*, that his position with regard to the nature of the good life and
the motives which give rise to it, is, in goneral, parallel to Cudworth's.

He maintains that the good life is not the obedient life but the spontaneous
life of love, and that it arises from emotional perception of the good.

Virtue, in More's view, is 'intellectusl love', which we have scen to be

a beneficent desire, as opposed to the selfishness of the 'bodily passions'.

Moreover, he argues that good can be lkmown only by being good; it camnot

be known intellectually. This view he justifies from his own experience.

And, further, such a view is consistent with his doctrine -that 'intellect-

ual' love is the good. For, if the good is the activity of loving it can

be known only by being good, that is, by loving intellectually. On this

view, knowing good, being good and loving good are identical. However,

as we have seen, More tends to argue that moral distinctions can be judged

by 'right reason', which frequently sppears to be identical with Whicheote's
'rezson of the mind'. He says, for example, as we have seen, that the
function of ‘right Teason' is to judge "the mature, essence and truth* af

 goodness, while the 'boniform faculty®' is to 'take in' the"relish and
 delectation thereof".2 And this seems to suggest, that the reason judges

moral distinctions but camnot give rise to action, while the 'boniform '

faculty', seeing what the reason judges to be good, is attracted to it and

- 1. Account of Virtus, p.106.
2, ibid., p.28.




thus gives rise to good eonduct. In other words, the ‘boniform faculty’
would appear to serve the same purpose as the will in the Whichcote-Clarke
rationalist theory., This seems to be supported by More's definition of

[ 9 . .

intellectual love' as “that part of the will which moves towards. that
which we judge to be absolutely the best, when, as it were with unquench-
able-thirst and affection it is hurried on towards so pleasing an cbject;

and being in possession of it, is swallowed up in satisfaction that can-
not be expressed”. 1

The suggestion here is that the judgement of what is good is independent
of willing to pursue it, and that ‘intellectusl love' is that which is
attracted by what is judged (by the reason?) to be good. Thus, if the
‘mind is divided inte three faculties, ressom, will and desire, the 'will®
being a combination of rational and emotional. elements, More's 'intellect-
" ual love' would seem to comprise the 'rational®' element of the will. In
" so far as this is Hore's position - and as we have seen, he does tend to
adopt, on occasions, such a rationalistic view - he falls into the same
~ fallacy as Whichcote, that of allotting the activities of judging and will-
ing to separate faculties which are so different in nature as to be incap-
able of influencing each other,
Eevertheless,wehaveseenthatthereisnomorethanatendencyto-
wards the traditional rationalist theory in More's ethical thought. And
" not only is this rationalist tendency unsatisfactory in itself, but it is
also inconsistent with the more genersl position adopted by More. His
general view is that the knowledge that is relevant to morality is a funet-
ion of the ‘boniform faculty' end ‘intellectual love' rather tham the ree-
son, Por ewample, he describes the boniform faculty as s faculty of that

divine cemposition, and supernatural texture, as enables us to distinguish
not only what is. simoly and asbsolutely the best, but to reliah it and to
have pleasurs in that alone®,2

' ‘The knowledge, or rather the motive, that gives r::se to the good life, in
Nore's view, is intellectual love, which, ss we have seen, is a bemsficent,
' as opposed to a selfish, desire. The good life does not consist in the
desires obéyiné the reason or the intellect; it consists in the *lower’
desires giving place to the 'higher' ones. The distinction between higher
end lower is between beneficeont and selfish desires. Thus in the good man

1. Account of Virtue, p.7.
20 ibi«do;" p-so
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"the inferior part of. fthe soul. submits, and is oireraﬁed by the superior;
and ... -the whole man is as it vere in the fier{,..chariot of his affections,
Elias~like, carried up towards God and heaven*,

In Fore's view, as in Cudworth's, the good man is he who is directed by
his 'superior®’; or beneficent, affections as opposed to his ‘inferior?,
or self-regarding, affections. The good life does not consist in the
desires submitting to the reason, but in the selfish desires giving place
to the beneficent ones; and its highest expression is 'intellectual love'.

Now theories which maintain that behaviour is emotionally determined
and that moral distinetions are emotionally apprehended, are bound to be
at variance with the traditional doctrines of *sin' and 'free-will'.
Cudworth, as we have seen, maintains that sin is not a failure to do what
is known to be good, or a refusal of the will to obey the dictates of the
reason, but rather a 'privation'; that is, a failure to know what is good.
For if it is a fact that we alvays bohave in ways that seem to us to be
wmost desirable, or most valuable, it is nonsense to sgy that we may know
: good as good, or rather love good as good, and yet refuse it. 'Sin' is
dus not to a wilful choice of evil, knowing it to be evil, but to a choice:
of evil.believing it to be good. This, broadly, is the position adopted
by Cudworth, and if More were consistent with his view that knowing good
and being good are the sams thing, it would also be his view. However,
the conflict in More's mind between the rationaliem of Whichcote and the Téw
psychology of ‘Cudworth is-evident from the uncertainty which he displays
in comneetion with the doetrine of ‘'sin'.

He begins this part of his discusesion with an argument which amounts
to saying that the same man cammot be both good and evil at the same time,

"An honest man-has power indeed, by his wit and bodily foree, treacherous-.
1y to destroy an innocent man, and even one that has deserved of him. But
can that honest man do this thing? No, God forbid! ... I grant (indeed)

that if he would, he were able to commit so wicked a thing; but that he is

" able to will it, or'bring his will unto it; is what I utterly deny”.2

As he expresses the same idea elsevhere: "He who is truly good, is always
good™.3 It is not lack of ‘power’ to do evil that keeps the good man
from doing evil, but rather lack of ‘will', In other words, any man is
¢apable of committing evil, but the good man is charscterised by the
absence of a ‘will to evil', This view is closely essociated with the

1. Account -of Virtue, p.40. - ‘
2. ibido' pp0176‘7. 3. ibid.’ p0233.




view expressed by all the Cambridge Platonists that there is no vz.rtue in
thekindoft‘reedomthatemblesthegoodmantochoosetodoevil Both
Whichcote and Cudworth, as we have ~seen, maintain that God is neceasarily
goodammmsenseisﬁ'eetodoevil. ‘B:issmideaisexpressedby
“Eore when he -argues that it is false to maintain that "it is a demgation
fmmhmnannat\n'e, tomkemenneeessarilygood”simethlswouldmeanthat
God "who is good, should be the less adorable, because he camnot be naught®.l
Thus he contex;ds.that'the good man has no ‘free-will' to choose evil know-
ingly. | With this even ¥hichcote irouid be in agreement, for he holds, as .
we have seen, that the good man denies his 'free-will' and submits to what
his Teason dictates to be ~good. But t{highoote also argues that one may
lmothgoodanﬂrefuseib that is, one may do evil knowingly. And More
tends tovards the same view. Referring to the Socratic doctrine that
"nomanisuulinglyuicloed" and "no man was wicked, but through ignorance”,
he rightlv interprets.it to mean. that. the will of man wanted nothing, but

theknnwledgeofwhatmgoodandvirhmus. to force him to embrace it.
Nay, thatﬁwwiuwassoframed,asnottobeable toresistthatgood
which ‘it did but once understand"; ;3 :

Yet he indicates that he is doubtful whether the will is so constituted
. as to pursue what it knows to be good. And he does ergue that it is poss~
"ible to be "willingly wicked".3 However, he seems to be rather uncertain
and sceptical on this whole problem. . He. argues,. for instance: o} )

as we find that idea of the chief end, which is termed beautitude of happ-
iness, to be but confusedly aprehended by us; it is every man's duty with
principal care to find out, in what this chief happiness doth consist,

and hov we mgy attain it: yet whether all this-be placed within every man's
reach, is a.very hard thing to determine®. 4

This confusion is characteristic of More's thought. ILike Cudworth,

he maintains that knowing good is an emotional, and mot an intellectual,

. activity, end that for the good man lnowing good and being good are ident-
 ical. But, unlike Cudworth, he has no adequate theory of the cause of evil.
He can only be consistent with his view that behaviour is emotionally det-
ernined and that moral distinctions are emotionally apprehended, if he
maintaing, lifce Cudworth, that one does necessarily what one judges to be

-good and that the goodness or other-wise of ons's behaviour is dependent
upon the validity or othervise of one's judgements. But the rationalistic

1. Account of Virtue, p.173. 3. Account of Virtue, p.184.
2. ibido, pom. . . , ‘40 ibj.d"(,‘ R.m..
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element in More's thought causes him to regard 'judging' and 'willing® as
separate activities, and therefore to maintain the possidility of judging,
for example, that A is good and yet wiiling to do B, = His scepticism
asserts itself in the view that the majority of mankind is wnable to know
what is the "ultimate good, and what the most excellent object of human 1lifeu,d
 And this tends towards the view that evil is due to ignorsnce; that is,
thaﬁ virtue consists in knowing what is good and that evil is due not to'
a wilful choice of evil knowing it to be evil but to a failure to know the
good. In short; it is almost parallel with Cudworth's view that ‘sin' is
a ‘privation'. But, as we have seen, More also tends to maintain that it
is possible to be 'willingly wicked'. In every aspect of his thought there
is a confusion of the naive rationaliam of 1&lh:leh«:ote vith the highly sig--
nificant thought of Cudworth, .
The seme confusion is evident in More's theory of freedom. He says:
nThere is some difference between having free-will, and being a voluntary
" agent".2 But then he becomes rather confused, and argues that free-will
s "more restrained and particular, and obtains in fewer cases® than spont-
aneity which is “more large and gemeral". 3 And, finally he defines free-
_will, with Aristotle, as "a deliberate wishing or appetition of those things,
whicharewithinourpom"4 But he also wants toaaythatitisgood
to exercise one's free-will to choose the good, and that it ia evil to
.uge it to choose evil. The “power of not acting, when it regards those
things which are base and dishonest, is a great. pexfection; but when it
has respect to things that are noble and honest, it is a great imperfect-
ion.... To know we are able,; and possessed with a power to abstain from
' a vile thing (though possibly we do not abstain) this is a sort of perfect-

ive state, and of high consequence for man to discover in himself whether
he have it or not".>

Again, he maintains that free-will is the “power of abstaining from i11%.6
¥We have considered in the two previous chapters the issues that are raised
here, And there is nothing in More's theory of freedom, or free-will,
which is not considered more satisfactorily by Cudworth;, It is necessary
‘ to refer to More's theory of freedom :onlj to indicate further the general
- confusion that persists throughout his thought.

It is difficult to make any general 'assessment of More's theory of .
1. Account of Virtue, p.185. 3, Account of Virtue, p1TT.

2. ibid., p.177. ‘4, ibid., p.178.
' 9. ibid., p.179. ‘6. ibid., p.180. : J



the nature and ﬁmction of knovledge in morauty. for, as we have seen, no
cohmnt theory emerges f‘rm his work. He appears to have been greatly

| _mfluemed by the ratiomalisn of mehcote and also by the *new psychology’

_of cudvorth, but he does mt appea;r to have realised how imompat:.ble these
1 two theoriasare. Ontheonehand, hkeﬁhichcote, heargues that the

knowledge that is relevant to morality is 'right reason', which. in some’

‘ 'of what he has to say at least, appears as a faculty lihe ﬁhichoote 8
- 'reason of the mind®, which . is capable of maling moral judgements. ‘ "l'his

asmct ‘of his thought is apparent ‘also in his theories of the cause of evil

. ‘and the nature of freedon. [For if the knowledge that is relevant to mor-
- dlity is a function of the 'reason’, there must be a distinction between
~ judging and willing, Even if the *reason' can’apprehend moral distinctions
it camnot give rise to action, as More realises full well. Action can arise
only from emotional perception of desirsble ends and not from rational
Judgement., Thus if reason judges, theére must be another faculty which can
. give rise to action; and with this arises the possibility of a conflict
' ‘between ‘Judging and willing, and henis the possibility of being .'willingly

“ “wicked'. In this aspect of his thought, More is merely repeating what

had been said by Whichcote; and he niay be discredited on the same grounds.
However, there is the other side of ¥ore. He tends to maintain, like
~ Cudworth, that moral distinctions are emotionally discerned and that the

" knowledge of goodnéss is identical with being good. He argues that the

" good is *intellectual love', which is not me'rély a motive but an activity.
*If it had not the force to pursue; it would not be virtue, bdut only a
disposition towards 1t".1 And if vintellectual loveé', or the activity of
" loving, is the good, then it cannot be known except by being virtuous; that
"'is, by loving intellectually'. This is' consistent with Hore's sccount of

' his own experience that the highest good can be known only by *purging the -

mind of vice' and not by intellectual medns. If the good is a certain kind
of activity, and not an end or a pattern of behaviour which may be express-
ed propositionally, then it can only be known by engay.ng in that activity,
'Horeover. this is consistent with More's view tl;xatvthe good life does not.

* consist in obeying God, or reason, or laws, but rather in spontanecusly
living, what he describes es, *the divine life'. Further, such a view -

1. Account of Virtue, p.l13.
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"~ involves, as Cudworth discovered, a vastly different theory of freedom
from the traditional one. For if the good is an activity, the activity
of loving, and not an end, there can be no sense in vhich one may be said
to choose the good '1n preference to evil., - One cannot choose to love as one
can choose, for example, to pursue a certain end in preference to another.
In no sense can it be said that it is onet's *duty’ to love, as some Christ-
ian thinkers tend to sgy that it is our *duty’ to love God and our neighbour,
If love is the good, then the traditional doctrine of ‘free-will', which
raintains that one is free to choose the good or the evil, is totally
. inadequate as well as being inconsistent with the empirical facts. The
~ only theory of freedom which is adequate, if love is the good, is that

" maintained by Cudworth; that is, that freedom and goodness are identical.

" Such a theory, however, is not developed by Hore, though it appears to be
contained in his view that "those who, with sincere affections, do even
- pant and thirst after virtue, they on the sudden are canght up by that

. dntellectual spirit, -which replenishes everything; they.are animated and ..
supported by it, and finally therewith joined in the strictest essociation

" ‘of love ... They.are as.men. rapt up,. and msplred by some divmity, and they
. are easily and spontaneously led on to every good work®,l

If love is the. good, ‘the. only satisfactory theory of moral freedom is that
which maintains that freedom or spontaneity are identical with the good.

. In More’s ethical thought there is a confusion of ideas which he

. derived apparently from both Whichcote and Cudworth., There appears to be
nothing, except his odd terminology, which is original. He, therefore, is
. of historical, rather than philosophieal, interest.  No consistent theory
.~ of the nature and function of knowledge in morality emerges; the most that
, ,car.x;'bev,said is that Hore presents an impossible compromise between the

.. views of Yhichcote and Cudworth, cccasionally expressing ideas comparable

. with the most significant utterances of Cudworth, but often falling into

.. the same rationalistic difficulties as Whichcote.:

1. Account of Virtue, pp.197-8.
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Smith argues, like Cudworth, that all activity is motivated and directed
towards the attainment of ends which are perceived to be desirable. In
everyone, he maintains, there is "a restless appetite" which Pcraves for

- some. gupreme and chief good, and will not be satisfied with anything less

. than infinity itaelf".l ‘And it iaii;_h;l_,g craving, he thinks, which is the

. .motive for all behaviour. All behaviour is a pursmt for soms 'satisfying
good*. "fhe whole work of this world is nothing but a perpetual contention
for true happiness, and men .are scattered up and down the world, moving to
and fro therein to seek it, Our souls ... feeling their owm original, are
perpetually trava.iling with new designs and contmvances, whereby they may
purchagse the scope of their high ambitions. . Happiness is that pearl of
great price which all adventure for, though few find it. It is not gold
and silver that the earthlings of this world seek after, but some satisfy-
ing good which they think is there treasured up... And thus, indeed, when
men most of all fly from God, they still seck after him, Wicked men pursue,
’ indeed, after a deity in their worldly lusts.... for God is not a mere emp-

-ty name or title. but thet self-sufficient good which brings along with it
- that rest and psace which they so much seek after®.2

This 'is" a remarkable piece of .analysis of the empirical facts, All
behéviour, Smith is arguing, whether morally good or bad, springs from the
same desire for aatisfaction or happmess, and is directed towards its
.. attainment. %hose who seek God do so:because they believe that therein is
to be. found happines:r those vho spend their energ in the accnmxlation
of ‘wealth do so ot because they desn'e wealth for its own sake, but be-
canse they . pereetve it as a means to the desired end - happme- and
those who indulge their ‘worldly 1usts’ do. so because they feel that in
that mannervthey will find the satisfaction they desir_e.. God, in Smith's
view, is not a 'mere empty name er title' (that is, ‘an intellectual con-
cept), but rather 'the self-sufficient good’ in the knowledge of whom true
satzsfacticm is to be ‘found. Knowledge of God, happ.tnees, and satisfact-
ion for the 'restless appetite' are synonymous‘ and therefore Smith argues
that, sime all behaviour is motivated by a desire for happiness, the end
which is being pursued in all activity is God " Thus he eaws that *wicked
men pursue ees ofter @ ‘deity in their worldly lusts’., The difference bet-
: weengoodamlbadbehaviourlsnotadiffemneeofmotive. but 8 difference
in the pereeption of what constitutes the good.

Now from what we have said, we should expect Smith to argue as Cudvorth

1. Smith's msemn'ses, p.138. (A1l references to this work are to the
2. ivid., p.140. 1859 edition).
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does that *sin' is due to i@orance rather than to a wilful rejection of
 what is xhown to be good. And this is, in fact, what we find., “In the
passage ‘which ve have :gust considered he ‘argues that all desire is for .
the good and that aven the man who mdulges lns tworldly ‘lusta' does so
in the belief that he is doing good " Moreover, Smi th argues elsewhere -
that' "Sin 18 notmng elee but a degeneration from true goodness, conceived

' byadarkandclou@ynnderstanding andbmu@t forth by a corrupt will: it
_hath 1o consistency in itself, or foundation of its own to support it". 1

In other wonis, 'sin? 18, to use Cudworth's teminolog, ‘a privation'
It is the result of. a 'dark and clom!y understanding’ failing to percelve
- what is reany good. .The referenee to 'sin’ as being 'brougxt forth by
a corrupt wul' is, however, on the face of it, suggestive of a view rather
like meheota's; ‘that is, the view that ‘sin® 18 due to a failure of  the
wnltode\rhatthatmderstandingjudgestobegood &xtthwisbecmme
. Smith eontinnally expresses hmlf in language that is appropriate only .
. to a faculty psychology like that of Whichcote, and not because he wants
to support Whicheote's theory of the cause of evil. The reference to a
- *eorrupt willt is just as suggestive of a theory that 'sin' is due to é
failnretokmwthegoodasisthereferencetoa'darkandcloudyundezh
~standing’, For it is Smith’s contention that .. . ;. /¢ vetter defined

to us by our understandings than by our wills and affections: he is not
only the eternal reason, that almighty mind and wisdom which our under-
standings converse with; but he is also that unstained beauty and supreme
good to which our wills are perpetuslly aspiring: and wheresoever we find '
true beauty, love and goodness, we may say, here or there is God%".2

. Rnowledge of God or the good is just as much a function of the will and
affeotions as of the reason and understanding. Indeed, the suggestion '
seems to be that in so far as God is goodness, as distinct from wisdom
or truth, he is to be known by ‘our wills and affections'. A ‘eorrupt

. will", then is a will that fails to know God. 'Sin' is ignorance rather
than disobedience, And as we shall see, this is the view that is contin-

ually presupposed throughout Smith's thought. though it is not always

_ explicitly stated.

It is clear, also, from what we have said, that 'good' and mot ‘*duty’
izmst be the cemtral ethical concept for Smith. Foxr if all desi;'e is for

1. Discourses, p.483.
2. ibid., pp. 140-1.
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the good, (that is, if the good is an object of desire), there can be mo
meaning in saying that one ought to do what is known to be good or that
~ it is one's duty to behave in a certain way. The terns 'ought® and 'duty’
apply only in a theory of ethies which maintains that good behaviour con-
sists in doing what is dictated by the 'reason' or 'moral laws'; they can-
nbf applj in a theory which holds that the good is that which ever,fone
really desires, and which is sought in every kind of behavicur. Smith
maintains that the good is what is desired so eonsistent]& that the terms -
‘ought' and ‘duty' probably do not occur more then once or twice in the
whole of his Discourses. "The restless appetite within man™, he contends,
“(seeks) after some infinite and sovereign good without the enjoyment of
which it could never be satisfiedn.l

Now Smith realises that the soul is normally a mass of conflicting
desires, or rather that it is torn between various ends each of which seems
to be desirable. Different ends satisfy the soul in different ways. But
-the good, he maintains, is that which is capable of satisfying the soul
integratedly. Thus he argues that the faect that the soul is continually
fdivided against.itself” is indicative to the %imeard sense and f.‘eelihg,

that there is some higher good than ourselves; something that is much more
-amiable and desirable, and therefore must be loved andipreferred before
ourselves®,

This internal conflict is what he refers to as the 'restless appetite!'
which craves for some good that is sufficiently comprehensive to satisfy
and integrate the soul. And he maintains that God only is the good which
is capable of integrating.the. .conflicting. desires of the soul.

"The union and con.jtmction of the soul with God, that primitive um.ty,

that which is the centre of rest.... God only is such an almighty goodness
as can attract all the powers in man's soul to itself, as being an object
transcendently adequate to the largest capacities of any created being,

and so unite himself, in the true enjoyment of one uniform and simple good....
“-Man's mind ... otherwise will be tossed up and down in perpetual uncertain-
ties, and become as many several things, as those poor particularities are
vhich it meets with. A wicked man's life is so distracted by a multiplie-
ity of ends and objects, that it never is, nor can be, consistent with it-
self, nor contimie in any composed, settled frams: it is the most intricate,
irregular, and confused thing in the world, no one part of it agreeing with
another,. because the whole is not firmly knit together, by the powér of

- some op® last end running through all., Whereas the life of a good man is
under the sweet commard of one supreme goodness and last end. This alone

is that living form and soul which .... making all that variety conspire

1. Discourses, p. 423. 2. Discourses, p.l42. 4 ' J
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into perfect unity .. It is not one and the same goodness that always
actuates the faculties of & wicked man; but as many several images and
' piotures of goodness as a quick and worldng fancy can represent to him;
vhich so divide:his affections that he is no one thing within himself,
but tossed hither and thither by the most independent principles and
‘imaginations that may be. But a good man hath singled out the supreme
‘goodness, which,by an omnipotent sweetness, draws all his affections
after it, and so makes them all, with the greatest complacency, conspire
together in the pursuit and embraces of it".l

This:view that the good life is the coherent and satisfying 1ife, is ,

as we have ‘seen, expresaed by both Cudworth and More. And in Smlth'

view. suoh a life consists in *‘union and conjunction of the soul with

God » whom he defines as. "infinite end unohangeable goodnass" and the ‘
highest and supreme good" The good, then, in Smith's view, is not a
certain end which it is ocur duty to0 pursue, or a oertain external pattern
to which we ought to conform, but that which is capable of giving unity and

' cohére'nce to our lives. It is that, he méinte.tna, which everyone, ohether
consciously or unconsciously. nost desires.

"It is clear. of oourse, that Smth is not stating a utilitarian
theory like those of Bentheam and Mill.. He does not say that ‘good* refers
to anything that gives rise to pleasure - that is, anything that gives rise
to a greater ‘quantity' of pleasure and pain without discrimination between
»diffarent kinds of pleasure - end he is therefore not comn:l.tted to the view
that *pushpin 15 as good as poetry' It is true that Suith argues that the
good gives rise to satisfaction; but, for him, it is the ‘nature', and not
the *quantity’, of satisfaction that is of importance. The good gves rise
to the satisfaction that results from an integration of the conflicting
desires of the soul. Satisfaction is, as it were, a by-product. of the integ-
rated and coherent life. Smith's theory is utilitarisn only in the sense
that, it would appear, any theory must be utilitarian, namely, that the good
life is, in some sense at least, of value, or satisfylng, for us. |

Smith's theory of the nature of the good life is based upon, as we have
seen, a psychology vhich maintains that all action stems from a desire to
»satiafy the *restless appetite' - a desire for some 'satisfying good'.

The good is that which is capable of 5o integrating the conflicts of the

1. Discourses, pp.423}-3.
2. ibido' P.464.’
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~ soul as to satisfy the 'restless appetite'. And it is a failure to dis-
cover the good that is the cause of 'sin'; there is no 'will to evil'.
The assumption throughout his thought is, of course, that there is such
& good as is capable of integ'ating: the desires of the soul and :that this
good is fournd by 'union and conjumction of the soul with God'.

How, in Smith's view, are moral distinctions cognized? In the first
»pla.ce it is necessexry to note that he argues that morality is not external
but internal; that is, morality is not a system of laws or commands which
ought to be obeyed. Hence the criterion of good conduct is not an exter-
nal one; we do mot judge what is morally good by deciding whether or not
a certain kind of behaviour is law-abiding or obedient to a command or by
intellectually judging that it is 'fitting' or 'proporticnate's The crit-
erion of goodness is internal satisfaction, In other words, Smith's crit-
erion is like Cudworth's 'vital touches, tastes and ssvours' and Nore's
'inward sense’., Smith's view is as follows: uAs we cannot understand

anything of an intelligible nature, but by some primitive idea we have
"of God, whereby we are able to guess at the elevation of its being, and
the. pitch of its perfection; so neither do our wills embrace anything
without some latent sense of him, whereby they can taste and discern

how near anything comes to that self-sufficient good they seek after:

and. indeed without such an internal sensating faculty as this is, we
shoulddinever know when our souls are in conjunction with the deity, or

be able to relish the ineffable sweetneas of true happiness".l

' The ‘internal sensating faculty' is that which enables us to discern

" moral distinctions. The end towards which all activity is consciously or

~ unconsciously directed is the 'self-sufficient good' vhich satisfies all
the desires ihtegratedly. And there is a 'latent semse' of this good "which
enables us to *tsste end discern' the moral value of anything. To put this
otherwise: if we did not have some latent knowledge of the good, we should
never be able to know whether or not we have found the good. It is the
latent knowledge we have of the good which makes it possible for us to
judge between good and bad. Unless we in some sense know the good, it is
impeasidble for us ever to distinguisk between ends which are morally good
and those which are morally bad. Or, if the term good does not properly

" apply ‘to ends but to a certain kind of life or ectivity, then the latent
knowledge we have of the good enables us to know when we have discovered

1. Discourses, p.141.



the good life or tha good activity. '
" Now this would seem to imply that in Snith's view a failure to live
the good 1ife is ‘due, mot %o a failure to know the good, but to @ wilful .
' rejection of the good. ‘This, however, is mot so. Smith does not argue

" that we all know the good such that a failure to live ‘the good life in-

" volves a rejection of our knowledge of the good. He simply srgues that
" we must hive the ability to recognise goodness when we find it, in order
"‘that moral distinctions esn have any meaning for us. It is the ability to
“recoghise goodness, and mot the knowledge of what the good is, that is lat-
' ‘ént. The same must be true in the casé of truth. If ve did not have the '
" ability to recognisé truth and to distinguish it from untruth, we should
" "hnever be able to decide whether or not & particular proposition was true.
‘But this does not mean that we all have an'imnate knowledge of the truth;
it means merely that it is necessary to have & criterin of truth before
' we can reco@xise any proposit:lon as true or false. Thus Smith says: |

“If the soul hath no such stock of principles to traﬂe with, nor any proper
. notions of its own that might be a«xpirpiovof all opinions, it would be so
indifferent to any, that the foulest error might be as easily. -entertained
by it as the fairest truth; neither could it ever know what guest it rec-
eives, whether truth, or falshood" 8 S :

And 1t is forthisreasonthat Smith argues, as we shall see inthenext '
* chapter, that kriowledge is latent in the soul and that learning is a process
“of . of 'bringing: it out'. But he does not maintain that the knowledge of the
__truth or the good exists ‘ready-made’ in the soul; it is the criterion of
_truth and goodness which is 'innate', and which engbles us to recognise
_ truth and goodness and distinguish them from their opposites.
. As we have seen, Smith's view is that moral distinctions are emot- :
" ionally discerned, or at least that they are discernsd by the ‘internal
. sensating facnlty’ and not by intellectual appme_hension, He maintains
that the good, or, as he ealls it, *divinity', camnot he 'expres’se‘d ‘in terms
. of laws or sets of pu.‘opositions which may be learned as one mght learn the
multiplication tables._ ‘Ehe ethieal tem 'good' appli.es to a certain kind

of life which can be known only by experiences mu. . 1 s gegine divinity,

I should rather call it a divine life, than a divine science; it being
something rather to be understood by a spiritual sensation, than by any
verbal deseription.... Everything is best known by that which bears a just -

l. Discouraes, p.11l.
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resemblance and analogy with it... The true method of knowing ... is not
so much by notions as actions.... The knowledge of divinity that: appears
in systems and models ism\tapoorwanh@t, but the powerful emergy of
divine knowledge displays itself in puriﬁed souls... mvme goodness is
“ee ,mt for speculation but sensation.“l

Moral distinctions are distinctions betseen different kinds of life, or
as Cuduorth would put it, hetueen different !theories of 1ife' and not
between different-ends. The distinction, then, cannot be intellectually
apprehended~ moral distinctions can be apprehended by the intellect only
if they are like mathematical distinctions, or such that they may be exp-
. ressed in laws. The good, in Smith's view, is a certain kind of nfev -
the kind of 1ife which is satisfying to the ‘restléss appetite' or to

- the 'internal semsating faculty'; and therefore the distinction between
the good and the evil 1life can be known only by 'spiritual sensation';
that is to say, by emotional apprehension. It is only if morality is
conceived as an extermal patternm which ought to be obeyed that it is
‘possible to argue that moral distinctions may be inmtellectually apprehend-
ed. But Smith maintains that morality is internal in the semse that the

" good life is & certain kind of life that one lives spontaneously and not
a certain pattern to which one ought to conform; and he is therefore
consistent in maintaining that the good can be known only by living the

' gcod life. Be does not, of course,; hold that moral distinctions are '
subjective; that is,’ that‘they are constituted by their relation to our
desires. The distinction between the good and the evil life is eternal -
and immutsble. But what he does maintain is that our judgements of moral
good and evil are dependent upon our mammer of life. It is only by liv-
ing the good life that one can know the good &s good, and failure to live
the good life is the result of judging a certain kind of life to be good
vhen it is in fact something less than the good. This is the same as
Cudworth's view that our judgements of good and evil are dependent upon’
our 'vital disposition'. Thus Smith sgys: "Such as men are themselves,:
such will God himself seem to be".2 What .all men are secking, he contends,
wtoknowsod,andthede@'eeofgoodnessofthelifeone leads is dep-
endent upon the judgements one makes of what constitutes God or the good.
L:lkewise, the kind of life ome lives determines the judgements one. makes

1. Campagnac: The Cambndge Platonists, PP.80~1.
2, lbido' p0830



concerning God or the good. Onpe's life both determines and is determined
by the judgements one makes about moral distinctions.. :

" This interpretation of Smith is supported by numerous references in
his mgcomses and in passages published in Campagnac's 'The Cambridge
Platonists'. He argues that the knowledge that gives rise to the good
life is neitheriix’_ltenect_ual apprehension of moral distinetions nor the
learning of precePtSenp, geoi cur divinity merely in books and writings,
is to seck the living among the dead; we do but in vain seek God many
times in these, vhere his truth too often is not so much enshrined as
entombed: No ... seek for God within thine own soul: he is best discermed,
as Plotimus phraseth it, by an intellectual touch of him; we must 'see
with our eyes, and hear with our ears, and our hands must handle the word
of life'...... And therefore David, when he would teach us how to know
what the divine goodness is, calls not for speculation but sensationm,
Taste and sée hov good the Lord is. That is not the best and truest know-
ledge of God which is wrought out by the labour and sweat of the brain,
but that which is kindles within us by an heavenly warmth in our hearts",l

The good cen be known neither by speculation nor by the learning of precepts.
It can be known only by an ‘intellectual touch’. As in the case of More,
‘4% must not be assumed that 'intellectual’ in this context means an act-
ivity of thought as opposed to feeling; the term ie used by the Cambridge
~ Platonists to avoid, as Fore puts it, 'all other imputations'. Indeed,
‘much of the work of the Cambridge Platonists would be quite unintelligible
if *intellectusl'® were token to mean'thmking' or an ‘activity of the
intelllgctv". Goodness, in Smith's view, then, is apprebended emotionally
or sensorily; it is known by 'touch’ or ‘sensation’.
A))l activity, Smith contends, is the result of,, some more potent

‘nature which hath planted a restless motion within us that might more
foreibly earry us out to itself; and, therefore, it will never suffer it-
self to be controlled by any of our thin speculations, or satisfied with
those airy delights that our fancies may offer to it: it doth not, it can-
not, rest itself any where.but upon the centre of some Almighty good,.
some so0lid and substantial happiness®.2 ‘

In other vords, mot only does activity originate in the ‘emotions and stem
from a desire for 'some satisfying good®, but it cannot be influenced

by speculation. Nor can it be satisfied by the objects of speculation.
That is to say, the good which alome is sble to give wnity and integration
to the diversity of our lives, cannot be exbressed as a sét of propositions.

' 1, Cempagnac: The Cambridge Platonists, p.8l.
- 2. Discourses,. _p.140'..



All behaviour, Smith realises. xmxstarisefromamotive,andheargues
* that at bottom all motives are the same the desire for some ‘satisfying
“good*.  Thus if we knew the good, we ahould behave well; there is mo
'mmngmsmngmatwemmwegoereaectn for good is

. ., defined as that whichisdesired. Ehemanvho segkstoasemmlatea

: vastfornmedoessointhebeuefthatmsmhamhewinfind
'thegoodwhichhadesuee-monedesiresafortzmeforitsownsalce

There is a sense, however, in which the man who attaing to a state of
yeat x_naterial wealth, Smith maintains, realises that he has not attained
the good. Por, Smith argues, there is an 'internal sensating faculty®

. in everyone which, although it dogg} know what constitutes the good life,
. .48 able to recognise the good when it is discovered. And therefore, since
‘the life of material wealth is not the good life, in Smith's view, the man
. who attains to such a life will also realise that it is not the good life,
- that 1t 'is not the life which is integreted and satisfying, He will feel
'@ sense of remorse and realise that there is some higher and more satisfy-
“ing life then that to which he has attained. And if he knew the good he

would pursue it. How them is the good life to be known? Not by specula-

.- tion or by learning propositions; laws or precepts. Speculation is not

- itself the good life, mor is it able to discover what the good life is,
- The good life can be known only by direct experience of it by living it.
. b!oral distinctions are emotionally, not intellectually,apprehended.

How it is clesr why Snith should argue in this manner. If goodness

19 the object of desire. it canmt be Mmm 1nte11ectua11y, that is to say,

11: cannot ‘be . known by speculatiom For the intellect can discern only

" logival mecessity and this cannot be the object of desire. If the good
" .4s an object of desire; that is, if it is a certain kind of life, the life
" . that is most desirable, then it canrbe known only by emotional apprehen~.
‘sion, The only way in which we ¢an know whether or not a certein kind of
+}ife is desirable or satisfying is by discovering experimentally whether

or not we find it satisfying,. Speculation about certain different kinds

. of life cannot ‘tellius vhether they are ‘satisfying or not., Hence Smth

maintains not only that the good life camnot be known intellectually, but



that it camnot be known by a *moral sense'; it can only be known by the
direct experience of living it. The good cannot be known intellectually
for the intellect cannot distinguish between what is satisfying and what

- is not satisfying. Ilikewise, it cannot be known by ‘moral semse', for if
there were a moral senmsé that is capable of recognising 'good' in the same
vay as we recognise, for example, ‘yellow’, tixen_, to put it im Cudworth's
terminology, there would be a-distinetion between 'judging' and 'willing'.
Znd Smith would be involved in Clarke's view that judging what is gbod and
deciding to do it are a3 distinct "as seeing the way and walking in it".l '
Clearly, such a view cannot be maintained consistently with Smith's psy-
chology. If we necessarily do what we believe to be good, there can be'

no distinction between 'judging' and ‘'willing'. And since we do.not always
do what is in fact good, there cannot be an infallible faculty of moral
judgement, whether such a faculty is conceived as 'reason' or 'moral sense',
Thus Smith, like Cudworth, argues that our moral Judgenents ere part of '

. our mammer of life. Knowledge of the good cannot be disassociated from,

and is possible only by, living the good life.

Thus Smith, in an argument reminiscent of Whichcote in his non-ration-
alistic moments, says: .,y e eye cannot behold the sun, unless it be
sunlike, and hath the form and resemblance of the sun drawn in it; so neith-
er can the soul of man behold God... unless it be God-like, hath God formed

in it, and be made partaker of the divine nature.... Therefore our Saviour
hath in his beatitudes commext purity of heart with the beatifical vision®.2

In other words, only the good man can know the good; only the pure in heart
. shall see God. It is worth noting, also, that in this passage Smith, like
Cudworth, expresses the view that the good life is not the life of obed-
ience to God, but rather the life of 'participation' in God. The good life
is the 'divine life', the life that is God-like; it is not the life of
obedience. And it is only by being God-like, that is, by living the good
life, that it is possible to know the good. Living the good life and
 knowing the good are the same thing. Smith also expresses this view as
follows: "If we see things as they are, we shall live as we ought, and if
we live as we ought, we shall see things as they are. This is not a vic-

ious circle, but the interplay of contemplation and action.... in which
visdom consists. Action is the ritual of contemplation, as the dialectic

- 1, Clarke's Collection of Papers ete., pp.413. (London, 1717).
2. Campagnac: The Cambridge Platonists, p.80.
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is its creed - ‘The ‘conduet of life rests on an 'act of falth wh:.ch begms
aeanexperimentandendsasanemperienee"l

e good can only be knovn by living the good life, andifthegoodis_ -
'known the good life uill be hved. The mammer of our life both determines
_and is determined by our juigements of good end evil. It is only when
' what ve judge to be good is in fact good that it is possible for us to
live the good life' and it is only by living the good life that it is
) possible for us to know good 8s good _
A _ There is another reeson vhy Smth adopts a poeition sneh as tlne
'He argues that reality is not static, but living; it is mot just & mech-
' anical structure, but a hving being. In fact, as in the case of Cudworth
- and More, there is a seed of Absolute Idealism in Smith's thougxt. |
' and reality appear to be identlcal in his view. %erefore he argues that,

f;einca reality is living, it cen only be known by living a certam kind of

life and not by intelleetual activity. It reelity vere mechamcal, then it
_ could be nown: intellectuallv but aince it is an organism it can be known
,_onlyby livingthekindof life that is, as itwere, inhermny with the

I'_‘:real. Henee Smith squ: "pivine truth is not to be discerned so much in
. ‘a.man's brain, asinhisheart Divine wisdom is a tree of life to them

" that finé her, and it is only life that can feelingly converse with life.

-+ A3l the thin speculations and-subtilest discourses of philosophy cannot
" 80 well unfold or define any sensible object, or tell any one so well what
- it is, as his own nhaked sense will do., There is a divine and gpiritual
' . sense which.only is eble to converse internally with the life and: soul of
. divine truth, as mixing and uniting 1tself with it" 2

. © Reality and truth are living, and therefore can never be represented in

' _systems of propositiona. At the most.ppropoeitions can give us imovledge
" about reality, _they cannot give us lmowledge of reality. Reality can be
o knownonlybylivingthe lifethatisinhamonywithrealityandwmch
 therefore expresses reality. As Smith puts it, 'it is only life that can

o _ 'feehngly converse with life'.

It wonld be outside our appointed scope to cons1der in detail the
ramiﬁcations of thle vieu of reality. Yhat is of importance for our
, pnrpose 18 Smith's View that only the good man can attain to the hJ.ghest
" Xnowledge of reality; that is to say, that ethical purification must precede

1. Quoted by Powicke: The Cambridge Platonists, pp.19-20.
2. Discourses, p.300.
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the 'beatific vision'. This is the same as the view expressed by More in.
his account of his own personal experience. ‘Intuitive’ knowledge of real-
| ity, as distinct fron knowledge about reslity, is the kind of knowledge
withwhich Suith is here concerned. He maintains that there are four
.different levels of knowledge appmpriate to four diffenent kinds of men. .
These four levels of knowledge he descr:lbes as follows: "The first i8S wen

-a naked perception of sensible impressions, without any work of reason. .
The second .... a misesllanecus kind of knowledge arising from a collation
of its sensations with its own more obscure and dark ideas. The third...
discourse and reason, by whieh the Platomsts deseribe mathematical knowl-
edge, which, because it spins out its own notions by a constant series of
deductions is.... 8 progressive kind of knowledge...... Fourthly,..i. a
naked intuition of eternal truth vhich is always the same, which never
rises or sets, but always stands still in its vertieal, and fills the
whole horizon of the soul with a mild and gentle light. There are such
_calm and serene ideas of truth, as shine only in composed souls, and
- cannot be discerned by any troubled or unstable fancy.... Such are the
~ archetypal ideas of justice, wisdom, goodness, truth, eternity..... These
we always know to be the same.... neither could we ever gather them from
our observations of any material thing, where they were never sown."l

The doctrines of ‘immate' and 'arehefypal' ideas contained in this passage
need not concern us here; we shall consider Smith's epistemology more fully
in the next chapter. The point to nmotice here is that Smith considers that
heithe:scientiﬁc‘ knowledge ('a collation-of -its sensations with its own
more obscure and dark ideas') nor mathematical knowledge ('discourse and
‘reaéon') are capable of giving us knowledge of ;'eality. The knowledge of
reality is knowledge of the 'eternal ideas', and this is possible only for
the virtuous man, _ ' »

- Smith maintains that reality is a unity which is reflected in the
unity of se;f-cqnsciousness, and th_erefore he argues that any knowledge
vhich divides reality into different compartments camnnot bé knowledge of
.the real. -"As the more we reflect upon our own minds, we find all intell-
igible things are more e¢lear ... 80, when we see all intelligible being
concentring together in a greater oneness, and all kind of multiplicity
running more and more into the strictest unity, till at last we find all
variety and division sucked up into a perfect simplicity, where all happily
- conspire together in the most undivided peace and friendship.... For though
in our contentious pursuits after science, we cast wisdom, power, eternity,
goodness, and the 1ike, into several formalities, that so we may trace

~down science in a constant chain of deductions; yet, in our naked intuit-
“ions and visiona of them, we clearly discern that goomes and wisdom 1odge

1... Discourses, pp.97-8.
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- together,: Justice and mercy. kiss each otherz and all these, and whatso-

- ever else, into which our dzstorted reason may sometimes break divine and
intelligible being, are fast knit up together in the invincible bonds of
aeternity.... The soul partaking of time in its broken: and particular

. ‘conceptions ‘and apprehensions, and of eternity in its comprehensive and
~ stable contemplations.... The intuitive faculty corrects the scientifical,

because, by a progressive kind of analysis, it divides the intelligible
object, where itself knows and sees things together in their undivided
. essence: wherefore this only is immovable, and science; or. scientifical
reason, is inferior to it in the knowledge of trus being"

"‘rhis is very difficult language but Smith's argmnemt seems to be this:
reality is a whole, and any attempt to abstract from it mist destroy the
_ unity of the real. Hence, knowledge of the real camnot be arrived at by
. abstraetion._; Any activity which involves abstraction from the unity of
'the real camnot giveueknowledge of the real; at themost, it can give
'us knowledge about the real. Thus Smith argues that knowledge of the

'_:_real is 'intnitive' ‘ Simemality :lsaunity it canbeknownonlythrongh

the umty of self-conseiousness. The umty of self-aonsciousness reflects
.' the unity of the real, and therefore knowledge of the real is possible only
by a knowledge of oneself. Ir reality is organiec, that is, if it is an

" organic whole as Smith like the later Idealists seems to think it is,

then knowledge of the real mvolves kmowledge of oneself as an orgmﬁc
whole.. This is wlg Smith arguss, as:do all the cambridge Platoni.sts, that
“knowledge is assentially self-kncwledge And if knowledge of the real
. -involves knowledge of oneself as an or@nic whole, the highaet knowledge
' is attainable only by those whose - life is inteyated In other. words,
§t is only the good man, the man who has attained an integrated life in

which the *restless appet:.te' is satmfied, who is capable of the highest

knowledge of the real; for it is only the good man, in Smith's view, wio

’ is able to know himself as an integrated whole. a
.~ The good life, in Smith's view ' consists in a myst:.cal union with the
. real or the 'divine’, and it is in such a life that the highest knowledge

. of ‘the real is possible. Hence he descridbes the good man as the true '

.metaphysical and contemplative man ... who running and shooting up above
his own logical and self-rational life, rierceth into the highest life:

 such a one, who by universal love and holy affection abstracting himself

from himself, endesvours the nearest union with the divine essence that

1. Discourses, pp.99-101.
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may be ... knitting his own centre, if he have any, unto the centre of the
divine being. To such an onme the Platonists are wont to attribute ... a
true divine wisdom, powerfully displaying itself... in an intellectual life,
as they phrase it. Such a knowledge they say is always pregnant with div-
ine virtue, which ariseth out of an happy union of souls with God, and is
‘pothing else but a living imitation of a god-like perfection drawn out by
a strong fervent love of it. This divine knowledge ... makes us amorous

of divine beauty, beautiful and lovely; and this divine love and purity
reciproeally exalts divine kmowledge".l

In other words, Smith is maintaining that both virtue and the highest know-
ledge consist in a 'union and conjunction of the soul with God'. To be
virtuous is to know God, or rather to participate in the life of God, and
this is the highest knowledge of reality. And this consists, Smith maint-
ains, in the knovledge of oneself. "Wo may best learn from a reflection
upon our own souls.... He which reflects upon himself, reflects upon his

own original, and finds the clearest impression of some eternal nature and
_perfect being stamped upon his soul®,2

There are certain epistemological difficulties with this view, which we
: shall examine in the mext chapter. But for our present purpose it is-

- sufficient to notice that in Smith's view both virtue and the highest

; ‘knowledge consist in a mystical union with the ‘divine'. It is importent _‘
to notice, too, that there is a tendency for Smith:to say that the good
" life is the life of 'cloistered virtue'; that is to say, the good life
consists m a monk-like contémplation of God. This is sugzested in his
view that the good man is the 'true metaphysical and contemplative man'.
It would also seem to follow from Smith's psychology. If all activity
' arises from a desire to satisfy the ‘restless appetite’ and the good life
consists in arriving at a state of satisfaction by the contemplation of
the 'satisfying good', then it would appear that the good life is the life
of inactive bliss. For, if activity arises from the 'restless .appetite',
once the 'restless appetite' found rest in the contemplation of the good
‘. there would be no motive to give rise to further action, And this view

~ is bound up with the Absolute Idealist tendency in Smith's thought. It
should be noted also, however, that Smith does not maintain that God is -
a transcendent being capable of being known only by the completely umrorldly
) ‘man, for he contends that ®wheresoever we find true beauty, love, and

1. Campagnac: The Cambridge Platonists, Pp. 96-7. A
2. ibid., p.161. o



goodness. we may say, here or there is God". 1 In dther words, he maint<.

ains that God is just as much immanent in the world as he is transcendent.
FHevertheless, it remains true .that Smith's view is that the good man is’
the 'true metaphysical and contemplative man'. = The Cambridge Platonists
have often been accused of quietism, and although this is not altogether
true of Cudworth and More, there is some validity in such a criticism of
-‘Smith. However, it is understandable that a man who spent the whole of
his adult life at Cambridge should maintain that the good life is the
-contemplative life.

How whatever else is contaired in Smith®s view that the highest
k!;OVleng is attainable only by the virtuous man and that the highest
mowledge consists not in speculation but rather in ‘participation’, at
least one pignificant point arises out of it. And it is this: the intell-
ect is capable neither of attaining the highest knowledge of reality nor
of arriving at the knowledge that is relevant to morality. Intellectual
activity cannot give us kmowledge of the real world of experience because
. the intellect is concerned only with concepts and logical relations; it

cannot be concerned with particulars, and everything that is real — that
is, everything that exists in the world of experience - is something in
particular. What the ihtellect does is to abstract from the real world:
of experience and formulate general laws or construct ideal logical
objects. It is always concerned with things-in-general and never with
anvfhing—in—particular. At the most it can formulate propositions about
the real;.it cannot have knowledge of it. Knowledge of the real world -
the world of experience - arises from experience and not from a priori
speculation. We may speculate about a dozen different possible vdrlds",
but only experience can establish vhat does in fact exist. HNoreover, if
the real is 'good’, as Smith maintains; that is to say, if kmowledge of
the real is satisfying end desirable, the intellect cannot know the real.
Fhat which is desirable or satisfying can only be emotionally discerned. .
'Further, if our experience of the real world is part of our manner of life,
therealcanbelmomasgoodonlybythegoodman Iftherealisgood,
thatia, ifGodisthegood,andifourjudgementsofgoodandevilare

1. Discourses, p.l41.
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dependent upon our manner of life, then it is omly the good man who can

" know the good; thatistosay.xtisonlythegoodmanwhoeankncwthe

real. Hence Swith argues: “Rotwithstanding all our acute reasons and
subtile disputes, truth prevails no more in the world, (because) we so
often disjoin truth and true goodness; which in themselves can never be
disunited; they grow both from the same root, and live in one another.

¥e imay,. like those in Plato's.deep pit with their faces bended downwards,
converse with sounds and shadows; but not with the life and substance of
truth, while our souls remain defiled with any vice or lusts.... It is but
a thin, aiery knowledge that is got by mere speculation, which is ushered

-in by syllogiems and demonstrations; but that which springs forth from true

goodness .... brings such a divine light into the soul, as is more clear
and convincing than any demonstration. Those filthy mists that arise from

“4mpure and terrene minds, like an atmosphere, perpetually encompass them,

that they cannot see that sun of divine truth that shines gbout them, but

‘never shines into any ubpurged souls; the darkmess comprehends it not, the
.. foolish man understands it not. All the light and knowledge that may seem

sometimes to rise up in unhallowed minds, is but like thogse fuliginous
flames that arise up from our culinary fires, that are soon quenched in
their own smoke.... While we lodge any filthy vice in us, this will be
perpetxmny tuisting up itself into the thread of our finest-spun specul-

- ‘ations; it will be continually climbing up into the .... hegemonical powers
. of the soul, into the bed of reason,; and defile it: like the wanton ivie

twisting itself about the oak, it will twine about our judgements and under-
standings, till it hath sucked out the life and spirit of them.... There

o is g benumming spirit, a congealing vapour that ariseth from sin and vice,
' thatwinstupifytheeensesofthesoul'l

&nith argues that speculation camot give us lmowledge of reality, it

. _can. only appzrehend necessary connections. Pruth is known only by exper-
ience; it is a f\mction of the motions, or rather of the whole personality,
~ and not of the speculative intellect. However, Smith argues also that

it is onlythemanﬁeefromneevho is able tomakesound intenectnal
Jndgements, even the intellect is impaired by vme. Kaw this, if it is

.. true, is highly significant; in particular it is of considerable ethical
N aigniﬁeame All activity, ve have seen, involves ends which are perceived

as desirable, and this pareeption 18 a ﬁmction of our emotional life. As

'cudworth puts it, the emotiona temploy! the intallect to analyse all the
~ factors in a situati.on in crrder that we my decide hov it is possible to

gain the ends we desire. H‘f‘he intellect cannot determine -the way in which

~ we behave; it can simply analyse the factors that are 'ihvolved in any

particular course of action. But the way in which we behave is emotionally

 1.» Campagnac, pp.82-3.
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determined. ' The intellectual appre;xe,nsibn of the factors involved in.a |
particular situation will, of course, influence the decisions we m; but
the.intellect can determine neither the decisions we make nor the ways in
vhich we behave. Every decision we make depends ultimately upon the way

. ih which we evaluate our feelings about the various factors which the int-

ellect perceives. : The more intelligent we are the more gquickly and accur-
ately we will perceive the factors that are involved. But. the influence
these factors have on our behaviour depends finally on our feelings about
them, And if these feelings are sufficiently strong they may interfere
with clarity and accuracy of our intellectual Jjudgements; or at least,
they may influence our ability to accept the results of our intellectual
examination of the problem. People who have strong emotional attachments

' to.certain views are unable to argue impartially when such views-are in-

volved.l. Hence it follows, as Smith argues,’ that.viee_ ngy impair either
our intellectual .cxamination of the factors involved in a situation or

our sbility to accept the results of such an examination; Therefore, even
if morality consists in obeying laws or the dictates of the ‘reason’, there

~ is-still a sense in which evil is ignorance. For if evil consists in a
-desire for, and pursuit of, a certain kind of life which is not good, then

the emotional attachment the evil man has for such a life will impair
eéither his moral judgements or his ability to accept the results of such
judgements.. And such a non-acceptance of the results of his moral judge-
ments is due. to an inability to accept them rather than to & wilful reject-
ion of them. . . o :

» In Smith's view truth and goodness are inseparsble; knowledge of both
the truth and the good eo_n;ists in a knowledge of God. And such knowledge

is not expressible in propositions and cennot exist apart from the living

of the good life. In other words, virtue, knowledge of the good, and
knowledge of the truth all comsist in the 'union and conjunction of the
soul with God.' It is because God is a living being that the truth camnot
be expressed propositionally. Thus‘Sm:.j:h 8ay8: .y are not always the
best men that blot most paper; truth is not, I fear, so voluminous, nor
swells into such mighty bulk as our books dov".2

1. For a good discussion of this whole point see D. Stafford-Clark's
work Psychiatry To-day (Penguin A 262), pp.72-3.
2. Campagnac:The Cambridge Platonists, p.89.
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To know the truth is to knoi:what-is most real, and to know vhat is most

* real is to knoi God. -And since God is a conscious being, our knowledge of

him cammot be expressed .in propositions. We may express facts about God

" in propositional form, but if .we are able to know God as a conscious being

such ‘knowledge canﬁot*be completely expréssed in propositions,  The artist

. 'cannot express his knowledge of the world in propositional fom, but only
. m the form of art. Likewise, we are unable to completely express our know-

ledge of other persons as persons in propositions; the most that can be
conveyed in propositions are facts about .other persons. If a persom A,

' could express as a set of propositions all his knowledge of a second per-
.son, B, then it would follow that a third person, C, could know B by.

learning A's set of propositions about B. But clearly this is not so; €
can know B only by meeting him, talking to him, engaging in various ect-

. ivities with him, and, 'in-genera by ‘communion’ with him. Hence Smith
" argues that we. cannot know God by learning proposit:.ons about him; we can
- know him only by a 'union and con,)unction of the soul with him'. And this

involves being God-1ike. ..o .ot not think we have then attained to the

~ . right knowledge of truth, when we have broke through the outward shell of

words and phrases that house it up; or when by logical anslysis we have

' found out the dependencies and coherences of them one with another; or

when, like stout champions of it, having well guarded it with the invincible
strength of our demonstration, we dare stand out in the face of the world,

" and challenge the fi614 of all those that would pretend to be our rivals".l
The truth can be known only by living the good life; that is to say, by
; living the God-like life.
'ih divine truth, which cannot be known but only then when it is digested

"There 1s an inward beauty, life and loveliness

into life and practice.... Without virtue and real goodness, God is but

a name, a dry and empty notion.....Divine truth is better understood, as

it unfolds itself in the purity of men's lives, than in’all those subtle
niceties into which curious wits may lay it forth. And therefore our Sav-

- iour, who is the great master of it, would not,.... draw it up into any
" gystem of body, nor would his disciples after him; he would not lay it

out to us in any Canons or Articles of belief, not being indeed so careful
to stock and enrich the world with opinions a;nd notions, as with true piety,
and a God-like pattern of purity, as the best way to thrive in all spirit-
ual understanding. His main scope was to promote an holy life, as the

best and most compendious way to a right belief".2

It is only the good man who can attain to the highest knowledge. We do

1. cmpa@ac, P.85o : 2., cmmo, pp086"70
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not first learn a set of moral precepté,‘ or use our reason in its capacity
as practical judgement to judge which of & set of possible ways of behaving
is the good one, and then decide separately vwhether. or not to do what is
'seentobegood For the good cannot be expressed in precepts or judged'
by the reason. It can be known only by liv:mg the good life. . In other
words, kmowledge is not prior to virtue as Whichcote thought, but virtus -
is prior to knouledge ‘Moreover, in Smith's view, the ethical terms 'good
Y 'virtue' -_do not -apply properly jt__o certam ldnds of acts which ought
to be dorie or to certain ends which ought to be pursued, but rather to
a certain kind of life which is worth living, that is to say, morality is
concerned not so much with external behsviour as vith internal life. In.
'other words, morality is concerned with the whole personality. Thus we
find Smith erguing that "A superficial religion many times intermeddles
only with the clrcumi‘ereme and outside of men: it lodges only in the
suburbs, and storms the outworks, but enters not the main fort of men's
- souls, which is strongly defended with inward pride.... and such other
. mental vices... There may be many who dare not pursue revenge, and yet are
"not willing to forgive injuries; who dare not murder their enemy, and yet
‘cannot love him....They are not willing that the divine prerogative should
extend itself beyond the outward man, and that religion should be tco
busy with their inward thoughts end passions..... and, not feeling the
mighty power of any higher good, they will endeavour to preserve an unhall-
owed sutaesthesy and feeling sense of themselves; and, by sullen melancholy
stoicism, when religion would deprive and bereave them of the sinful glory
and pleasures of this outward world, they then retire and shrink themselves
up, into a centre of their own.... And erect a self-supremacy within,

exerting itself in self-will and particular loves, and so become co—rivals
vith God for the crown of blessedness and self-sufficiency. b 3

¥hat a retort to the conformists! A religion or morality vhich
concerns itself with only the external conduct of persons is superficial
and false, It is negative, being concerned with what one ought not do
‘rather than with wvhat is worth doing. It states what must not be done
but it camnot slay what one ought to do or what kind of life one finds
. most satisfying and worthwhile, Moreover, Smith argues, such religion
and lmor,ality breed self-ri@teousnes_s. They maintain that the good life
‘consists in refraining fram certain pleasures and this negative view gives.
rise to a feeling of self-satisfaction in the wholly négative man who ref-
rains from déing anything that is said to be ‘wrong' or 'sinful', bat who!

1. Discourses, pp.371-2.
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at the same-time does nothing that is good ‘or worthwhile. Hence Smith says

-~ "Many of ‘our most refined moralists may be, in ‘@ worst semse ... full with

their own pregnancy; theii souls may too much heave and swell with the
sense of their own virtue and knowledge: there may be an ill ferment of -
self-love lying at the bottom, which may puff it up the more with pride,
arrogance, and self-conceit... And therefore if this knowledge be mot |
attended with humility and a deep sense of self-penury and self-emptiness,
we may easily fall short of that true knowledge of God which we seem to
aspire after. We may ... be too apt to rest in a mere logical life ...
without any true participation of the divine life™.l -

In Smith's view, ss in Cudworth's, the highest knowledge and the highest
virtus both consist in a ‘participation of the divine life*. Like Cud~
worth, Smith replaces the concept of ‘obedience to God* with the concept

of 'participation in God'. | :

How fromvhatwehayesaldvashonldexpect Smithtoargue against

the legalists who hold that virtue consists in obedience to laws. And this
is what we find. The good life camnot be expressed in terms of laws and
PrecePtS. npor thoush these immate notioms of truth may be but poor, empty,
and hungry things of themselves, before they be fed and filled with the

practice of true virtue; yet they are not capable of being impregnated
and exalted with the rules and precepts of ig»,2

Smith argues, as we shall see in the" next chapter, that there are ‘innate
notions' in the soul and therefore that all knowledge is essentially self-
knowledge. But his is not the crude do¢trine of *imnate idess', for he

" argues that although we have innate notions in the soul we cammot kxiow
the truth without living the good life. And he maintains, also, that

the 'innate notions' camnot be 'impregnated' with virtue by the process
of learning rules and precepts. The good cannot be expressed in terms of
 rules and. precepts.. Moreover, Smith contends that na- mere conformity

of the ocutward man to- the law of God is not sufficient to bring a man to
eternal life; but. the imvard man also must deeply receive the stamp and
impression of the divine law, so as to be made liKe God". 3

The good life does not consist in conformity to external impogsed law,
even if that law is *the law of God'; it consists in the ‘inward man®

s Any + 4 a4 . '
participating' in the '‘divine life’. "The law vas the ministry of death,

and in itself an extermal and lifeless thing, neither could it procure
or beget that divine life, and spiritual form of godliness, in the souls
of men.... Whereas, on the-other side, the gospel is set forth as a mighty

_l. Campegnac: The Cambridge Platomsts, pp.95-6 3. Discourses, p.366.
2. ibid., p.94. S J
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efflux and emanation of life and spirit, freely issuing forth from an

. Omnipotnet source of grace and love, as that true god-like vital influ-

ence, whereby the divinity derives itself into the souls of men, enliv-

ening and transforming them into its own likeness,:dnd strongly imprint-

~ ing upon them a copy of its beauty and goodness.... It -is that whereby
Godcomstodwellmns.andweinhim"

And by the 'gospel* Smith does not. mean a set of mcepts, but rather

"an internal thing, a vital form and principle seating it,self in the minds
. and spirits of men".2 . "By the gospel (is meant) something more than a
piece of book-learning, or historical narration of the free love of

God".> The good life is not the life of obedience to law, but the god-
like life, or the life that 'participates in the divine life’,

. Moreover, Smith maintains, like Cudworth, that,not only can the good
life not be expressed in Jews,but it is not something that may be freely
chosen as an alternative to the evil 1life, The good is that which we most
desire, and if ve knew it we should pursue it; it ié'me_ani.ngless to argue.
that the good and the evil are often presented to us (or to our wills, to
use Whichcote's temmolog) as alternatives and that we are free to choose
either. Cudworth had said that we do not choose to live the good life;
it must 'invade' us. And Smith says that it is “an efflux from God

upon the minds of good men*?, and that ®it is impossible for men ... to
comply with his divine will, without his divine assistance®, > fhe legal-
st thinks, Suith argues, et .iu yg nogel of 1ife contained in that’
body of laws .. {is) comprised the whole method of raising man to his per-
fection; and that they,having only this book of laws without them, to con-
verse with, needed nothing else to procure eternal life, perfection and
happiness - as if this had been the only means God had for the saving of
mon, and making them happy, to set before them in an externalwiy, a volume

of laws, statutes, and ordinances, and so to leave them to work out, and
purchase to themselves, eternal life in the observance of then",® -

Such a view is based upon the assumption mat man has "such a sufficient

" pover. from within himself to attain to virtue and goodness, as that he
only needed some law as the matter or object whereon to exercise this in-
nate power; and, therefore, nceded not that God should do anythmg mo;ie
for him, than merely acquaint him with his divine will and pleasure

Inotherwords, Smith argues thatwedonotchoosetobevirtuous.

‘1. Discourses, pp.323-4. , 5. Discourses, p.325.
2. ibid. ‘9 Do 326. ’ R ibid' s Po 3030
3.» ibid.., p.32',0 : '70 ibido . p..wBD'

4, ibid., p.301.
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Whichcote and the rationalists maintain. The distinetion between good and
evil is not a legal ome, nor is such a distinection capable of being appreh-
ended by the reason. If moral distinections were legal ones, or such that

N they could be apprehended by reason, then it would be meaningful to say
that we are often presented with two alternatives one of which is known to
be good and the other known to be evil, and that we ngy choose to do either,
But on Smith's view, as on Cndvorth's. the good is that which is most des-
irable or that which ‘our intellectual nature' desxres Thus it camnot be
said that the good may be chosen as an alternative to evil; the good is
that which is most desired and therefore that which would be pursued if
we knew it. To know the good is to do the good; that is to say, knowing
good and being good are identical. And the knowledge of the good is not
something that one may chooss to have; it is, as Smith puts it 'an efflux

from- God upon-the minds of good men'. Hence the good is not something that
may be chosen a8 an alternative to evil; the good life, as Cudworth puts 1t,

. has to 'invade®’ us,

Smith's view, like the views of the other Cambridge Platonists, then,

is essentially entinomien. There is no virtue in obeying laws. However,

Smith is prepared to concede that lew may have a place in morality; it may

be & guide to those who do not know the good and who therefore cannot live
the spontansously good 1if8. a7 young not be misunderstood to speak against
those duties and ordinances which are necessary means, appointed by God,

" to promote us in the ways of pilety: but I fear we are too apt to sink all

our religion into these, and so to embody it, that we may, as it were,

touch and feel it, because we are so little acquainted with the high and
spiritual nature of it, vhich is too subtile for gross and carnal minds

to converse with. I fear our vulgar sort of Christisns are wont so to

. look upon such kinds of models of divinity and religious performances, as

wvere intended to help our dull minds to a more lively sense of God and true
goodness, as those things that claim the whole of their religion: and, there-

fore are too apt to think themselves absolved from it, except at some so0l-
emn times of more especial addresses to God...."1

The purpose of rules and laws is not- to embody the whole of morality or
religion, but to provide a guide to those who do not know the good. But
it is false, Smith maintains, to think that the good life consists in
obedience to laws. There is no virtue in obedience to laws just because
they are laws; the only. laws which ought to be obeyed are tl}ose which

1. Discourses, p.373.



are based upon a knowledge of the good and which express, in so far as
laws are able to express, the good life. But the highest virtue consists
in doing what follows spontaneously from a knowledge of the good. And the
kind of knowledge of the good which Smith continually refers to is not
‘speculative’ knowledge (that is, it is not the kind of knowledge which may
 be stored up in propositions and dogmas), but rather en immediate acquaint-
ance with the good, or as he puts it, 'a union end conjunction of the soul
with God'. Clearly, this kind of knowledge is better expressed by the
term 'love’, although Smith himself, unlike Cudworth and More, does not
express it in that way. But it is evident from what we have said that.
.there is no distinetion between Smith's view and Cudworth's *certain kind
of love' and More's ‘intellectual love'. At least they all maintain that
thegoodlife is not thenfeofobedienceto(}odbntthelifethat '‘part-
icipates® in God. : :

Bow from what we have said, especially in regard to the view that the
good 1ife is not something that may bo chosen as an alternmative to the evil
life, we should expect Smith to maintain a theory. of freedom like that of
Cudworth and discard the traditional doctrine of free-will. And this is
in gemeral the position Smith sdopts. Like Cudworth, Smith argues that
only the good man is the really free man. He says that "right apprehensions
of God beget in man a nobleness and freedom of soul” snd goes on to argue
that it is only by a 'right apprehension of God® that freedom is possible.
“To be free is to be self-determined and unconstrained, and this is possible
only when our behaviour isbasednponakxmwledge ofrea.lity. If our be-
haviour is based on an illusion, then it is bound to be constrained and
frustrated by the real world; because it has failed to take into accouht
the nature of the real world such behaviour is bound to come into conflict
with reality. In other words, the Smith-Cudworth view of freedom is ident-
ical with Christ's view that "Fhe truth shall make you free®.2 It is only’
. when one behaves in terms of reality that one can be free. And for Smith
this involves a ‘right apprehension of God'.

Smith does not consider the problem of freedom and free-will to the
same extent as Cudworth does in the manuscripts - probably he did not see

1

1.Discourses, p.25
2.Jom~viii, 32.
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all the problems that presented themselves to Cudworth - but in some of
what he does say on this question there is a suggestion of a faculty

paychology, and with it the possibility of a free-will capsble of either
following or rejecting what is discovered by the reason to be good. But
at the same time Smith maintains that it is only the man who both kmows
and does what is good who is able to be free. o o0 0 o our

own souls, ve find the spring of all liberty to be nothing else but reason;
and therefore no unreasonable creature can partske of it: and that it is
not so much any indifferency in our wills of determining without, much
less against, reason, as the liberal election. of, and complaceney in, that
vhich our understandings propound to us as most expedient: and our liberty
most appears when our will most of all congratulates the results of our
ownjudgements; and then shows itself most vigorous, when either the partic-
ularness of that good which the understanding converseth with, or the wesk
knowledge that it hath of it, restrains it not. Then is it most pregnant
and flows forth in the fullest stream, when its object is most full, and

. the acquaintance with it most ample: all liberty in the soul being a kind
ofliheralityinthebestowingofowaffectiom, and the want or scarce
measure of it parsimoniousness and nigardise”.l

"It is true that in this passage Smith tends to assume, like Whichcote,
- that there is a distinction between judging and willing and that the will
is free to accept or reject the findinge of the understanding. But unlike
Whichcote, heisca.reful toargue that it is only 'when our will most of
all congratulates the results of our own judgements® that we can be free;
that is 't_o say, it is only when we live the good life .that we can be free.
The faculty psychology was, of course, the current view of the way in which
the mind functions, and it is natural that Smith should occasionally exp-
ress himself in language that is appropriate only to such a theory; indeed,.
the faculty psychology finds a place occasionally in the works of all the
Cembridge Platonists. But it is quite clear that a more adequate psych- .
ology is presupposed in the goneral theory maintained by the later members
of the School. In particular, in the case of Smith who maintains that all
activity is motivated at bottom by a desire for *some satisfying good' and
that *sin' is due not to a wilful choice of evil but to a failure to know
the good, the traditional faculty theory with its doctrine of 'free-will'
is out of place.

Smith's view that moral diatinctlons are emotionally apprehended

1. Campagnac: The Cambridge Flatonists, P.170.



appears to be contradicted in the following passage *vA good man endeavours

”'towalkbyetematandmchangeable rules of reason; reasoninagoodm
" sits in the throme, andguvernsanthepmofhissoulinmethar-
~‘mony and agreement with itself: whereas wicked men live only ;.. béing

: . 1led up and down by the foolish fires of their own sensual apprehensions®.}

Aﬂma seemstosu@est thathe&nksﬁatmraldisﬁmﬁonsareappmh—

endedbythereason,amoralandintensc‘hml faculty,which,inthsgood

-,"man, wer—mlesthedesires In other words; this passage seems to sug-

' _gest a rationanst view of ethics like that of Whichcote.. That Smith is
- not: inwelvm himself in a eontradietion, however, 1is made clear by a
' 'consideration of what he means by Teason. Reason, he argues, is that
which makes men capable of religion wenabling apd fitting man to

’ﬁthGodbyknosinghimamiluvinghim,beingacharactermstunqmtion-
&bly differencing man from brute. 2

" Reason ' is not an intellectual faculty but the capac.ity for knowing and
“loving God. e sharp distinetion there is between Smth and the ration—

"'alistsismdentfromthsfonaﬁng-m nonoeis i ibythe
- mighty force of divine spirit into converse with God, it is tuarned into

sense: that which before was only faith well built upon sure- pnndples

. iswee DOW becomes vieion®.3

;.»’i’o be ratioml :Ls to know the truth; that is. in Smith's view, to know

: '»God. Reason is our capadty for knowing the truth, and the truth is
vknmm not by intelleetual apprehemion but by ‘sense'. Vhen Smith says

thatinthegoodmn‘neaaonsitsmthethrone' hexsnotglvingexpress-

) ion to a theory 1ike mxiehcote 83 auch an expression is juet another way

of - saying that the good 1i£’e czmsists in the kmvledge of, or 'participat-

‘_,ion' in, God. o

Muirhead, in discuasing the Cambridga Platonists' thsory of. fmedm,

. says: "It is one of" the strong pointe in the teach:lngand preaching of the

‘Cambridge men that %o them freedom and rationality ‘were not two different

things, bntonean&theaame Tobeﬁaewastobedeteminedbyreason,

' ,anﬂtobedateminedbyreasonwastobedeteminedbyuhatwasmostreal

. :_inoneself-inotherwords. tobeself-determined wt How this is an

accurate account only if it is remembered that for the later Cambridge -
Platonists - for Cudworth and Smith at least - 'reason' ii's- not & moral

1. Campagnac: The Cembridge Platonists, p.185.

2. ibid., p.186. 3. ibid., p.93. 4. ‘The Platonic ‘Rradltion,p.63.
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and intellectual faculty whose function is to mske moral judgements, but
"either a 'higher' kind of desire oxr the capacity for knowing God.

The knowledge that is relevant to morality, in Smith's view, then,
is a function of the emotions rather than of the intellect. Moreover,
‘such knowledge is not prior to virtue in the sense that we may judge
that certain kinds of behaviour ere good and certain other kinds of beh-
aviour are bad and then, independently of such knowledge, decide how to
behave. All activity, Smith maintains, is motivated by a desire for *some
satisfying good', and this desire is satisfied only by ‘participating in
the divine life'. In other words, the good life is the life that ‘*partic-
‘jpates' in God. The criterion by which we are able to judge whether or
not we have attained to the good life is not an extermal intellectual one,
but *intermal satisfaction'. The distinction between the good and the bad
life, then, is juiged emotionally, not intellectuslly. But it is not poss-
ible to judge whether or not a certain kind of 1life is good or otherwise
without living it and discovering experimentally whethsr or not it is
satisfying. There is no sense, therefore, in which we may be said to
know the good without living the good life. In Smith's view, knowing the
good and living the good life are the same thing; they both consist in
a *participation of the divine life'. Moreover, he argues that to lmow
the good is to know the truth, for both consist in knowing God. The high-
est kind of knowledge is to know God, and God can be known only by being
god-like, -In other words, both the highest knowledge and the highest
virtue consist in a 'participation of the divine life'; that is to say,
virtue and knowledge are identical.

In the next chapter we shall consider the epistemological issues
raised by this theory.
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We have now reached the stage where it is necessary to briefly review
the main argument of the thesis. Having done this, we shall be able to
consider the theory of knowledge of the Cambridge Platonists in relation.
- to their theory of ethics.

This thesis began with a consideration of Whichcote'’s view that
knowledge is the first step to virtue. Such a theory was found to be
untenable for a number of reasons. In the first place it was found to
rest upon the rotten foundations of a faculty theory of the soul which
maintains that the ‘reason' judges and the 'will' gives rise to action.
The reason is held to be the faculty of knowledge and the will the i'aof
ulty of action. Good action, it is held, results when the will follows
the dictates of the reason, for the reason is the infallible judge of
moral distinctions. The fallacy in such a theory is that the 'reason'
and the 'will' are conceived as two faculties different both in nature and
function, and it then becomes impossible for one to influence the other.
They, as it Qere. speak different languages. Whicheote's psychology ‘
makes it impossible for knowledge to be the first ste'pyto virtue; indeed,
it makes it impossible for the *reason' to have any influence on action. -

Secondly, Whichcote's view of the nature of knowledge that is relev-
ant to morality is unsatisfactory. The ‘reason' which is the facult& of
knowledge is conceived to be totally independent of the emotions; the
emotions can have no place in determining good behaviour. It is the
. failure of the will to direct the emotions to obey the reason that is the
causé of evil. But the reason, so conceived, cannot determine behaviour, '
For, in the first place, no activity takes place without a motive, and
mbtives originate in the emotions. Thus the activity of reasoning is
dependent upon an emotion. BEven scientific activities can stem only from
a motive -~ the love of truth. Intellectual activities are instrumental,
not determining; they are means of attaining emotionally determined ends.
The same is true of behaviour. All behaviour is directed towards desir-
able ends. The intellect may perceive the factors that are imvolved in
a particular course of action, but the way in which we behave is dependent
upon the way in which we evaluate our feelings about such factors. Intéll- .
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. ectual activity arises from a motive and the i-nfluemé it has on behaviour
18 dependent upon the way we feel about the various factors that it per-
ceives to be present in a particular situstion or in a certain course of
action. = Whichcote, of course, wants to say that _;the-."r'eason'.‘ is a moral,
as well as'an intellectual, faculty; that is to say, he tries to hold

that the 'reason® is able to -pércei:ée that a particular course of-‘acti'dn,
of a set of- possibie courses 'of'actioﬁ, is morally obligatory. But this
is not possible on his view of the pature of reasson. For the reason, as
he conceives it, is impartial, impersonal and disinterested; it is'such
as to be able to perceive only facts and logx.cal relationships. And moral
obligation is, if there is such'a thing a feeling rather than a fact or

a logical _relationship. The perception of moral obligation is an interest~

' ed perception which would, to use Whichcote's terminology, indicate to

the will that, for example, A ought to be pursued rather than B. But a
‘reason which is wholly independent of emotion is capable only of discover-
'ingthefaetsaboutAandn,anﬂmtthatonsismastensetobem-

ferred to the other Moreover, the Teason, as muchcote conceives -it,

. is mcapable of providing a cnterion by which one may decide how one
ought to behave in a concrete gituation, for it can be concerned only
nth universals and not with particulars To take a simple example- it
may be shmm that if lying were universalised. that is. if everyone made
a practlce of telling lies, lymg would defeat its oun purpose. For the
pomt of telling a lie is to dece1ve by having it accepted as 8 truth.

"_Iflyingbecamethenorm, ﬂnenno—onewouldaceeptalieasthe truth and

there would no. longer be any point in telling lies. 'l?hus, it 13 argued,

it :i.s wrong to tell lies. But it 1s only if lying became universalised

~ that it would defeat 1ts own purpose. And such a theory provides no
means of deciding in a particular s:ltuation in whlch one eonld have a lie

aecepted as a truth whether or not one ought to tell a he. The fact that

' iflyingwereuniversalised it wouldcease to have awmeaning is no rea-

son for not telling a particular lie- it merel,y provides & reason for. not
universalising the practice of telling lies.
There are a number of further difficulties with a position such as
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Whichcote's. He maintains, for example, that the *will' is free either
to accept or reject the judgements of the *reason', and this involves
him in the paradoxical position that it is the evil man who is most free
and the good man who is the slave, For he argues that evil is dus to an
abuse of the free-will and that virtue consists in choosing to be subser-
vient to the ‘reason'. Horéover, such a view of freedom as the ability
to be arbitrary is inconsistent with the empirical facts., But the two
chief difficulties with Whichcote's view are: first, the inadequacy of
the faculty psycholozy; and secondly, the view that ‘reason’ conceived as
an intellectual faculty is.able to determine behaviour. Even if it is -
held that one ought to behave in ways that the ‘reason' perceives to be
of a certain kind, it is the feeling of moral obligation, and not the
percaption of the reason, that determines the way in which one behaves.
Theories of eth1cs in uhich the central concept is *'duty' rather than
'good' usually maintain that one ought to do one's duty rather than vhat
one desires. But the paradox of such Aheories is that unless there is
some sense in which one desires to do one's duty, ome cammot behave duti-
fully. And in prectiee this is realised by moralists who argue’ that
virtue consists in doing one's *duty’, for in their moral exhortations
they exalt dutiful behaviour to a level where it becomes attractive. It
is referred to as ‘challenging' and those who do their 'duty’ are said to
be made of 'sterner stuff' than those who *succumb® to their desires., In
extreme cases (in war; for example) the pérson who deliberately sacrifices
his own life in order to'do his duty' is proclaimed a national hero and
is’eaih to die the *kind of death which it ias impossible to contemplate

_without envy'. All langusge such as this is used because of its emotion-

al appeal. One does one's ‘duty’ only if in some sense one desires to do
so. The difficulty with theories like Whichcote's is that they fail to
realise that the ways in which we behave are at bottonm emotionally, not
intellectually, determined, And the basic problem with such theories

is not so much ethical or epistemological as psychological; they rest on
an inadequate psychology. Whichcote, as we saw in Chapter II, had a theory
of a different kind of knowledge from his ‘reason of the mind® which he
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: consideredtobeattunableomybythegoodman. Bntthisisinthemain
undeveloped, end, in any case, is incomsistent with his general theory and
_impossible on the basis of his unsatisfactory psychology.

In general, the difficulties inherent in Whichcote's theory of ethies
were realised and overcome by the later Cambridge Platonists. They argue
that all action is directed towards emotionally discerned ends and that
therefore it is emot:lon, and not ‘reason',. that is “the first principle
of motion in the soul”,} Action begins in the *vital temper*, as Cudworth
pz;ts i_t. or in the 'rest}esa appat:lte' , a8 Smith expresses it, an;l.the
reasoxi, or the inteliectual powers of the soul, are 'employed' in various
ways to assist in the attainment of the ends that are desired. Horeover,
_ Smithemcwvorthmintainthatwedesireandpm'mewhatwe judge to be
goodandthat evil is duenottoare;jectionofwhatisknowntobegood
but to & fa:.lure to lmmv the good He cannot, they maintain, pursue after
anythingthat 1sseentobaevil Hemwbefaeedwitbammberofposs—
1ble vays of behaving and we make our_decision on the basis of our evaluat-
ion.of the factors uwolved in the various possible courses open to us.
Such factors are perceived intellectually, and the more intelligent we ave,
the more qulckly and accurately we shall perceive such factors. But the
juay in:which ve behave depends upon our feelings about the factors that
are ' rceiveﬁ ﬂxe way in which we hehave follows from the decision we
make- ax_zd th:is 13 detemined by the valus we place upon the factors that
are mvolved in the varioua possible courses of action that are open to

In other words, our deeisions are dependent upon our sense of values;
: the way: that ve judge to be most valuable.. If. for example,
Ve fee v_that the aecxmﬂation of money is that which is most valuable,
then we ahall choose the course which.is likely to result in the greatest
financial gain. If. on the other hand, we feel that plessure is the most
. valuable factor, m tre shall choose the course which is likely to ‘give
r:lse to the greatest pleaaure. Gur decisions are determined, provided we
are able to analyse the. various possible courses of action and discover
ths varioxm factors that each:; involves, by our feelings of what is most
valuable. Buj,: whatever: flecision we make, we alwaye, Cudworth and Smith,

SR
1. Quoted fyom the Cudworth MSS by Passmore: Ralph Cudworth, p.52.
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maintain, choose what we judge to be most valuable; indeed, they hold
that the judgement.that a particular course of action is most valuable
is the seme as the decision to act in that way. There is no distinction
between 'judging’ and 'willing'. In other words, Cudworth and Smith

. contend that we alwaye 'will' what we 'judge' to be good; we cannot judge

~.that a certain kind of behaviour is evil and will to do it. They do not
mean, of course, that we always do what is in fact good, but only that
we do vhat ve believe to be good; that is to say, we do what we, on the
basis of our particular principle of valuation, Judge to be of most value.
A failure to live the good life is due not to a wilful rejection of what
is known to be good, but to a failure to know the good.
' Now this theory that 'sin' is a 'privation’ and that it is due to '
ignoram:e is of fundamental importance to the ethical theories of Smith
and Cudworth. And, on the face of it at least, it appears to be fairly .
satisfactory. It appears empirieally evident that our behaviour is det- .
" ermined by our evaluation of our feelings about the various courses of
action open to us, and that ve behave in the way that is felt to be-most
valuable, If our behaviour is not in fact good, it is because we do not
know the good; that is to say, it is because our judgements of what is
rost. valuable do not. coincide with what is in fact most valuable. Even
on a. legalietic theory vh:.ch maintains that moral distinctions are legal
dlstmctions, that is, that goodness congists in obeying laws and evil
in breaking 1awe. it -atill does not follow that evil may be done know-
:Lngly Itistrxmthatvemayknowinglyhmakmorallms.andwem
also know that 1t is said. or it is generally considered, that law-breaking
behaviour is evil. But the point at issue is not what is in fact good or
evil,. but uhether or not when we do evil we do it knowingly. ¥e may know
when we act in a certain vway that we are doing what ia generally consider-
ed t0: be evil, but that does not mean that we ourselves believe it to be
- evil. And when we do what is generally considered to be evil, for example,
‘when we bresk moral laws, we always attempt to justify our conduct; and
such attempts at :hiétiﬁeation geem to indicate that in breaking laws we
are behaving in a way, vhich in the particular situstion, is felt to be
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more valuable than obeying laws, In other words, such law-breaking
bahaviour seems to be.due to a belief that it is good in some sense and

.not to a wilful choice of evil knowing it to be evil. And if Judging
~ and willing are identical and a function of the whole soul as Smith and
Cudworth maintain, then to judge that, for example, A is good on the basis

of one's particular principle of valuation is to decide to do A, and to
judge ‘that B is bad is to deeide to refrain from doing B. But the whole
problem of what happens at the moment of moral choice is an extremely

' complex one the solution of which can be found only by empirical investig-
“ation; Cudworth end Smith maintain that we camnot choose evil knowing it’
: '-‘-_tb :be evil, but the traditional view of 'sin' has been that it is due to .
" a wilful rejection of what is known to be good, and the doctrine of 'orig-
1nal sin' holds that there-is in everyoxie a 'will to e"vil', that is, 8
‘will to choose what is known to be evil. Moreover, the traditional view

of mards and punishments seems to rest on the view that evil is not due
to igmrance ‘but to a wilful rejection of the good., This indicates. how"
radieal the Smith-Cudworth view is. The question of vhether or not there.
is a *will to evil'- and whether or not 'sin' may be due to a wilful reject-

. ion of the good is one that needs to be empirically investigated; and at
 ‘this point moral philosoplw nmst wait upon the findings of psychiatry.

But at" least this much is clear: behaviour is emotionally, not

_intellectually, determined. Ve may intellectually perceive the factors

that are involved 1n various courses of action, but the way in which we
behave depends upon the way in which we feel about these factors. And
this is the significant -po:mt realised by Smith and Cudworth and, to smmef
extent, by More. The later Cambridge Platonists maintain, also, that

. moral distinctions are emotimnally, mot intellectually, discerned. They

are, therefore, more akin to the ‘moral sense’ theorists than to the ration-
alists. There is, however, an important distlmtion between the ‘'moral
sense' school and the later Cambridge Platonists. wWhereas moralists like
Bucheson hold that there is a specific 'moral sense" just as there is a

: .specific sense of seeing or hearing, the later Cambridge Platonists maint- -

ain that our moral judgements are part of\our manner of life, ‘I'he appreh-

 ension of moral distinctions, in other 'OTE’ is a function of the total

li'
\
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personality. But they do not maintain that moral distincﬁons are
constituted by their relation to our judgements. The distinction betieen
good and evil is 'eternal and immutsble'. It is only our ability to rec-

'0@126 moral distinctions that is dependent upon our manner of life.

The argument that moral distinctions are eternal and immutable appears
in Cudworth's treatise of that name, but the view is supported by all the
Cambridge Platonists. 'Cudworth's argument, as we have seen, does not
conclusively establish the existence of *natural justice' and therefore
the existence of eternal and immutable moral distinctions. But it does
provide a critical weapon which detects what G.E. Moore has more recently
called the 'naturalistic fallacy'. In other words, Cudworth's argument
shows that theories vhich maintain that good is what is commanded cannot
" maintain that the proposition *It is good to do what is commanded' is
non-tautological. And it is for this reason that Cudworth thinks Hobbes
is involved in & vicious circle, Hence Cudworth argues that if the terms
good and evil are to have any meaning such that good behaviour necessarily
'. exhibits certain qualities or relations (depending on what is maintained
" as the charscteristic of goodness), moral distinctions cann6t be constit—
uted by their relation to the arbitrary will of a human or divine sover-
eign. If moral distinctions are held to be constituted by their relation
to an arbitrary will, then it must be held that 'good' means 'willed'; and
__if this is so, it is not significant to say that it is good to do what is
willed. This argument of Cudworth's is critical rather than comstructive,
_ and in 1t Cudworth does not say what is the nature of moral distinctions;

- and, in particular, he does not say, as some commentators have thought,
that moral distinctions are the sameb in nature as mathematical distinetiona.
He likens moral distinctions to mathematical distinctions only in that he
maintains that both are eternal and immtable. ,

What, then, is the nature of the'good life for Cudworth and the later
Cambridge Platonists? In the first place, they maintain that the good
life is the free life; that is to say, it is the life in which one behaves
spontaneously and without constraint. This is possible only by behaving
in térms of what is real, and not in terms of illusions sbout the real.
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The good 1ife is the life that is harmonicis with reality, for it is only
when one ‘sees things in their true significance and bshaves accordingly

‘that one acts without constraint. We can be free only when we understand

ourselves and the world in vhiech we live- to i@ore Teality can be nothing
but deception. Thus it is only uhen we judge to be of most value that
vhich 18 iri fact of most valud, that it is possible for us to be free. In
other words, in the view of the later Cambridge Platonists, it is only
whenwelmowthegoodasgood that wve can live the free life. But our

maral judgements, they maintain, are part of our mamner of life; they are

a function of the total personality. 'i‘herefore, it is only the good man -

.who can know the good. 'Jud@.ng' and 'willing are the same activity;

that is, knowing ‘good and being good are identical
But the later Cambridge Platonists maintain that we do not choose

te live the good life' it ie never presented to us as sonething that may
. be arbitrarily chosen as an altemative to the evil life, This follows

from their view that ',judgiug' 'villing' are identical.. But they
aleo suppert it on other grounds. 'l‘raditional rationalietic theories
maintain that there is a moral and intellectual faculty, the ‘reason’;
which ie capable of Judging that, for example, A is good and B is bad,

_and that there is second faculty whose function is to give rise to action

and’ which is free to arbitrarily choose either A or B or some other pose—
ible alternative. But such . naked choice, the lster Cambridge Platonists
hold, is inconeietent nth the empirical facts. If we were free to ehoose

‘ in such an arbiwary manner, Cudworth rightly arguee, ‘"the wickedest per-

sonmightinamomentbyhisfreewillmakemmeelfasho]yasthesera-'

'phm" 1 Aml Smith and Hore reahse uith Cudworth that the doctrine of

arbitrary free-will involves the paraﬂex that it ie the evil man who-is

most free and the good man whose life is ome- of servility. consequently,
_ althougx the doctnne of free-will in its treditional and unsatisfactory

form persists throughout ‘the thought of all ‘the Cambridge Platonists,
there is a etrong tendency for the later nmbers of the school to discard
it completely.

. Praditional theoriee which held that ‘the good may be kmowingly accepted

!
! i
i

1. Quoted from the Cudworth MSS by Passmore: Ralph Cudworth, p.60.
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or rejected are bound fo introduce the concepts of ‘ought' and ‘duty' and
to maintain that the good life consists in some form of ‘obedience®. .For
if 'judging' and 'willing' are separate activities, that is, if it is poss-
ible to know that a certain kind of behaviour is good and at the sassyShoose
to behave in some other mammer, then it has to be held that one ought to

- do what is known to be good. HMoreover, if knowing good is separate from
being good, and if the good life comsists in doing ome's duty, that is, in
doing what one judges one ocught to do, then the good life is the life of
obedience. This is true of both legalistic ethieal theories and rational-
" istic theories like those of Whichcote and Clarke. In the ome case, the
.good life consists in obeying laws; in the other, it consists in obeying
the dictates of one's reason. But the later Cembridge Platonists maintain
that the good 1ife is not the life of obedience. The good life is the
free life, and therefore cannot consist:in obedience, Moreover, the good,
they hold, is fhat which is most desirable and therefore that which we
should pursue if we kmew it., The concept of obedience, then, does not.
arise,

The Cambridge Platonists, however, like the Puritans against whom
some of their arguments were directed, do not want to dismiss God from
the sphere of morality. It is true that Cudworth's 'Eternal and Immutable
Horality' may be interpreted in terms that are wholly secular, for his
theory tends towards the villiforal distinotions are mot ontologically
dependent upon God but are in fact antecedent to God. And all the Cam-
bridge Platonists maintain that God wills what is antecedently good.
~ But a secular interpretation of Cudworth or any other members of the
school would be false, although it may de true that the theory of 'Eter—
ral and Immutable Morality' gave rise to later theories which were wholly
secular. But the Cambridge Platonists, unlike the Puritans, do not argue
‘that the good life consists in obedience to God. Theories which hold that
virtue is obedience to God presuppose the view that God is wholly extermal
to man; that is to say, that God exists outside man such that the good
life for man consists in conforming to an external pattern. Such a view
of the God-man relationship is notably sbsent from the thought of all the



Cambridge Platonists. Whichcote maintains that "there is a seed of God
in us"l,- and he contimally refexrs to man as having a 'deiform nature'.
The same idea seems to be expressed in More's peculiar docﬁ'iné of the
'bonifom facnlty' wh:.ch he describes as "the most divins thing within us"".
 Likewise, Smith says "seck for God within thine own soul™, end Cudworth

argues that ™we should find the great eternal God, .umardly teaching our
souls®, In shoit, it is the Cambridge Platonists® view that God is mot

a being wholly external to man (if he were he could never be known) but

a baing who exists, as it were, within the life of man, or who at least

islmmandexpressedinand&rm@thenfeofman Thus, since God

is not a being wholly external, virtue does not consist in conforming to
his external pattern; that is to 88y y virtue does not consist in obeying

God. Virtue consists in having the god-like life *formed in us', as cud-’
worth puts it. Virtue is not something that we are free either to choose

or reject; it is a certain kind of life or activity which has to ‘invade?

us. The most we can'do, éayg Cudworth, is to ‘remove obstacles' to the

good 11£6 and 1et it ‘irnvade’ us, In other words, the good life is a
certain kind of 1ife which the good msn spontansously lives. And the

good man, in the view of all the later Cambridge Platomists, is he who
‘both realises himself (that is, realises his own potential god-likeness)

and also 'participates’ in the life of God. Fore, therefore, describes
the good life as "God's life rather than our mm"s,. and all the later

Cambridge Platonists refer to it as 'participating in the divine life.

It is at this point that their ethics and epistemology meet.. For, as
we shall see, the Cambridge Platonists maintain not only that virtue.

is both self-realisation and a 'participation’ in God, but also that

knowledge.is both self-knovledge and a *participation’ in God. We shall

turn now, therefore, to a brief consideration of the epistemology of
Cudworth a.nd Smith. We shall not consider Whichcote's epistemology be-.

cause we have already seen that his tmory of etlnes is quite unsatisfact-

ory and his psychology precludes the poasibility of knowledge lnving any
_influence on behaviour. Neither shall we examime More's theory of knowledge
in detail because the works in which this is developed were unsvailsble

2

1. Discourses, Vol.2, p.149. 4.  Sermon, p.80.
2. Account of Virtue; p.l7. 5. Account of Virtue, p.199.
3. Campagnacs The Cambridge Platonists, p. 81. v J



for the preparation of this thesis. However, since Nore's gensral ethical
theory, and in particular, his view that it is only the virtuous man who
can attain to the highest knowledge, is broadly similar to those of Cud-
worthand&uth. itmayreasomblybeassmdthattheganeralremam
‘that are here made in regard to Smith and Cudworth apply equally to More.
Cudworth and Smith begin their theories of knowledge by making a
distinction between knowledge and semsation. Sense-<pereception, they argue
is relative, but knowledge is "publie, catholic and universal”.l & rel-
ativistic view of knowledge such as that of Protagoras is impossible
because i¥ knowledge were relative we could n}?@?nw be s0; the propos-
ition, 'Knowledge is relative’, is itself meant to be universally true.
Thus Smith says. that if it is held t.hat we can know nothing objectively

- "then neither do we know this, that we know nothing .... neither could
they know what it is to know, or what it is to be ignorgnt..... But yet

if our senses were the only judges of things, this reflex knowledge, where~
by we know what it is to know, would be as impossible as he makes it for
sense to have immate ideas of its own, antecedent to those stamps which the
radiations of external objects imprint upon it. For this knowledge must be
entecedent to all that judgement which we pass upon eny sensatum, seeing,
except we. first know what it is to know, we could not judge or determine
aright upon the approach of any of these idola to our senses®.2

In other words, even the knowledge of the physical world presupposes a
Kind of knmvledge which is other than sensation. The objects of sensat-
ion, Smith end Cudworth maintain, are external to the mind and are received
passively by the mind., But sensation itself csmmot distinguish between
reality and illusion; that is, mere sensation cannot tell whether or not
its objects are fanciful or have a real existence, Thus Cudworth says:

"All the assurance we have thereof arises from reason and intellect judg-
ing of the phantasms or appearances of sense, and determining in which of
them there is an absolute reality, and which of them are merely relat:.ve

or fantastical®.’

~ For theee,, and various other reasons which it would be outside the scope
of this thesis to consider, Cudworth and Smith argue that there is a dist-
inction between knowledge and sensation and therefore between the objects
of knowledga and sensatlon. .. ypog1ate objects of intellection and

knowledge, cammot be these individual material things as such, which our
senses are passively affected from, but must of necessity be something elsev.4

1. Cudworth: Prue Intellectual System, Vol.3, p.36.
2, Discourses, pp.77-8. .
3, Bternal and Immutable Morality, p.577. 4. idbid., p.621.




T Eem sense—perception. Cudworth argues, is not smffic:.ent to expla;n
the knowledge we have of even the pbyaical world. Thus :

essity be granted, tha.t besules passion from corpmal things, or the
‘passive perception.of sense, . there is in the souls of men another more . .
- " active primeiple ;.. an ‘innate eognoscitive pover?®, vhereby they are
‘ enabléd to understand or judge of what is received from without by sense...
.. This.... can be nothing else but a power of raising inteniglble 1deas
~ and coneeptions of things frm within 1tself“1 ' :

: The ebjects of aensation are. changing and relative such that one cannot
‘"twice enter into:the same river”2, but the. ob_Jects of knowledge are
. "permanent; and having always the same nsture"’B-.: Knowledge oreac) to

... the comprehension of that which really and absolutely is, whose objects
aretheetemalandimmtablemsanﬂmhmsofthings and their

' unchangeable relations to ome amother®.4

Im ather words, vhat cudworth ia saying is this: the objects of knowledge
"' are universals, not particnlars For example, if we are to know a part-
.,.iculartnangleasatriangle, wanmstkmrthenatmoftrianglew that

. '.istosav,vemstmthennivemalthatismsentinthaparticﬂar

'wgisvhatmmworthmeansbyv'theetemlandimmtableemsam

.  '{: ' naturea of things : Withont the knowledge of the nmversal, the partic—-
h .i' :nlar is maraly a meaninglass sensation. Therefore cndvorth ws: . g .

' a geometrician comsiders a triangle,’ being about to demonstrate that it
. ... hath three angles equal to two right angles, no doubt but he will have the
h *""phantasmatieal picture of some triangle in his mind; and yet notwithstand-

.-ing he hath also a nocmatical perception or intellectual idea of it too,

,. - as appears from hence, because every express picture of a triangle must of
7 'recessity be either ‘obtusangular or rectangular or acutangular, but that

: :‘*vhich An his mind is the subject of this proposition thought: on, is the
,ration. "mason' of a triangle undetermiued to any of these. speeies"s

. 'rhe objects of. knovledge then, are nniversals Bat Cndvorth maznt—
A a.ina that umversals cannot be oonstmted out of partimnars Knowledge

A8 not the Temult Of o b vetion or soparation ... for it 18 a thing

| L,ntterly impossible that vigour, esctivity and alakened energy, as intell-
. _ections are should be raiaed out of dnll. aluegish and drovsy passion or -
- sympathy*6. - -

] Univeraals are not abstractions fmm particulars, "as it vere hewing off
.- certain chips from. them®l, ~ Cudworth argues that the knowledge of tm:l.ver-
‘ 'aals must bde 'latent' in the mind, for uhlass the understanding knows .

1. Eternal & Imm. Horality, p.579. ' - 4o Eter. &. Imm. Bpmlity,p.GOS.

20 1bid. E ] posao ) ‘ 5. 1bid0 ? pl %'
) 3. ibidt. p.62_2. : ‘ 6 1bido’ p06150
‘ 7. ibvid., p.614.

ot mnst of nec—
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"what he is to do with these phantasms before hand, what he is to mske of
them, and unto what shape to bdring them.... he must needs be a bungling
vorkman... He must needs have the intelligible idea of that which he knows
or understands already within himself; and thereforeknow to what purpose
he should use his tools, and go about to hew and hammer and anvil out.
these phantasms into them end subtle intelligible ideas, merely to make
that which he hath already, and which was native and domestic to him®.1

' Passmore*wan sums up this passage thus: "Universals camnot be constructed

out of particulars, because if we have & plan of construction, we already

know the universal, and if we have no plan we have no method of pmcedure"
Imowledge then, Cudworth argues, is a process of‘ "the mind's look—

.. ing ihward into itself.... It .. doth .. intellectually comprehend its
. object within itself, and is the same with it".3

" In other words, the objects of knowledge are universals and are found
-..within the mind itself... In fact,. that which is known is identical with

- that which knows. ., v, inowledge is in reality the seme with the thing
known, or the idea of it, and therefore inseparable from it. It being
nothing but the mind's being conscious of some intelligible idea within
itself... The primary and immediate objects of intellection and knowledge,
. are not things existing without the mind, but the ideas of the mind itself
actzvely exerted, that is, the intelligible rationes, ‘reasons', or things

esee the imediate objects of intellection are not without the mind that
understands".4'

‘ cudworth's theory of knowledge, then, escapes the difficulty inherent in
. theories like those of Locke - the difficulty of how the mind is able to
.. 'get outside itself' to the object that is known. The objects of knowledge

are, for Cudworth, within the mind, and all knowledge is self-knowledge.

It consists in becoming aware of what is alresdy in the mind. Hor does
" Cudvorth maintain that sense-data are the materisl of knowledge; that is
to _s;sy,. he. does not argue that the mind supplies only the formal categor-
ies while sensegpereéptioh suppliea the material. The objects of sensat-
jon are no more like reality than a word is like the object which it
) represents. And this is in fact how Cudworth expresses it. “Sense, if we

well consider it is but a kind of loquela, 'speech’ ... nature as it were
talking to us in the sensible objects without .... as in speech men talk

to one another, they do but make certain motions upon the air, which can-
not impress their thoughts upon one another in & passive manner; but it
being first consented to and agreed upon, that such certain sounds shall
signify such ideas and cogitations, he that hears those sounds in discourse,
doth not fix his thoughts upon the sounds themselves, but presently exerts

1. Eternal & Imm. Morality, p.614. 3. Eter. & Imm., Morality, p.566.
2. Ralph Cudworth, p.36. 4. ibid., pp.579-580. J
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-+ from within himself such ideas and cogitations as those sounds by consent
~gignify, though there be no similitude at all betwixt those sounds and - -

v . thoughts. Just in the same mammer nature doth as it were talk to'us in .
-~ the outwaxd- objects of . sense, and import various’ sentiments, -ideas,

- ‘phantasps and cogltations®. 1

o Sense—perception is, as it were, the occasion of knowledge, that uhich

M‘_"_,>gives rise to mﬂedge, but in Bo sense are the objects of sense-percept—

:km the ob;jects of knowledge As cudworth puts it a3 is bat the
.._offaring or .presenting of some object to the mind, to give 1t an occasion’

to ‘exercise its own inward activity upon”, 2

But the objects of knowledge are contained within ths mind itself.

: "'The essence of nothmg is reaehed unto by the senses 1ook:|.ng outuard.
-+~ but by the mind's looking inward into itself. That which wholly looks
_ abroad outwsrd upon its object, is not one with that which it perceives,
but is 'at a distance from it, " and therefore cannot know and comprehend .
- it; but knowledge end intellection doth not merely ... look outward upon

. ‘a thing at a distance, but make an inward reflection upon the thing it

knows ... The intellect doth read irnward characters written within itself,
and is the same with it... In ebstract things themselves, which are the
'primary objects of science, the intellect and the thing lkmown are’ really
" one and the same. For those ideas or objects of intellection are noth-
' ing else but modiﬁeations of the mind itselfs.3

cudworth's view, then, is that the ob:jects of knowledge are ‘*modific-

C étions of the mind'. But if he maintains that they are ‘modifications®

.. of particular minds, he:is launched into a subjectivist position. For if,
;| for example, the eb;sects of my knowledge were contained within my mind,
‘then if I ceased to-exist the objects of my knowledge would disappear;

o they’ wenld depend for their exiatenee upon the existence of my particu-

lar mnd Thia is obvioualy a position vhieh Cudworth cannot accept.

' He argueS. themfore, in a manner not unlike Berkeley, ‘that the ob;jects ,

of knowledge exist in the ‘mind of God'. “These tI i have a tant

'being, when our particula.r ereated minds do not actuslly think of them,
and therefore they are immutable in another sense likewise, not only
because they are indivisibly the seame when we think of them, but also

~ bécause they have o .constant and never-failing entity; and always are, -
~ whether our particular minds think of them or not. 4

In other words. the objects of lmowledge are universals and exist with-
in the mind,being, in fact, 'modlfications of the mind', .but they do not
cease to exist when a particular mind ceases to be conae’ioﬁs of thenm,

1. Eter. & Imm. Morality, p.612. 3 Eter. & Imm. Horality, p.566.

2. ibid., p.564. 4. ibid., P.625.
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The objects of knowledge are ‘eternal and immutable’. A triangle, for
example, is eternally and immutably a figure exhibiting certain charact-
eristics, and the good life is eternally and immutebly a certain kind of
life exhibiting certain cha:facteristica. And this is so whether or not
any particular mind is conscious of the triangle or the good life. - The
objects of knowledge, then, in Cudworth's view, exist etermally and imm-
utably in the ‘mind of God."  amo paity 45 the first original fountain
of wisdom and truth, which is said to be the brightness of the everlast-
ing light, the unspotted mirror of the power of God, and the image of

his goodness... created beings have but a derivative participation there-
of, their understandings being obscure, and they erring in many things,
and being ignorant of more. And it seems to be no derogation from Almighty
God to suppose that created minds by a participation of the divine mind,
‘should be able to know certainly that two and two make four; that equals
added to equals will make equals ... and such-like other common notions,
which are the principles from whence all their kmowledge is derived ...
Knowledge is the only thing in the vorld which creatures have, that is in

its owix nature firm; they having here something of ecertainty, but nowhere
else",

Knowledge, in Cudworth's view, is both self-knowledge (a becoming aware
of what is already in ome's own mind) and a ‘participation' in the mind
of Ged. When one knows any certain truth (Cudworth's 'common notions')
one is *participating' in the mind of Cod.

A theory such as this, of course, precludes the possibility of any
dualism between the *divine mind® and 'particular' minds. For the objects
of Imowledge are held to be within the mind, that is, within ome's own
mind, and to be 'modifications’ of God’'s mind. If one can krow only that
which ig within one's own mind, and if in knowing ons is participating in
the mmd of God, there must be some sense in which God's mind is 'within'
one's own mind, Cudworth, however, does not consider in any detail the
problem of the relationship between the 'divine mind' and ‘particilar’
minds, and this is perhaps the weakest point of his theory. It is. import- -
ant to m_:fiee, however, that Cudworth's is not the crude theory of °* inma;te
ideas*® against which Locke argued so forcibly; that is, Cudworth does not
argue that the mind contains a stock of ready-made ideas and has no need
to learn., What Cudworth wants to say rather is that the mind is so
constructed as to be able to arrive at certain knowledge; it is not ready-
made ideas that are *immate’ in the mind in Cudworth's theory, but rather

1. True Intellectual -Sys‘hexp, Vol.3, p.37.
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‘an -*innate cognoscitive power', that is, the capacity to know. The mind
‘is so constructed as to be able’ to recognise 'clear and 4istinct ideas'.
which for Cudworth, as for Descartes, is the criterion of truth. "The

o entity of all theoretical truth is nothing else but clear intelligibility,

. and whatever is clearly conceived is an entity and a truth". 1
:_5 vParticular minds, hke the 'divine mind', are so constructed s to be able
. to.arrive ai; certain knowledge, and in knowing the particular mind is ’
both becaming aware of what is latent within it and participating in the
- -mird of God, “Neither are truths mere sentences and propositions written
- down with ink upon a book, but they are living thln@, and nothing but
modificatiem of mind or intellect; and therefore the first intellect is
eesantially and archetypally all rationes and verities, and all particular

created intellects are but derivative participations of it, that are print-
ed by it with ‘the same ectypal signatures upon them". 2

Cudworth's theory of knowledge may be briefly snmarised thus: The
obgects of knowledge are not the 'individual ‘material things*® which are
the objects of sense—perception, but the teternal and immutable natures'
of thmgs. In order that these may be known it is necessary that they
should be ‘within the mind'. The objects of knowledge howeyer. cannot
. be dependent for their existence upon the existence of any particular
. mind. They are, therefore, ‘modifications" of the mind of God., And

‘ thsrefore, in the process of knmn.ng particular minds both become aware
of what is ‘'latent® within themselves and also pa;ticipate in the *divine
mind'. The eterral and immtable objects of knowledge are what they are -
'y nature, and not by will', that is, they are mt-_gqnstitutad'by their

, 'rélétién'to the will of God. They are,. howeve’r,' ontologically dependent
upon 66d; they have fcertain, deterninate, end immtsble natures of their

oam, which are independent upon the mind, and which| .are blown away into-
nothing at.the pleasure of ‘the same being that arbltranly made them".J

In other words, the objects of knowledge are dependent upon God for their
.existence,. but while they exist they have 'ete;’nal and immutable natures!
which are not constituted by their relation to the arbitrary will of Cod.
. Thus, for example, the triangle depends upon:God for its existence, but

God cannot arbitrarily make a triangle whxch(sdoes not have the properties
of a triangle. Likewise, the good is depende t for\ its existence on God,

1. Eternal and Immtable Morality, p.635.
2. ibid., p.626. 8
3. ibid., p.624.
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’lmtaslongas thereissuchathingasthegoodlifextnmstnecessarﬂy
ahibit the eternal and immatable properties of goodness. And it is the
eternal and immutable nature of goodness that is the object of the knowledge
that is relevant to morality. Such knowledge, like all knowledge, is both
self-knowledge and a ‘participation' in God. It 'is because all knowledge
is self-knowledge that Cudworth argues that learning does not consist
studying what others have written but rather in 'bringing out' what is
already in the mind. o0vermuch reading and hearing of other men's dz.acom'ses,
though learnsd and elaborate, doth not only distract the mind, but also
devilitates the intellectual powers, and makes the mind passive and alug-
gish, by calling it too much outwards. For which cause the wise philosoph-
er Socrates altogether shummed that dictating and dogmatical way of teach~
ing used by the sophisters of that age, and chose rather an ... obstetric-
ious method; because knowledge was not to be poured into the soul like
liquour, but rather to be invited and gently drawn forth from it; nor the
mind so much to be filled therewith from without, like a Vessel, as to be
kindléd and swakened. Lastly, from hence is that strange parturiency that
is often observed in the mind, when it is solicitously set upon the inves-
tigation of some truth, whereby it doth endeavour, by ruminating and rev-
olving within itself as it were to conceive it within itself...'to bring
it forth out of its own womb'; by which it is evident, that the mind is

naturally conscious of its own feocundity, and also that it hath a criterion
within itself, which will enable it to know when it hath found that whieh

it sought®,l

_A11 knovledge is essentially a process of becoming aware of what is already
‘latent within the mind; and in becoming aware of what is within the nmind,
one is 'participating' in the mind of God.

» _ﬁe have considered in the previous chapter some of Smith's theory of
knowledge, and it will not be necessary, therefore, to consider his views
' here in as much detail as has been necessary in the case of Cudworth. We
shall attempt to show merely that basically Smith's epistemology is similar
to Cudworth's. 'menweshanbeinapositiontomakeageneral assess-
eent of the relationship betveen}rthics and epistemology.

Smith, we have seen, argues that 'truth and goodness' are inseparable
and that it is only the virtuous man, the man whose life *participates in
the divine life', who is capable of attaining to the highest knowledge. In
other words, Smith tends to identify virtue and knowledge. He realises
that there is a difficulty inherent in this position as it stands, for
*if divine truth spring only up from the root of true goodness; how shall

1. Eternal and Immutable Morality, p.582.
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w6 ever endesvour to be good, before we know what it is to be so0? or how
shall we convince the gainsaying world of tn:th, unless ve eould also ’
uspue virtus into 1t".1

,Ifitisonlythamodmnuhocanknavthegoodandthetruth,andifit
upmibletobegoodonlybyMng the good, haw is it possible for -
the man who 15 not good, and who therefore does not kuow the good, to be-
emgood‘? Andunleeshebeeomsgood hovisitpoesiblefarhmto
'be eonvineed of the ‘truth?  In other’ vords,. &uth finds himself involved
-m a v:lcious eiz'ole, His solution to this problem lies in his doctrme

of ‘imnate InoWledg®: upy, .o are some radical principles of knowledge that
are so deeply sunk into the souls of men, as that the impression camnot
easily be obliterated, though it may Ve darkened. Neither are the common
'principleeofvirtnesopnnedupbythemotsinall.aetomak:ethanao
dubious in stating the bounds of virtue and vice as Epicurus was, though
" he could not but sometimes take notice of them.... The common notions of

' God and virtue imprest upon the souls of mem, are more clear and perspic-
uonsthana:wthingelse, and .. if they have not more certainty, yet have
they more evidencs, and displey themselves with less difficulty to our .
mnexive faculty then any geometrical demonstrations: and these are both
availeble to prescribe out ways of virtue to men's own souls, .and to force
an acknowledgement of truth frem those that . oppose, when they are well
guidedbyaehmn!mnd"«? o

( uke Cnaworth. Smith maintaine that there are primnplee of knowledge
latent. in. the soul, , .

N This: vieu is frequently eamreesed throudxout Suith's 'niscourses'

"For example, in stating his view of fom' levele of knovledge, to wlnch we
refmd in the last chapter, he says the second level of knovle@ is

~ "a’ mieeenanaous kind of knowledge arising from 8 collation of its sensations
" with ita own more cbscure and derk 1deas®.’ The third level of Imovledge

13 referred to as spdnn:lng "out its own notions by e conatant eeries of |

......

naked intnition of ‘eternal tmth" u regarded as apprehending asich calm

‘andserene :ldeasoftruth,asehinaonlyincomposedsonle, and cannot be
discerned by any troubled or unstable fancy .... Such are the archetypal
ideas:of Justice, wisdom, goodness, truth, eternity. omnipotency, and: all
.. those either moral, physical, or metaphysical notions, which are either the
‘first prinoiplee of science, or the ultimate complement and final perfect-

“ ion of it. : These we always know to be the same'... neither could we ever

gather them from our observation of any mater@al thing, vhere they vere
never sown®. 5 . 2 :
1 Campasnac: The cambridge Platoniete* p.90.
2, idid., pp,90-l. L . i 4. Discourses, p.97.
3. Discourses, p.97. 5. ibid., p.98.
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The doctrine of 'innate' and ‘archetypal’ ideas expressed in these pass-
ages is similar to Cudworth' ‘ectypal' and ‘archetypal' ideas, Smith,

' like Cudworth, is contendj.ng that knowledge is 'latent’ in the mind and

that the objects of knowledge are universals which cannot be constructed
our of particulars.

Smith does mot maintain, of course, any more than does Cudworth,
that the soul is born into the world with a stock of ready-made ideas.
This is clear from his view that there ere four different levels of know-
ledge appropriate to four different kinﬂs of people, and that the highest
knowledge can be attained only by "the true metaphysical and contemplative
man®,} Moreover, it is mot Smith's view that the objects of knowledge are
disereet and unrelated ideas. . In self-knowledge, he maintains, we find
"all kind of xmltiplid.ty running more and more into the strictest unity,

t111 at last we find all veriety and’ division sucked up into a perfect _

simplicity, where’ all happily conspu'e together 1n the most undivided

‘ peace and friendship".

‘ For Smith, then, as for Cudworth, knowledge is essent:.ally self-
ko ledge. -"e may best learn from a reflection upon our own souls ves
he whxch reflects upon himself, reflects upon his own original, and finds
the clearest gression of some eternsl nature and perfect being stamped
upon hia soul™,

' But knowledge is not merely self-knowledge; it is also a pa.rtieipation’

ix_;.God. The highest knowledge is of the ‘archetypal ideas®, and this is

strue metaphyeical and contemplative man ... who
running and shooting up above his own logical and self-rational life,
pierceth into the highest life; such a one, who by universal love and
holy affection abstracting himself from himself, endeavouring the nearest
union with the divine essence that may be ... knitting his own centre, if

_he have any, unto the centre of divine being".4

Like Cudworth__, Smith realises that to maintain that the objects of knowledge

are tiependent for their existence upon the existence of partieular minds

is to be involved in a subjectivist position. Hence he argues that there

must be one vinfinite source of all that reason and understanding which

themselves partske of, in which they 1live, move, and have their being". 5.
Enough has been said to indicate that in their general outlines the

theories of knowledge of Cudworth and Smith are identical. It is true that .

1. Campagnac: The Cambridge Platonists, p.96.
3. ibid., p.161. 2. Discourses, p.99.
. 4. ibid.,pp.96-T. 5. ibid., p.132.
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| them are differemes of detai}., -but in general &ﬂ.th and Cudworth are in
‘agrecient that knowledge is both self-knowledge and. knowledge of God. And

thereasonforthiskindofthaoryieclear: ifa.uythinglstobekmm:.t

i mst in some sense be within the mm (othemae the diffmulties of locke's
‘.representative perception arlae), bnt sinee the pmblems of subjectivism _
‘and relativism woum arise if the objeeta of kmswledge wereheld to. be
. jdepenaent entirely upon particular minds for their existence, it has to
."'be held tha.t they are’ eternany presamt in the mind of God. Thus know-
. -ledge s -both an awarensss of what is within one's own mind and sn avare-
“‘mess of what is in the mind of God. There are, no doubt, a number of
o .+ -eriticisms which nay be levelled against a theory of knowledge such as
. . this = it is pot clear, for example, what relationship is held to exist

between particular minds and the mind of God - but we shall confine our

ana].yais only to the relationslnp betwaen the epi.atemolog/ and the theory
:.ofeth;esof&nithandcmsorth. ' '

‘i’he kmwledge whieh is’ relevant to morality for Smith and Cudworth -~

i theknowledge of goodness - consists in both a knowledge of oneself and a
;.."_.;mwxedge of God. fThe S.dea of goodness Ls both latent in particular minds
" ‘end eternally ani immtably present in the mind of God, There are a mub-
| ".er of possible interpretaticns of this viev, nons of which is entirely
'satisfactory In the first phce AL 11: s held tlmt the idea of goodness
is *tmate’ in the soul in the sense that it exists ready-uade from the
. moment of the birth.of the soul, serioms aifficulties arise. For such a
o -Hi':_viev must maintain that the knowledge of, goodness is & priori and in mo
.‘_._‘T;'aeme the reault of experim, aml .tt 13 not clear how such an a-priori .
_ idea of goodneas can have arw relation to the particular tgoods' of exper-
" ‘femce. But, in any case, we have seen that this is ot the position adopt-
. .ed.by Cudvorth end Smith. Secondly, it may be held that the knowledge of
. gvodness 1s not *innate’ in the ebove sense,; but. that what is innate is
L the eapacity to m goodnese And this ismearer to the view that Smith
_,ond Cudvorth vant to matntain, However, if it is held that the latent
' capacity to kmow 1s the capacity to reason; then a serious difficulty with

regard to the relationship of knowledge an&]virtue arises, ¥For if the

knowledge that is relevant to morality is t:hé product of reasoning, we are
o

[
A

{



136.

are launched into the difficulties of Whichcote's rationalism. But it is
clear that this is not the view of Cudworth and Smith. Cudvorth, for
example, saye: *1¢ is not wrangling disputes and syllogistical reasonings,
that are the mighty pillars that underprop truth in the world®.l

And in considering the a priori proof for the existence of God, he says:

"Mere speculation and dry mathematical reason, in minds unpurified, and
having contrary interest of carnality, and a heavy load of infidelity and
distrust sinking them down, cannot alone beget an unsheken cdnfidenece and
assurance of so high a truth as this, the existence of one perfect under-
standing being, the original of all thimgs. As it is certain also, on
the contrary, that minds cleansed and purged from vice may, without syll-
ogistiecal reasonings and mathematical demonstrations, have an undoubted
assurance of the existence of God".2

. Likewise, Smith &rgues: uy...ng ang barren speculations may be hovering and
fluttering up and down about divinity, but they cannot settle or fix then-
'~ gelves upon it ... We must not think we have then attained to the right
 knowledge of truth, when we have broké through the outward shell of words

.. and phrases that house it up; or when by logical analysis we have found

. out the depemdencies and coherensces of them ome with another®.’

_ Again, it is possible to interpret the theory that the capacity to
knm' is latent in the mind as a theory that the mind has the ‘innate’ .
_ability to recognise ‘clear and distinct ideas" or self-evident mathemat-
ical propositionms as true. This appears to be what is conteined in More's
. *right reason’ and his theory of 'moral moemata’. Cudworth,also, in con-
" eidering what he calls ‘common motions® quotes mathematical examples like

. "two and two make four ... equals added to equals will make equals .. and.
such like other common notions, which are the principles from whence all
" «o knowledge is derived®.4

It s this kind of langusge that has given rise to the traditional view

of cudvorth as 'one of Clarke's predecessors', Such a view, however, if
applied to morality would involve the theory that moral distinctions are
like in pature and in the way in which they are apprehended to mathemat-
ical distinctions. And we have seen that both Cudworth and Smith and, to

" 'some extent More, maintain that moral distinctions are like mathematical
‘distinctions only in that both are 'eternal and immutable', For the later
Cambridge Platonists, moral distinctions are emotionally discerned. The

* kmowledge of moral distinctions, however, is mot the function of a specific

1. Sermon, p.80. 3, Campagnac: The Camb, Platonists, p.85.
2. True Intell. mmopiefa-éey 4. True Intell. Syst., V01.3.. pP.37.

p.xlv, : v J
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" *moral sense*, any more than it is a function of a specific moral and
. intellectual faculty; it is a function of the total persomality. Our
*.". moral judgements»ére part of our mammer of life. It is. true that the
eriterion of knovledge for the later Cambridge Platonists is 'clarity
‘ -and distinctness', or, as Cudworth puts it, “clear intelligibility"

. But this must. not be interpreted to mean that the knowledge that is rel-
- evant to morality is-a function of the 'intellect', meaning a faculty

. which functions independently of desire. .
It mst be concluded, then, that for the later Cambridge Platonists

the nature and function of knowledge in morality is as follows: The know-

. ledge of goodness is a function of .the whole personaliw, and there is no
dxstmction between knowing the good and bemg virtnons For the good is
'that which we most desire - to know the good is to realise one's potent-

- ialities and therefore there is no meamng in saying that we may krow

_the good and rejee'a it. And, indwd. it is only by be:.ng virtuous that
,_itia possible to know the good. Knowledge ofthegood likeamkindof
knovledge, is both a knowledge of oneself (otherwise it would not be know-
ledge at all) and a knowledge of God (otherwise objectivity would be lost).
" The deyee of }mowledge one has of the good both detemines and is deten-
mined by the degree of goodness of one's life..
. Now there is one seriocus difficulty with this theo:y in the form in
which it appeara in the thought of the later Cambridge Platonists. They
‘ maintain, as e have seem, that knowledge of the good is self-knowledge
*-and. that in. ming oneself one is. knowing God As ‘Spith puts it°

"o m may best lea.rn from a reflection upon our own souls ... he which ref-
" .lects upon himself, reflects upon his own original, and finds the clearest
: 1mpression of some eternal nature and perfeet being- stamped upon his soul®.2 -

But there is no adequate theory of hcu one may know oneself. ‘The concept
'of self-hood arises only in the awareness of a not~self; but the Cambrdge

: Platonists seem to think - and this is where the cartesian influence on
their thougxt is most apparent - that one can 'reflect upon one's own soul',
: as it were,m 1solation. But one can be aware of oneself only in the
avareness of a notsself, and the knowledge one has of oneself is dependent
upon the nature of the not-self of which one is aware. Thus, if I am

1, Eternal ard Immutable Morality, p.635.
2. Campagnac: The Cambridge Platonists, p.16l.
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avare of & material not-self, then I am aware of myself only es a material
being; I am not, in such & situation, avare of myself as a person. If the
not-self of which I am awere is organic, that is, if it is a living being,
then I'am aware of both it and myself as living beings. Likewise, if the
not-self of which I ain eware is a person, then I am aware of both the not-
self and myself as persons, It is only because I am a person that I am -
able to be aware of a not-self as a person, and it is only in the awareness
of a not-self as a person that I am aware of myself as a person. The nat-
ure of the self-knowledge one hgs is dependent upon the nature of the not-
" gelf of which one is considcus and upon the mature of the relationship.
that exists between the self and the not-self of which ore is aware. Thus
‘one is aware of oneself as a person only when one is consciocus of a not-
self as a person and when the relationship that exists between oneself and
the not-self is personal. Now it is the love-relation between persons that
is uniquely personal. The chief characteristic of a personal relationship,
as distinct from a mechanical or an organic relationship, is that it is
mutual; that is to say, one is aware of oneself and of a not-self and also
that the same is true of the not-self. Moreover, in a personal relation-
*. ghip one re@ards the not-self as ‘equal’ with oneself and treats him as an
end and never'es & means. Such a relationship is a condition achieved
oily in love. | |
Now if the Smith-Cudworth view that the knowledge that is relevant

to morality is both self-knowledge and the knowledge of God is to have
any significance, it must be maintained that the knowledge that is relevant
to morality is a knovledge of oneself as a person., It camnot be maintain-
ed satisfactorily that the knovledge of goodness is a knowledge of certain
'moral axioms' or of a set of proposit:.ons about the good which are held to
h be latent in the sonl, for, as we have seen, such a theory gives rise to -

~ the difficultiee that are associated with rationalism and legalism. And-
B in so faras the cmnbridga Platonists tend to supporteuohanentheyare
both falling into the difficulties of Whichcote's position,and being in-
conaistent mth their vieﬂ that the knowledge of the good is a function of
the total personality. Eor can it be held that the knowledge that is
relevant to moraiity is a knowledge of oneself as a material. or even a
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 living, being; for real self-knowledge is a knowledge of oneself as a
person because in such knowledge one is also aware of onesélf as & material
and a living being., The outcome of the Smith-Cudvorth view, then, is that
the knowledge that is relevant to morality is a knowledge of_ oneself as a
person; and, it is held, such knowledge is also a knovledge of God. As
we have seen, knowledge of oneself as personal involves knowledge of a
personal not-self, and this is a condition achieved only in love. The
outcome of the Sumith-Cudworth view that both virtue and the knowledge of
goodness consist in self-knovledge or self-realisation is, therefore, that

-both virtue and the knowledge that has a place in morality consist in love
between persons. But this coneclusion is never drawn by the Cambridge Plat-
onists. They fail, like Descartes, to realise that self-knowledge involves
the kmowledge of a not-self, and it is this epistemological fallacy that
mekes their theory of the nature and function of knowledge in morality, as
it stands, msatisfactow. |

It is true that Smith argues that ,up o0 4o an ynvard besuty, life and

loveliness in divine truth, which cannot be known but only when it is dig-
ested into life and practice®.l .

But it would be false to conclude that he means that the good can be known ‘
only in personal relationships. The kind of '1ife and practice' to which
he is rveferring is the *contemplative' life, as is clear from his view
that the good life is that of the "true metaphysical and contemplative
man” who by "abstracting himself from himself endeavours the nearest union
‘with thé divine essenoe".z And this presupposes the view that self-ki;cw—
ledge does not involve the knowledge of a not-gelf. It is true, also, ‘
that the unique place of love in morality is, to some extent at least,
realised in Nore's view that ‘intellectual love' is "the most high and
most simple good®3, and more especially in Cudworth's view that love is
_ “the soul of morality"4 and that the good is “the active exertion of love
itself"sl, But, as we have seen, they regard love as the good not because
. the love-relation is the highest expression of the personal relationship,
but bégause ‘they consider love to be a 'beneficent’ nmotive or desire as
opposed"to the selfishness of the 'animgl passions'. And this is closely

1. Campagnac, p.86. 4. True Intell. System, Vol.1l, p.316.

2. fbid.’ P.%’c ' S Qﬂoted by Passmore: Ralph Cudworth. po?So_
3. Account of Virtue, p.156. :

—_— 4
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. associated with the Idealism inherent in the thought of the Cambridge
Platonists. Hore argues, for example, that 'intellectusl love' has "mo
other motions than those of benignity and beneficence"’, and he considers
thegoodlifetobethelife matlsmostlikethelifeofeod"whoequany
* consults the bemefit of the whole universe®.” The same Idealist tendency
'is evident in Cudvorth's view that there is a "public good .. the good of
thewholecomunity"3andinhistheorytbat the good life consists in
"being expanded from the narrow particularity of itself to the universal-
ity of all, and delighting in the good of all®. The aifficulties cont-
ained in theories which make a moral ideal out of beneficence are well -
knmm Ifthegoodlifeisthebeneﬁmtlife, theninorderthata:w _
| vnmberofaaociety should be eble to live the good life there must nec-
essarily be some members of the eociety who do not live the @od life-
1f the good life consists in ‘bensficence ‘there mist of necessity be rec-
ipients of snch heneﬁcenee " or, alternatively ‘it may be held that the
' ‘good dpes not comist in bezng benevolent towards other persons, but rather
4n working for the good of society. In this cage 'society‘ is concelve&
bas smnathmg greater than the persons who comprise it. ‘The moral 1deal,.
on such a theory becomes *social service' and the goal a future Utopia,
which, if the morel ideal is to be preserved, must for ever remain in
. the future, In other words, on this:theory, the good consists in workdng
- for the benefit: of a race yet unborn, and. which, if the theory is to stand,
- must remain for ever un'born. And such a theory, .apart from being unsat-
isfactory in itself, is inconsistent with the Smith-Cudvorth view that
the. good life is the life of self-realisation.

o It nmst be admitted, then, that no entirely satisfactory theory of
the nature,and function of lknowledge in morality emerges from the thought
of the Cambridge Platonists - at least not in the form in which the theory

" is stated by them.. But at least this much is clear: the GCambridge  Plat-

onists, _.gin particnlar Smith and Cudworth, recognised, and to some.
extent resolved, problems, both ethical and epistemological, which their
more celebrated contemporaries, and even successors, were inclined to
Qverlook..;

-oao-

1. Account of Virtue, p.158. 3. Quoted by Pasmm, R. Cudworth, p-13.
2. ibido' p.199' . o 4' ibido' p.?l‘
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~ BIOGRAPHICAL NOTE —

The group of thinkers with whom this thesis has been concerned are known
severally as the ‘Cambridge Platonists' and the 'Latitudinarimns'. The
latter title, however, is used chiefly in theological circles, and in any
case has a rather wider use than the former; it is used to include the
whole of that group of churchmen who, in-the seventeenth century, were
opposed to the dogmatism of both the Puritans and the Prelatists and who
maintained the virtue of tolerance in religion., The former title refers
to the philosophical thought of the group and ineludes only those church-
men who hold teaching positions at Cambridge and whose thought gave phil-
osophical and intellectual support to the movement for tolerance in rel-
igion. It is this former title, therefore, which has been used throughout
this thesis.

' The most important members of the school of Cambridge FPlatonists,
from a philosophical point of view, were Whichcote, Cudworth, Smith, More
énd Culverwel, all of whom, with the exception of More, were educated at
Emmanuel College, Cambridge. That this was the Puritan college of the day
"is indicative of the fact that the Cambridge FPlatonists came of Puritan o
parentage. But, in spite of such parentage, the Cambridge Platonists,
without axception, opposed the dognatim and rigidity of Puritans and
Prelatists alike,

"~ . Besides the five thinkers already mentioned. there are a mumber of
" others who are usually regarded as Cambridge Platonists, but who, because
they published little and because the thought which they express is more
adequately expresged in the writings of the more important members of the
school, are not considered in this thesis. These less important Cambridge
'Platonists include: Worthington, who appears to have been confessor and
friend of those whose thought has been considered in detail and whose

'Diary and Correspondence' makes very interesting reading into the lives
of seventeenth century churchmen and philosophers; Wollaston; and such
minor figures as Howe, Mede, end Rust. Joseph Glanvil, because of his
associations with More, has sometimes been regarded as a Cambridge Platon-
ist, but since he was educated at Oxford this elassification is not strict-
"1y correct; it is true, nevertheless, that there are some resemblances
between his thought and that of the Cambridge Platonists. The Earl of
Shaftesbury, also, is included by some commentators in the group of Camb-
" ridge Platonists; and it is true that there is more similarity between
" his thought and that of the later Cembridge Platonists than between the
rationalists and the later Cambridge PFlatonists. But Shaftesbury belongs,
with Hucheson, to the 'moral sense' school rather than to the Cambridge
school. Some commentators, too, associate Samuel Clarke and even Richard
Price with the Csmbridge Platonists; but this is false for two reasons,
In the first place, the school which is properly referred to as the Camb-
ridge Platonists had ceased to exist by the end of the seventeenth century
" when Clarke began to write; at this time Price had not even been bora.

" Secondly, Clarke and Price belong to the rationalist tradition, and any
attempt to include the later Cambridge Platonists, especially Smith and
Cudworth, within this tradition is distinctly at fault.

The significant members of the school of Cambridge Flatonists, then,
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are the four that have been considered in this thesis, Whichcote, Cudworth,
Smith and More, and also Culverwel. Culverwel, however, did not write suff-
icient on the nmature and function of knowledge in morality to warrant con-
gideration. in this thesis. .

Bonjamin Whichcote (1609-83) entered Emmanuel College as a Pensioner in
October, 1626, where his tutor was Tuckney, with whom he vas later {1651)
involved in a public argumont over the place of reason in religion, Tuck-
-arguing that reason had no place in religion. Wwhichcote took his B.A. in
1629-30 and his H.A. in 1633, in which year he was appointed a Fellow of his
college. He was ordained deacon and priest of the church on the same day in
1636, and was for the nsxt twenty yesars Sunday aftermoon lecturer at Trin-
ity Church. His lectures are reported to have been always well attended,
and it was as a lecturer as well as a tutor that he cxerted the great inf-
luence he had on Cambridge religious thought. MFost of his publications

- comprise sermons delivered at Trinity Chureh. In 1634 he became a tutor at
Emmamuel, and two of his students were Smith and Worthington. He took his
B.D. in 1640, and three years later was appointed to a Rectory in Somerset.
But in 1644 he returned to Cambridge as Provost of King's College, and was
made a Doctor of Divinity in 1649, and in 1650 became Vice-Chancellor of the
University. At the Restoration he was ejected from the Provostship of King's
end retired to a living at Milton. In 1683, shortly before his death, he
visited Cudworth at Cambridge - his only return to the University after his
ejection. : _ :

Ralph Cudworth (1617-88) the most laboricus writer of the whole sthool was
born in Somersetshire.  His father, Dr. Cudworth, had beecn a Fellow of Em-
manuel and a lecturer at St. Andrew's, Cambridge; but he died in 1624,
Shortly afterwards, Cudworth's mother married one Dr. Stoughton who became
responsible for the upbringing and education of Cudworth. Cudworth entex-
ed Exmanuel as a Pensionexr in 1632. He tock his B.A. in 1635 and his M.A.
in 1639 when he became a Fellow and tutor of his College. In 1645 he was
appointed Master of Clare Hall and Regius Professor of Hebrew, and a year

" ‘later took his B.D. He was given the homour, in 1647, of preaching before

the House of Commons and his sermon was later published. He was presented

& living in Somersetshire im 1650, but in 1654, shortly before his marriasge, . .

he became Master of Christ's College, where he remained till his death. ‘

John Smith (1618-52) whose writings are as delightful to read as Cudworth's
are laborious, was born in Achurch, Northants, in 1618 of aged parents. Ko
more is known of his early life. He entored Emmanuel as a Pensioner in 1636
and took his B.A. in 1640 and his H.A. in 1644. He transferred to Queen's
College, where he became a Fellow, but in 1652 he died of consumption.

Henry More (1614-87)came of Calvinist parentage. Educated at Eton snd

Christ's College, he took his B.A. in 1635 and his M.A. in 1639. Against
the wishes of his father, he rejected preferments, including bishoprics,.
and spent the rest of his life at Cambridge, where he became s prolific

" writer of both philosophical ¢reatisesand poetry. With Glanvill he be- -

" ‘come interested in paychical phenomena, and spent a great deal of time in
the investigation of reports of the appearance of such phenomena. Ina
sense, then, he is with Glanvill one of the fathers of psychical research.
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