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John Scallan: Hobbes’ Corporeal God
Abstract

This thesis focuses on Thomas Hobbes’ concepticm ajrporeal God and its role within

his overall philosophical system. | show that Habeorporeal God was not a late
development within his system but was somethingcviwas present from his early works.
To this end, my aim is twofold. First, | offer a mig literal and sincere interpretation of

both Hobbes’ ontology and his corporeal God. Ild&h that Hobbes’ reliance upon God as
motion — to account for all aspects of the natuvatld — is consistent with his explicit

position that certain knowledge of the operatiohshe natural world is impossible. The

central claim | make is that Hobbes sought to doentiban merely find a way of preserving
an abstract conception of God and, instead, waf@ed to be an integral part of the
universe. | argue that Hobbes achieved this byteguais corporeal God with motion: the

constant effect of Hobbes’ corporeal God-as-motionextension is responsible for the
manifestation of the natural world.

Secondly, | situate Hobbes’ corporeal God withendbntemporaneous context. | argue that
while Hobbes’ characterization of his ontologicgstem is certainly unusual, its purpose
was not. Hobbes was seeking to account for theigctof the natural world alongside a
passive understanding of bodies. | illustrate ttieng parallels as well as the important
differences between Hobbes’ system and that of yHeéviore, Ralph Cudworth and
Margaret Cavendish. To this end, | argue that Hebfgstem can be understood as a form
of partially extended substance-dualism. | argue thwe must classify Hobbes’ position
with a philosophical label then we should underdtais ontological theory as a modified
form of Stoicism.

vi



Chronology of Hobbes’ Works Cited

1640Elements of Law, Natural and Politiehich includesHuman Naturevas produced in
1640 but was not published till 1650-1651.

1650Citizenwhich is a translation of the 1647 second ediabtheDe Cive

165141 eviathan

1654-0f Liberty and Necessity

1656-De Corporewhich is a translation of the 1655 Latin edition.

1656-Questions concerning Liberty, Necessity, and Chance

1656Six Lessons

1658De Hominewhich was not translated into English until 1972 ghen only partially.
1662-Considerations Upon the Reputation, Loyalty, Masneand Religion of Thomas
Hobbesbut not published till 1680 and then posthumously.

1668-An Historical Narration Concerning Heresy and thershment Thereforeritten in
the mid to late 1660s but not published till 1680 ghen posthumously.

1668Dialogue of Common Law

1668-Latin edition of Hobbed'eviathanand its Appendix.

1668An Answer to a Book Published by Dr Bramhall..@dllthe “Catching of the
Leviathari written in the mid to late 1660s, probably in Bg6shortly after the 1668
Appendix to hid_eviathanbut was not published till 1682 and then posthushou
1678Decameron Physiologicum: Or Ten Dialogues of Ndtétalosophy
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Note on Primary Materials Used

In this dissertation | will be engaging with Hobbesitings in their likely chronological
production dates rather than their date of pubiicdt When | reference one of Hobbes’
writings | will state its definitive or likely yeaof production. If its publication date or
English translation date is different | will plat@s date in a bracket. For example, | will
reference Hobbedduman Natureas Hobbes 1640 (1650-163uman Natureand hisDe
Corpore as Hobbes 1656 (165%)e Corpore Due to the different titles and versions of
Hobbes’ works, | should also make clear how | afarencing them. Hobbes produced two
editions of hisDe Cive both written in Latin: the first in 1642 and thecond, which was a
revised and expanded edition, in 1647. The secdittbe was translated into English and
published in 1650 ag?hilosophical Rudiments concerning Government awodiedy
Molesworth references this text @gizen | will be referencing it a€itizen 1650 (1647).
Due to the large amount that Hobbes wrote | hawktbdocus primarily on Hobbes’ 1650
(1647)Citizen 1651Leviathan 16540f Liberty and Necessity656Questions concerning
Liberty, Necessity and Chanc&656 (1655)De Corpore 1668 Appendix to his Latin
Leviathan 1668 (1682)Answerand his 1678Decameron PhysiologicunThese works
contain Hobbes’ most expressive treatment of hipliolh and explicit ‘corporeal God’

thesis.

! De CiveandDe Corporewere both published in translation during Hobb#e. IScholars disagree
on whether Hobbes translated these works personiliyrtinich does not think that Hobbes
personally translate®e Cive while Hoffe (translated by Walker) 2015 p 34-35) does. For more
details on the dating and translation of Hobbestkaosee Martinich 1997 p 20; p 55; p 119;
Martinich 1999 p xv; p 119; Gorham 2013a p 24148.2
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Scope of Engagement with Hobbes’ Corporeal God Wiihgs
| will be engaging with Hobbes’ implicit and expticcorporeal God writings produced
between 1650 and 1678, while | recognize that Hebbegght have stated that God was
corporeal as early as 1640 in a letter to DescaB8exe the letter has been lost and what
little information about it we have comes from astie secondary source | will not be
dealing with it, beyond briefly stating its allegednten? Descartes rejected much of
Hobbes’ letter outright and stated that he woulthinaeld comment on things which do not
concern him:
Omittam initium de anima et Deo corporeis, de $pimterno, et reliquis quae me
non tangunt.
Translated as:
I will omit the beginning part about the corporeaul and God, about interior spirit
and the remaining things, which do not pertain &°m
When | am contextualizing Hobbes’ approach to Gathiw its contemporary setting, |
want to draw a parallel between Hobbes’ allegedtpand Henry More’s point in preserved
letters to Descartes, also from 1640, about exgstdéreing tied to extension. It is important
to note that More wrote to Descartes in the lat¢0%6 urging him to accept the idea that
spirits are spatially extended for fear of eradimgm from existence and arguing that God
could not act on matter unless God touched maath writers appear to have feared that
unless God was held to be extended, God would ablemno affect bodies and risked being
eliminated from existence. | will argue that be@ti®bbes held that the universe comprises

everything which exists, Hobbes’ God had to exishiw the universe and be extended.

| will be focusing on Hobbes’ implicit corporeal Gavritings in his 1650 (164 ATitizen
1651 Leviathan 16540f Liberty and Necessityl656 (1655De Corpore 1656 Questions
concerning Liberty 1662 (1680)Considerations, 1668 (1680)Historical Narration and
1678 Decameron Physiologicumas well as Hobbes’ explicit corporeal God writingshis

2 This is based on the partial evidence of the amtiions between Hobbes, Descartes and Mersenne
during the 1640’s in which Descartes dismissed ldsbmention (in a lost letter from Hobbes to
Descartes) of “the corporeal soul and God” as d@entbn-grabbing strategy. For a broader
examination of their interaction and possible iafiae of Hobbes and Descartes on each other see
Martinich 1997 p 11-12; Martinich 1999 p 163-17ethoff 2000 p 528-529; Leijenhorst 2005 p
213-214; Gorham 2013b p 36.

% For the Latin quotation see Wright 2006 p 257;tfar translation see Wright 2006 footnote 21 p
257. See also Wright 2006 p 257-259 includingriotsts 18-22 p 257-259

* More 1825 Correspondence with Descarte@irevres de Descartesl. Cousin (Paris) tome 10 p
184 in Mintz 1962 p 90; Boylan 1980 p 397-399; R&®7 p 92; Agostini 2017 p 879.
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1668 Appendix to his Latireviathan and his 1668 (1682Answer Throughout his
engagement with the Bible within his writings, Hekbindicated that God is corporeal. |
will be engaging with Hobbes’ treatment of scrigtim a limited way. | will be focusing on
aspects of Hobbes’ interpretation of scripturaloaets which align with his account of
God's activity and presence in his explicit cor@dr@od writings. While | will be exploring
how to fit Hobbes’ corporeal God into his undersiag of the universe, | will not be
exploring how Hobbes’ corporeal God relates tothmsory of fluids. Some scholars who
engage with Hobbes’ corporeal God assume thatstavgenuine fluid body and attempt to
show how it relates to the other fluids within kigstenT In contrast, | interpret Hobbes’
characterization of God as a fluid allegoricallydanstead maintain that his corporeal God
should be understood as motion itself. As motionplses’ corporeal God manifests the
diversity of the natural world including whatevéridls exist.

®> Examples include Lange (1877), Jesseph (2002)entmirst (2005), MacDonald Ross (2009).
Both Lange (1877 p 290) and MacDonald Ross (20093) hold that Hobbes’ all-embracing ether
must be regarded as his God. Leijenhorst (200%pimrast argues that Hobbes could not identify
God with his subtle ether because the ether isiitefcreated body which can be conceived by
human reason (p 219).



Notes on the Edition of Primary Texts and Abbreviatons Used

Leviathan
Thomas Hobbed.eviathan with Selected Variants from the Latintiédi of 1668 Edited by
Edwin Curley (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing C4994). Citation by part, chapter,

paragraph number and Curley’s edition page number.

Appendix to the Leviathan
George Wright's translation and commentary of ithis Religion, Politics and Thomas

Hobbes(2006). | will also reference Edwin Curley’s tréation and commentary of t.

Molesworth editions
OL-Thomas Hobbedpera philosophica quae latine scripsit omntavols. Edited by W.
Molesworth (London, 1845). Cited by date (origiti&kly production date followed by

publication date if it is different), then volumedapage number.

EW- Thomas Hobbesnglish Works 11 vols., edited by William Molesworth (London,
1839-1845). Cited by date (original likely prodactidate followed by publication date if it

is different), then volume and page number.

Bramhall

Bramhall, JWorks of John BramhalFour Volumes (Oxford: John Henry Parker). Citgd b
date (original likely production date followed buylgication date, if different), then volume
and page number. | will be focusing on Volume I\V: AL Defense of True Liberty from
antecedent and extrinsecal Necesqil%55); 2) Castigations of Mr. Hobbes and his
Animadversions, &c(1657); and 3Yhe Catching of the Leviathg®658). It is important to
note that, despite the dates of these texts, thmlaextended debate between Hobbes and

Bramhall over free will and determinism is beliewechave taken place in 1645.

® Wright 2006 p 144-173; Hobbes 1668viathanAppendix C p 538-542; In particular | will be
focusing on Chapter Il which according to Wrightfssignation is 180 and Curley’s is 6.
" Wright 2006 p 271; Wright 2006 footnote 66 p 271.
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Henry More

More produced three editions of Histidote Against AtheisnThe £ edition was produced
in 1653, the 2 edition in 1655 and thé®edition in 1662. | will be focusing on More’&'3
edition of his Antidote Against Atheisom his A Collection of Several Philosophical
Writings. | will reference it as More 166¥htidote

| will be referencing More’s 165Bnmortality of the Souhlso in his 166Zollection | will
reference it as More 1659 (168&)mortality.

| will also be referencing More’s 166®ivine Dialogues, containing Disquisitions
concerning the Attributes and Providence of GaslMore 166®ivine Dialogues(lt is the
1743 reprint).

Ralph Cudworth

Cudworth’sTrue Intellectual Systemvas finished in 1671 but was not published tilr86l

will reference it as Cudworth 1671 (167BSthen volume, book, chapter and page number.
Cudworth’s A Treatise Concerning Eternal and Immutable Moyabind A Treatise of
Freewill were unfinished but materials intended for theserk&/ were published
posthumously in 1731 and 1838. References to thasks will be to Hutton’'s (1996)
reprint. | will cite these works by original daté publication, original chapter divisions

followed by the pagination of Hutton’s edition.

Margaret Cavendish

| will principally be focusing on Cavendish’s 16&*hilosophical Lettersand to a lesser
extent her 1668bservations upon Experimental Philosopl@avendish’sObservations
upon Experimental Philosoptnad two editions. The first edition was produaed 666 and
the 2% was produced in 1668. | will be engaging with OiRe (2012) edition of
Cavendish’s 1668bservations upon Experimental Philosophy

| will reference Cavendish’s works as 168U cited by chapter and section number and her
16680bservationsdy book number, chapter number and page number.

Note on the edition of Diogenes Laertiud.ives cited:

| will be using Diogenes Laertiu’he Lives and Opinions of Eminent Philosophérkime

| and Il translated by R.D. Hicks, Fellow of TriniCollege Cambridge. London: William
Heinemann New York: G.P. Putnam’s Sons, MCMXXV-1&@fition.

| will reference it by book, chapter, paragraph aade number.

xii



Explanatory Note on Terminology and Spelling
Because Hobbes used masculine terminology wheafaged to God and humans | will be

doing the same. Similarly, | will follow Margareta@endish’s use of feminine terminology

to describe nature and matter.

All primary materials bar Margaret Cavendish@bservations Upon Experimental

Philosophyhave not been modernized in regards to capitadizaspelling and contractions.
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PREFACE

Since their original circulation, Hobbes’ writingsave garnered intense interest and
reaction. The vast majority of contemporaneousréstewas focused on Hobbes’ political

theories and his religious writings. As the yeaasdhprogressed, the interest in Hobbes’
religious writings diminished, but the interest his political theories has continued to
bloom. Today, the sheer breadth and depth of Hokbkselarship is awe-inspiring. The

breadth of this scholarship is possibly withoutagtlet for the sheer diversity of different

fields within which his writings are studied — gigbphy, literature, political theory, history,

the history of science, and religion and theologs-well as the amount of cross pollination
across these different fields. | will not be expigr Hobbes’ approach to politics or the
relationship between religion and his politicalahe But | will note here that the question

regarding the role that religion plays in Hobbesitwgs is probably the most polarizing

issue within Hobbes scholarship. Broadly speakihg,‘secular interpretation’ of Hobbes’

writings disregards almost all of the religiousneéts in his writings, while, conversely,

the ‘religious interpretation’ holds that God playsentral role in his thought.

These two types of interpretation are used to precdumultitude of different interpretations.
The debate tends to be focused on Hobbes’ poliindl moral writings. Some have read
Hobbes as ‘secularizing’ aspects of theology fpoltical purposé; some ignore Hobbes'’
religious writings altogether as being (supposedlyperfluous to his political philosophy.
While this disagreement is concerned mainly wittbbies’ political philosophy, it also has
implications for the interpretation of Hobbes’ aonb of the natural world. In this respect,
there are two vastly different interpretations pass Should Hobbes be understood as an
atheist depicting a world governed by senselessomdbr no rhyme or reason? Or was
Hobbes’ account one in which the world is goverbgdGod’s will and which manifests
God’s purpose? Given that Hobbes appears to havatestj God with motion, | will argue
for the latter position. | will not be exploring etiner or not Hobbes’ God was necessary for
his political and moral theoryInstead, | will be arguing that God was centraHmbbes’

natural philosophy.

8 Martinich (2002), Gillespie (2009) and Gelot (2DJtesent compelling arguments that Hobbes
translated Protestant theological principles inaditipal dogmas and created a secular form of
Christianity within his political philosophy.

® Taylor (1938), Warrender (1957), Hood (1964) arattihich (2002) all argue that Hobbes’ theory

of obligation requires an all-powerful deity as as some form of afterlife. While Gauthier (1969)

1



Much work has been done over the past thirty yearso to fit Hobbes into a Christian
framework. Different scholars have placed Hobbesivg within the context of different
Christian denominations, including heretical forai<Christianity. But these attempts have
largely ignored Hobbes’ corporeal God writings. dad, scholars on both sides of the
debate about the role of religion in Hobbes’ warkd to ignore the corporeal God writings.
Theistic interpreters tend to focus instead orrépeatedly stated commitment to a negative
theology'® Atheistic interpreters tend to assume that a gegdpinfinite, God is obviously
ridiculous and not worth attention. Although thées been some limited engagement, in the
last two decades, with the corporeal God writindselieve that they have still not received
enough attention. As | will try to demonstrate,bevritings appear to provide answers to
important questions about Hobbes’ ontology. | W&l approaching Hobbes’ writings as if |
were using a scalpel. | will be delicately and aaty cutting out the portions of Hobbes’
works that either directly comprise his corporeadGwritings or are directly related to
them. | do this, not to present a caricature of béah position in order to support a certain
interpretation, but because | am focusing on tleeifip issue of the corporeal God vis-a-vis
Hobbes’ ontology. | will be connecting the probleretated to Hobbes’ understanding of
motion to his implicit and explicit corporeal Goditings. It appears that Hobbes implicitly

identified motion and God as one and the same thing

In order to make this case, | will be extrapolatthg meaning of Hobbes’ statements that
“God is bod§God is a bodiGod is a spirit corporedland interpreting them in terms of his
implicit identification of God and motion. To thesd | will argue that we should understand
Hobbes’ use of the word “God”, not as a non-imdgé, as a blank image. | will suggest
that Hobbes superimposed on this blank image @ahade aspects of his ontology which he
could not account for, which was motion. Hobbewijll suggest, divided the universe into
two distinct extended substances, one of which pessive and the other which is active.
Hobbes’ active extended substance was his corp@ed, while his passive extended
substance was simply extension. Nonetheless, Holvhesan unusual extended substance
dualist: for him, the corporeal God and extensi@aveh independent yet inseparable

existences — but not in such a way that result®+ocation or substance monism.

argued that the Hobbes’ fundamental argument canduke to work without assuming the existence
of God.

1% An example of this can be seen in the writing®aitinich who, despite heavily engaging with
Hobbes’ religious writings, has broadly left higporeal God writings unexamined.

2



Hobbes claimed to have excluded God from his adcofimatural philosophy* Most
scholars take Hobbes’ claim at face value, and fhreceed to explore Hobbes’ natural
philosophy without referencing his use of God iis gystem. But Hobbes did reference God
within his natural philosophy, and | will argue ag¢hat while this engagement was limited,
it was essential to his natural philosophy: with@nd there appears to be no way of
accounting for the existence of motion. The ided Hhobbes relied upon God to account for
the origin of motion is not a new one. Mintz sudggdsthat “[a]s a materialist, Hobbes
believed that the universe is a great continuummatter, devoid of spirit, created and set in
motion by a material God® Similarly, Pietarinen holds that Hobbes’ God skioble
conceived as the first and eternal cause of aliandt While | agree that Hobbes relied
upon God to account for the origin of motion, | ot accept that Hobbes thought of his
God in an Aristotelian fashion as both uncaused amuhoved™ | also disagree with
Martinich who held that, despite God being the sewf the world’s motion, Hobbes was
unable to account for what moves Gdds | will show, drawing on Hobbes’ principles and
his explicit statements about God, his corporeatl @@as not an unmoved mover which
causes motion but was a perpetually moving movechvibauses motion. | agree with
Gillespie that all motion for Hobbes begins withdsand that his God was a moving first
mover® | will be arguing, based on Hobbes’ principlesttsince motion produces nothing

but motion and his God is perpetually moving; logporeal God was motion.

While | disagree with Martinich that Hobbes’ God sva body, | agree with him that
Hobbes’ God must be in contact with bodies: “Siatlecausality, even divine causality,
happens by contact (either pushing or pulling), @uct be in contact with other bodi€$.”

| also agree with Martinich’'s characterization obd3> presence within the universe:
“Hobbes’s God might be called immanent, since iswxwithin the universe, but it is not
the least bit anthropomorphit®| will argue that,qua motion, Hobbes’ God is imminent
throughout the plenum of extension which allows@ad’s contact with extension. Hobbes’

God-as-motion is not morphic in any way: for Hohbehape and form are the

" Hobbes 1656 (165%)e CorporePart | 1.8 EW | p 10.
2 Mintz 1962 p 23.

13 pietarinen 2009 p 190.

“ Mintz 1962 p 64; Pietarinen 2009 p 190.

!> Martinich 1999 p 191-192.

18 Gillespie 2009 p 229.

" Martinich 1999 p 192.

18 Martinich 1997 p 56.



characteristics of bodies, not motion. The effecHobbes’ God on extension gives the
appearance of shape/figure — but this shape/fipetengs to extension, not to Hobbes’
corporeal God. The fundamental idea of Hobbes'theb reality is that the world consists
of bodies in motion and this motion takes placepatiag to the laws of mechanitsWhile

| agree with Martinich that Hobbes’ physics was ampromisingly materialistic,
mechanistic and deterministic, | disagree with kivat Hobbes held that the laws of motion
were devised by God.!| will argue that, given Hobbes’ principle that tiem produces
nothing but motion, and given God’s role as thgiarof motion, the laws of motion were
not devised by God but were an outflow of God’svétgt

| will challenge the assumption that Hobbes wasasenmlist and instead argue that he was
a corporealist — specifically, a corporeal dualébbbes defined bodies in terms of passive
extension. But without an active corporeal substabodies would never be formed from
this passive corporeal substance. So the manif@staf the natural world is caused by
motion affecting passive corporeal substance; ngyraent here is that, for Hobbes, this
active corporeal substance was God. This corp@edl as perpetual motion, is responsible
for life, sensation and thought. | will also chale the assumption that Hobbes was a
mechanist and instead argue that he was a vitafietcharacterized the activity of motion
in mechanical terms. | will argue for this positi@espite Hobbes characterizing the activity
of sensation in terms of the collision of matterniotion, because he was a plenist who

rejected the transference of motion.

9 Sabine 1961 p 461; Raphael 2004 p 22.
2 Martinich 1999 p 271.



INTRODUCTION

Hobbes was born in 1588 CE and died in 1679 CElifeispan covered a period of great
philosophical, scientific, political, religious amgeneral intellectual change, both within
England and in Continental Europe. Hobbes engagédmany of the most prominent and
intellectually important figures during this perjotike Bacon, Descartes, Gassendi and
Mersenne. His corporeal God writings were produegtin the context of a wide array of
thought. The emergence of modern science transtbhme individuals thought of God’s
relationship to the natural world. There was atsiifay from transcendent conceptions of
God towards immanent conceptions; God and God'bates began to be employed within
the theoretical explanations of the natural wodt there was disagreement over how and
if God could be spatially and temporally within thrld without being divisible: how
could God constitute absolute space and time wéiteaining indivisible? | will argue that
Hobbes’ corporeal Godua motion was taken to be responsible for the extstesf space
and time while remaining indivisible. | also wamt $tress that Hobbes’ corporeal God
writings should not be explored as if they weredoiced in isolation. | will principally be
comparing and contrasting Hobbes’ ontological apphoto Henry More’s (1614-1687),
Ralph Cudworth’'s (1617-1688) and Margaret Cavenslisfl623-1673) respective
approache&’ They were all operating within the same intelle¢teco-system; nonetheless,
there were important differences between them, siscivhether vitalism was atheistic or
not. More and Cudworth both held that vitalism amted to a form of atheisfi.Cavendish
rejected More’s view that God was incapable of ggvmatter active powers and held that

More’s position was atheistf.

It is generally recognized that Hobbes influenceatd/s and Cavendish’s writings. Hobbes’
1651 Leviathan does not seem to have made any significant impaciMore’s 1653

Antidotenor on its 1655 Appendix, but large parts of hiS9dBnmortality were designed as

! Gorham 2009.

22| will not be exploring the parallels and diffeners between Hobbes and Epicureanism within this
dissertation. This is because the ontological aggroof Hobbes and Epicureanism are quite
different. Examples of differences include the &ase of voids, attributing active powers to matter
and disagreeing over matter’s divisibility. Hobb&dike Epicureanism rejected the existence of
voids, attributed no active power to matter andl tleht matter was infinitely divisible.

23 James 1999 p 230.

4 Broad 2009b p 61-62.



direct responses to Hobbes’ argumént€avendish’s positions were influenced by both
Hobbes and More; her 16&hilosophical Lettersncluded a critical engagement with both
More and Hobbe#’ | will be suggesting that Hobbes was in turn iaflaed by More and
Cavendish’s respective writings. Since Cudwort83 1 (1678)TIS was not published until
after Hobbes published h3P, we can rule out any direct influence on Hobbastdad, |
will be drawing out the parallels between CudwatilS and Hobbes’ corporeal God
writings. Cudworth extensively criticised Hobbeshis TIS but he never referred to Hobbes
by name; and while Cudworth understood Hobbes'tpos he did not always quote
Hobbes properly’ Cavendish appears to have been critically ignoted her
contemporaries. Neither Cudworth nor More wrot€&vendish. Hobbes, although polite in
his response to Cavendish, did not produce a aritiesponse to her writing8.Hobbes’
patrons were the Cavendish family, both the Deviasbranch of the family and their
cousins, Sir Charles Cavendish and Margaret's mesbw/illiam, Duke of Newcast/&.

This could explain Hobbes’ polite response.

Cambridge Platonists

Both More and Cudworth belonged to the group ofgsiophers and theologians known as
the Cambridge Platonists. The Cambridge Platongsyed an important role in
disseminating Descartes’ philosophy, which theyerappposed® They used Platonic
thought in an attempt to oppose contemporary naistic and atheistic views and to
expound a Christian philosopAY! will be exploring the possibility that Hobbesasid be
understood as being engaged in a similar projethécCambridge Platonists, namely that
Hobbes was also attempting to oppose contemporatgrmalistic and atheistic views by
expounding a “Christian” philosophy. Ostensiblyeyhwere diametrically opposed to
Hobbes: as Mintz has noted, “[tihe most systematid rigorous refutation of Hobbist

philosophy was made by the Cambridge PlatonistsyHeiore and Ralph Cudworti? But

% Reid 2007 p 99; Parkin 2008 p 197-198.

% Hutton 1997 p 421-432; James 1999 p 222-223; A'R@01 p xiii; Broad 2003 p 36; p 43; p 46:
Wilkins 2016 p 858.

" Mintz 1962 p 95; Passmore 2013 p 3; p 11-12; Befi@11 p 126.

2 O’Neill 2001 p xvii-xviii.

2 For more on Hobbes’ connection to the Cavendishis Hutton 1997 p 422-423; p 429; James
1999 p 120; Martinich 1999 p 24; p 64; p 83; p PB8-99; p 101; p 104; p 199; Gillespie 2009 p
214; Sempler 2012 p 343; Santi 2017 p 58.

30 Webster 1969 p 359; Broad 2003 p 55-56.

3L Copleston 1959 p 54.

%2 Mintz 1962 p 80.



despite their stated rejection of Hobbes’ writintjgre are many similarities between their

respective ontological approaches.

The principal similarity is the shared positionttti@e activity present within bodies is the
result of an active substance affecting passivension, rather than the activity present
within a body belonging to the body itself. Hobbeas closer to More in this respect,
because he, like More, equated existence with sixdenCudworth was unclear whether he
thought that existence was bound to extensionhbuprobably did not. | will be arguing
that Hobbes, like More, was an extended substanmakstl But Hobbes was a stricter dualist
than More because within More’s system there weirmarous extended substances, from
God, his spirit of nature, to individual spiritscabodies. In comparison, Hobbes’ system is
a “purer” form of substance dualism in which thare only two extended substances— his
corporeal God and extension. There is also a sipangjlel between Hobbes’ reliance upon
his corporeal God to account for the existencdefrhind and Cudworth’s claim that minds
are copies of God’s mind. As Sellars has noted wouth, as an atomic theist, wanted to
show in hisTISthat the atomic, mechanical, view of nature wasniseiral complement of
theism because inert matter requires a non-boxligniention to account for its motidhl

will be exploring the possibility that Hobbes wadscaan atomic theist. Given the broad
similarity between Hobbes’ approach and More’s @udlworth’s respective approaches, |
will be raising the possibility that Hobbes likeetfe writers should be understood as also
expounding a Christian philosophy.

Cavendish

James suggests that we should understand Cavendistks as a response to the perceived
deficiencies of mechanisii,while Wilkins suggested that Cavendish’s natutgdlgsophy
was an antidote to some of the problems which déetified within vitalisnt> Irrespective

of the purpose of Cavendish’s writings, it is getigragreed that Cavendish’s materialism
can be understood as a form of vitalist materigfiSrand that her writings reveal a

significant but unacknowledged intellectual debt Hobbes’’ | will be exploring the

¥ Sellars 2011 p 126; p 128.

3 James 1999 p 220.

% Wilkins 2016 p 861.

% Hutton 1997 p 422; James 1999 p 219; O'Neill 2p0dix; Broad 2009b p 44; Wilkins 2016 p
863.

3" Hutton 1997 p 422; O’Neill 2001 p xiii; Wilkins 26 p 865; Sempler 2012 p 343.
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possibility that Cavendish had a similar unacknalgkd influence on Hobbes. Wilkins
argues that Cavendish adopted Hobbesian argumeriteeanateriality of biblical spirits to
reach a non-Hobbesian conclusion about the imnaditgrof God®® | will argue that this is
because Hobbes and Cavendish disagreed on Godiolec Hobbes held that all that
existed is the universe, and so God, in order tstekas to be ‘inside’ of the universe and
corporeal. Cavendish held that God existed “outsidi¢he universe so could be immaterial
and non-corporeal. | will argue that Cavendish’stura ontological approach provides a
Rosetta stone to understanding Hobbes’ ontologigatem. | will consider Cavendish’s
understanding of God and Nature, the relationshipvéen God and Nature, her rejection of
incorporeal substances within nature, her undedstignof the transference of motion, her
account of perception and change and her charzatien of the activity of animate matter
on inanimate matter; and | will compare and conth@s views with Hobbes’ writings. We
will find strong parallels but also some importalifferences. The principal difference is
that Cavendish’s God plays no role within her actaf diversity, whereas Hobbes relied

upon God to account for diversity.

Stoic influence
Both O'Neill and Gorham have argued that Cavendists influenced by Stoicisi.
Gorham has suggested that Cavendish and her $tde @during the 1660s pushed Hobbes

towards accepting a self-moving G8dPaceGorham, | will argue that Hobbes’ corporeal
God was implicitly present in his writings befotet1660s. As previously mentioned it is
likely that Cavendish was influenced by Stoicismhar 1664PL and 16680bservations
O’Neill suggests that Cavendish avoided mentiortgicism because she feared that her
critics would charge her with a lack of originaldand claim that she had merely repeated the
views of the Stoic& It appears that Hobbes shared this concern: @eshé strong
parallels, Hobbes maintained that he had not beflurenced by Stoic thought. Although it
should be noted that Hobbes’ only text which hadgplicit Stoic character was his 1668
Answer But in Hobbes’ case this charge of lack of ordjty could have been intensified:
he might have been accused of not only “copying” $oics, but also copying Cavendish. |

will be engaging with Stoicism in a limited fashionregards to its approach to God. | will

3 Wilkins 2016 p 869.

39 O’Neill 2001 p xi-xxxii; footnote 2 p xvii; Gorhard013b p 44-45.
0 Gorham 2013b p 44.

*1 O’Neill 2001 p xv.



be taking a narrow focus on Stoic theology. | amt emgaging with Stoicism’s
understanding of prayers or in the form that theligious practice toof While | will be
engaging with the deterministic aspect of Stoicibmill be engaging in a limited way with
its understanding of free will and moral resporiiibf* | am focusing on the Stoic primary
concept of God as the governing principle of theneos. | am interested in the purpose of
the Stoic God and its interaction with the passubstance, rather than the terminology
used by the Stoics to describe their God. | amdmguon the similarity between the role
that God played within Stoic ontology and the rthat Hobbes’ God played within his

ontology.

As Brooke and Sellars have both noted, at the sfatte 17 century, ancient Stoicism was
generally understood to be a form of theism, buthgymiddle of the I8 century, it was
widely reckoned a variety of atheism, by criticsl @upporters alik&* This shift appears to
have been driven by engagement with Stoic physitteer than its ethicS.Cudworth’sTIS
played a pivotal role within the English traditiondeciding whether Stoic physics allows
Stoicism to be interpreted as a form of theférBtoicism appeared in Cudworthi#S in
two forms — one theistic, the other atheistic. akated ‘imperfect theism’ to early Stoics
like Zeno and atheism to later Stoics like Boethwsill be reading Hobbes’ corporeal God
in terms of this division, and considering whethieshould be considered a form of theism
or atheism, according to Cudworth’s criteria. Fard@orth, the essence of atheism is the
claim that consciousness is an emergent profértywill be exploring whether or not
Hobbes understands consciousness in this way. |l amjue that Hobbes should be
understood as an ‘imperfect theist’, like the e&tgics. Cudworth held that the early Stoics
were not atheists but instead were “...ignoranildish unskilful theists™® Cudworth
considered the early Stoics like Zeno to be exasnplespurious theisit. As indicated
above, | want to suggest that, rather than beingthaist, Hobbes comes closer to what

Cudworth considered an ‘ignorant, childish and uhdktheist committed to a ‘spurious’

“*2 For more on Stoic understanding of prayers anddima of religious practice see Algra 2003 p
174-178.

*3 For more on the possibility of free will and morasponsible within Stoicism see Frede 2003.

*4 Brooke 2006 p 387; Sellars 2012 p 121.

** Sellars 2011 p 122.

“6 Brooke 2006 p 390; Sellars 2011 p 124.

*" Sellars 2011 p 128.

“8 Cudworth 1671 (1678J1SBk.1, Ch 111.30 p 136.

9 Cudworth 1671 (1678JISBk.1, Ch 111.26 p 131-132; Sellars 2011 p 130.
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form of theism. | will also explore the possibilithat, despite Hobbes’ similarities to

Stoicism, it might be possible to understand higings as a heretical form of Christianity.

10



CHAPTER ONE
THE CHALLENGE OF PRECONCEPTIONS AND UNCONCIOUS BIAS

1.1Introduction

Unconscious preconceptions and biases always pibgeat to the interpretation of any text.
But in the case of Hobbes’ writings the challengesed by unconscious biases and
preconceptions appear to be especially acute. Taereparticular problems regarding
Hobbes’ historical image, the changing meaning leg term ‘atheism’, and narrowly

preconceived versions of Christian standards amchsioBut these problems are primarily
produced by Hobbes’ texts themselves: there isdotisagreement over what meaning
Hobbes was intending to convey and how his writireg®uld be interpreted. This

disagreement is not a new phenomenon: it is asa®l#iobbes’ writings. One of the key

unconscious biases which must be challenged ie§lartism.

1.2 The Opacity of History

The assumption that Hobbes was an atheist canrinbpaexplained by the role that his
reception and legacy has played in history, as a®lthe changing meaning of the term
itself. The reception and engagement with Hobbe#tings during and immediately after
his lifetime is extraordinarily complicated, anedito the political, religious and social
context of the 17C both within and outside of EnglaftiHobbes’ reception was shaped in
part by his embrace of ideas that where eitheridaitsf mainstream English thought or
were presented in a controversial way. It also s¢ede noted that Hobbes had an abrasive
personality which no doubt contributed to his nagateceptior’* While today Hobbes’
name is almost naturally associated with athei$ng important to note that it took until
three years after the publication of his most hisatly influential work, his 1651
Leviathan for the first accusations of atheism to emefgBoth Malcom and Parkin have
suggested that the accusations of atheism seem tardctly related to the text’'s political
influence> Parkin argues that the charges of atheism werebaseéd on what Hobbes

% For an account of the historical context of Hobbestings and their reception see Martinich
(1999 and 2002); Parkin (2008, 2014 and 2015).

*1 Rogers 1999 p 50.

%2 parkin provides a detailed analysis of the chamfeatheism levelled against Hobbes between
1654 and 1658 (Parkin 2008 p 152-153).

*3 Malcom 2002; Parkin 2015.
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actually wrote but on the alleged consequencessafibas’* Hobbes vigorously denied the
charge of atheism and cited the lack of a singlé@rclwithin his works which denied God’s
existence® Hobbes denied that the term “atheist” properlyli@dpto him: he called himself

a faithful member of the Church of EnglatidHobbes was by and large successful in
defending himself; his critics either publicallytnacted or toned down their accusatiohs.
However, by 1666 Hobbe<itizen and Leviathanwere both censured by the House of
Commons for being a cause of atheism and blaspA®imythe end Hobbes was forbidden
to publish anything in England, so he publishedftiisre works in the Netherland3lt has
been suggested that, during this period, Hobbesrayesl his unpublished papers on
theology, in case they might have been used aghimst’ While it is possible that this is
the case, it is unlikely that Hobbes’ positionhese letters would have been that different to
his surviving writings, considering the broad semily between Hobbes’ corporeal God
writings from his 1650 (164 Titizento his 1678P.

It should be noted that few of the contemporaryuaations of atheism directed towards
Hobbes actually claimed that he denied the existefiGod®* The idea that a person can be
accused of atheism yet not be accused of denyinfis@&xistence appears rather strange to
us today. But the term ‘atheism’ did not always ddlve same meaning, and we need to
grasp the complicated nature of the term [“athe]swithin the 17'C English context in
which Hobbes was operating. As Berman has detatiédok until the 18C for “atheism”

to emerge in its modern form as the denial of tlistence of God? Before the 18C it had

far broader usage as a general term of abuse dividoals whose religious views were
regarded as suspect or objectiondBI&illespie argued that Hobbes’ contemporaries who
alleged he was an atheist tended to be sectariaodelieved that those who disagreed with

their particular dogmatic opinions were irreligidisWright similarly maintains that

* Parkin 2008 p 152-153.

°° For an example of Hobbes’ denial of atheism seleblde 1656@ix Lesson&W VIl p 350.

* Stephen 2012 p 144.

" Parkin 2015 p 294.

8 Wright 2006 p 10; MacDonald Ross 2009 p 149.

%9 Raphael 2004 p 14.

9 MacDonald Ross 2009 p 149.

®1 Malcolm 2002 p 477-480; Parkin 2008 p 133-134.

%2 Berman (1988).

% Religious views which were regarded as suspectdcimclude views which belonged to a
different Christian sect or to a person who derdesbecific Christian creed rather than someone
who denied the existence of God (Martinich 200322); Hepburn 1972 p 85; Stephen 2012 p 45.
% Gillespie 2009 p 227-228.
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Hobbes’ contemporaries, by levelling the chargatbkism, were often indulging in name-
calling because they held that Hobbes’ views teretirreligion”.®®> Some of Hobbes'’
most disturbing ideas to his contemporaries, suchiga determinism, were derived from
Reformation writer$? it is ironic that Hobbes’ reputation for atheisemds to rest on ideas
that were closest to important developments inhiseory of Christian thought. Many of
Hobbes’ positions, including his critique of thebR, were closer to the thought of modern
Christian scholars, Reformation thinkers and latiists than most of their 4C
precursors! Bearing all of the above in mind, the contempooaise accusations of
“atheism” towards Hobbes did not necessarily impigt his critics thought that he denied
the existence of God. As Kenny has noted: “Histwwiadisagree whether Hobbes’
materialism involved a denial of the existence @idGor simply implied that God was a
body of some infinite and invisible kind®| will argue that Hobbes’ God was an infinite

and invisible kind of body because it is perpetaation.

By the 18'C Hobbes’ historical reputation had become fixedoBbism” was used as the
word for the native species of English atheism;had also become identified with
immortality, egoism, and a negative view of humature, as well as unacceptable political
ideas®® A similar example of the role that history hasyek in shaping presumptions and
biases — which in turn cloud the interpretationte{ts — can be in seen in regards to the
status of the Cambridge Platonists. While the Cadgbr Platonists over the last few
centuries have enjoyed a certain amount of respiditgan the history of philosophy, they
were not respectable in the late™C7 for example, Cudworth was charged with heresy
because of his defense of free WfllBoth Berman and Jesseph maintain that because
Hobbes’ followers were atheists it is plausibletth®bbes himself was an athelstBut
since Hobbes’ contemporary interpretation was sddiad, there is no reason to suppose

that those who followed Hobbes understood him aeffeb | agree with Martinich as

%5 Wright 2006 footnote 78 p 25-26.

% Glover 1960 p 276.

8" Glover 1960 p 276; p 287; Martinich 2002 p 4; AspRael (2004) noted Hobbes could always
find scriptural precedent for his view that the Bilshould be interpreted in accordance with his
materialistic metaphysics (p 14).

® Kenny 2000 p 203; Roger similarity suggests thablbes’ reputation for atheism may be
mistakenly attributed to him (1999 p 350).

% Glover 1960 p 275; Mintz 1962 p 40; Martinich 19985; Parkin 2008 p 410.

O Martinich 1999 p 310.

" Berman 1988 p 48; Jesseph 2002 p 154.

13



regards the status of the charge of atheism: “Higeamporaries said that he was an atheist

as a way of maligning him; our contemporaries $ag ia way of praising hin{?

1.3 Judgement by Presumed Christian Standards andddms

It appears that Hobbes’ approach to God and relgginatters more generally are examined
against the popularly-held standards and norms lufis@anity, whether or not these
positions are actually the norms and standardshoisttanity. Hobbes rejected the use of
Greek philosophy in order to explain the tenetsCafistian belief; in essence, Hobbes
sought to de-Hellenize Christianity. For Hobbes, Aristotelianism had corrupted
Christianity’* Hobbes’ criticism of the ‘Hellenistic’ aspects Ghristianity was a not a new
phenomenon, it is almost as old as ChristianitglfitsFor example, Tertullian asked,
famously, what Athens had to do with Jerusafémart of the dispute between Hobbes and
his critics such as Bramhall, Cudworth and More Wwasause they embraced the Greek
philosophy that had become bedded within Christimught while Hobbes did nét.But,

as will be established, despite Hobbes’ rejectibrHellenistic thought there are strong
parallels between his ontological approach andcistoi. Hobbes was deeply knowledgeable
about Christianity. The depth of this knowledgeluded the early history of the Christian
church, the theology of the early church fatheduiding the councils, and Reformation
theology, as well as granular level knowledge ef Bible and its Apocryph.It has been
argued that Hobbes’ contestable positions werendfttter grounded in Scripture than his
opponents’ positions werf&.As Martinich noted, there is a double standardeigards to
Hobbes’ alleged irreligiousness; it is based updnesence to doctrines that™and 17
century Reformation leaders also held but whichndt lead to similar accusations of
irreligiosity.”® Many of Hobbes’ positions which were used to supfiee claim that he was
irreligious (such as holding that Moses was notathor of the Pentateuch) are today held

by most Christian scholaf8.

2 Martinich 2002 p 9; in a similar vein Glover claththat atheistic enlightenment thinkers claimed
Hobbes as one of their own (1960 p 278).

3 Wright 1999 p 397-401; Martinich 2002; Gillespi@0®; MacDonald Ross 2009 p 138; p 160.

" Martinich 2002 p 7.

> Wright 1999 p 397.

® Wright 1999 p 398-401.

" Martinich 2002 p 374.

8 Gillespie 2009 p 247.

¥ Martinich 2002 p 3-4.

8 Martinich 2002 p 345.
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Hobbes claimed that the fundamental dogma of Ghnisy was “Jesus is the Chrit® His
approach to Christianity, in particular in higviathan had elements in common with
different contemporary Christian sects, but dodsfihaithin any particular sec Many of
Hobbes’ views about Christianity later became amznto more mainstream versions of
Christian thought, such as his view about ‘Jesasdhrist’ as the essence of Christianity, or
that God is subject to tinfé.It has been argued that Hobbes was attemptingctincile his
materialism with Scriptur® Hobbes denied the possibility of an immortal sehich exists
independently to the body; he also rejected theéonathat a spirit was an un-extended
substance. Hobbes'’ rejection has Scriptural sugpaine term “incorporeal substance” was
not used in the Bible. Nor did the use of the wispirit” in the Bible entail an immortal,
unextended, substance: instead, Hobbes would sggess are mortal and have corporeal
characteristics. Hobbes was committed to mortalisthe belief that when a person dies
they are dead until their body is resurrected byd Go Judgement D&Y. Christian
mortalism in the 1%C and today is now generally held to be a heretial. But Hobbes’
position — that the early Christians embraced niena because they believed in the
resurrection of the dead at Judgement day — agasnBiiblical and historical suppdtt.
Mortalism within Christian thought comes in at leago forms: soul death and soul sleep.
With soul death, the material soul perishes wite’®mody, while soul sleep maintains that
one’s soul persists after the body’s death, bud gireamless sleep, only to awaken again
with the resurrection of the bodyHobbes was committed to soul-death mortalism.

Hobbes’ views that the soul is material and mottat immortal souls are a pagan idea and
that life after death is only possible through tesurrection, were also shared by certain
Christian sects in the £Z.8 There is no consensus position in Hobbesian skdtofaover

what particular Christian sect Hobbes’ religiousws fall under. But it is generally held

8 Hobbes 1651eviathanPart | Ch xliii, 12, C p 402.

8 McClure 2016 p 126.

8 Martinich 1997 p 22-23.

8 Overhoff 2000.

8 Martinich 1997 p 56; Leijenhorst 2005 p 210; MacBlol Ross 2009 p 155.

8 Hobbes 166&eviathanAppendix Chiiii, 19, C p 544.

8 MacDonald Ross 2009 p 155.

8 Dempsey 2016 p 455.

8 An example of such a sect includes the heretiocairfans (Geach 1981 p 554); Geach (1981)
argued that Hobbes not only grew up a social miliewhich Socinian ideas flourished but did in
fact profess a version of Socinianism within histwgs in particular hid eviathan(Geach 1981 p
552-553; For more on the similarities between Hgldoad Socinianism see Geach 1981 p 553-556).

15



that Hobbes’ position had elements in common witiylicanism and Calvinisiif. There is
also a parallel with Socinianism, which was deeradueretical form of Christianity. In
England during the 1%C materialism was frequently combined with Socirgar’?
Hobbes’ negative portrayal of human nature andem$race of strict determinism can be
misinterpreted as being un-Christian, if certairri€fan sects such as Calvinism are not
taken into account. Hobbes’ understanding of humature has close affinities with
Calvin’s® and Hobbes’' embrace of determinism was consisigtfit Calvinism and its
belief that God is the cause of everything — arad, ths such, humans have no freewill and
are merely manipulated by God’s wifl A large portion of the dispute between Hobbes and
his critics, such as More, Cudworth and Bramhatlswlriven by their disagreement over
the existence of free will. Where Hobbes denied e¢estence of free will, Bramhall,
Cudworth and More did not. Hobbes disagreed with @ambridge Platonists on whether
moral law was binding on God or not. For the Candmei Platonists moral law is binding
even on God, while Hobbes defended the Biblicaliti@n that God is “beyond good and
evil”.?> Hobbes and Bramhall fundamentally differed in thenderstanding of God's
activity and eternity: Hobbes argued in favour loé Biblical account of God who acts in
history, understood eternity as infinite duratiod argued for determinism, while Bramhall
argued in favour of the scholastic conception ofiGs Pure Act, understood eternity as

nunc stans (an everlasting now) and for free Will.

Hobbes had an instrumentalist and quasi-functienahderstanding of religion; he held that

all religions are simply different ways of worshipgp God and that their doctrines and

% For an Anglican Hobbes see Johnson 1975 p 114-8dBneider 1975 p 96; MacDonald Ross
2009 p 134-135; Hoffe (translated by Walker) 2013.85. While for a Calvinist Hobbes see
Martinich 2002 p 1; Gillespie 2009 p 247.

1 Geach 1981 p 550-552.

92 \Wunderlich 2016 p 801-802; footnote 17 p 801.

% Glover 1960 p 276; Martinich 2002 p 4.

% Martinich 1997 p 108; Martinich 2002 p 3; Gilles#009 p 251-252.

% Glover 1960 p 292; Hobbes in his 165#erty and Necessitgeclared that “This | know; God
cannot sin, because his doing a think makes it mstl consequently, no sin; as also because
whatsoever can sin, is subject to another’s lavichvizod is not” (EW IV p 250).

% Glover 1960 p 291-292; Examples of Hobbes argfong God who acts in history include 1654
Liberty and NecessitEW IV p 271; 1656QuestionsEW V p 343; 1668 (1682AnswerEW IV p
298-300. For more on the debate about free will @ackssity between Hobbes and Bramhall see
Martinich 1999 p 195-203; p 266-269; Wright 2006en®9 p 6-7.
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practices should be decided by whatever soveresgin icharge’ Nonetheless, while
Hobbes took a basically conventionalist approacteligion, he maintained that Christians
are required to believe that Jesus is the Chrismatter what their sovereign dictafés.
While Hobbes held that religion in general is aarauicable aspect of human nature, he
thought that particular religions can be replateReligions were shared systems of belief
that rests on “faith” in those who proclaim thegiln, rather than the religion itséft® This
has the effect that a religion’s authority doesnest on something which is objectively true.
Instead, its authority rests on faith in those yihaclaim the religion. For Hobbes, belief in
a religion decays when it is undermined by miscahdywy its proponents or by when its
proponents cause disbelief through contradictonjlaical proclamations or fail to support
their claims by means of miracl&8.Hobbes’ rejection of revelation and his instrunadist
understanding of religion may have been mistakegaken as hidden declarations of
atheism. This can be seen in the assumption thabétowas an atheist because of his
understanding of the difference between supenstaitd true religion:

Fear of power invisible, feigned by the mind, or imagihfrom tales publicly

allowed, RELIGION; not allowed, SUPERSTITION. Andhen the power

imagined is truly such as we imagine, TRUE RELIGI®N

But Hobbes’ use of the verb “feigned” should be lo@taken in a negative sense: for him, it
is the same thing as saying to imagine sometfthghe difference between religion and
superstition for Hobbes depends on state authaiz&t This means that, during Hobbes’
lifetime, in a country like France, Catholicism vidibe a religion while Anglicanism would
be a superstition. Conversely, in England, Catiohcwould be a form of superstition and
Anglicanism would be a religion. Berman argues ,tisice God is inconceivable for

" Glover 1960 p 289; Tuck 1989 p 78; Sabine 19673 #inn 2007 p 107; MacDonald Ross 2009
p 136; According to Gillespie (2009) Hobbes embdaé&gastianism which requires theological
doctrines that are commensurate with his polificgderatives (p 247).

% Hobbes 1651 eviathanPart Il Ch xliii, 12, C p 402; Martinich 1997 p 5g 88-89; according to
Johnson, Hobbes shared the contemporary moderglecé&m view that salvation involved believing
a few simple clear doctrines so matters of religiquactice were unimportant (1975 p 118).
Hampsher-Monk argues that because Hobbes’ embRidestantism’s stress on the importance of
inner conviction it made outwards forms of expressinimportant (1992 p 3).

% Hobbes 1651 eviathanPart | Ch xii, 23, C p 71.

1% Hobbes 1651 eviathanPart | Ch xii, 24, C p 71.

191 Hobbes 1651 eviathanPart | Ch xii, 25-28, C p 71-72.

192 Hobbes 1651 eviathanPart | Ch vi, 36, C p 31.

193 Johnson 1975 p 115.

194 Curley 1992 p 524; Jesseph 2002 p 148; Raphad! 2@®; Finn 2007 p 124.
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Hobbes, there is no way to imagine God, so nothamgcount as true religidf® But while
there may be no such thing as a ‘true religion’Hmbbes, this is not the same as atheism:
all religions may be false, but this does not nuéthe existence of God. For Hobbes, God'’s

existence is not dependent on there being a ttiggore

1.4 The General Challenge of Interpretation

Irrespective of the challenges posed by the afonéioreed preconceptions that are brought
by readers to Hobbes’ writings, there are also isoggmt challenges caused by the
construction and production of Hobbes’ writingsg day his writing style. Hobbes’ writings
were the result of a process of serial compositsmme works were revised multiple times

% These writings were not just produced over maroades but also in

during his lifetime?
different languages. Some of these are known tce Haeen translated into English by
Hobbes, while others were not. There is also tleblpm that Hobbes did not publish all of
his works: some were published within his lifetifoet without his consent, while others
were published after his death. This raises théovahg two questions. Did Hobbes
consider his unpublished works unworthy of publitegtion? Or did these unpublished
works contain Hobbes’ ‘real’ views which he felt beuld not safely reveal during his
lifetime? | believe that the works which were pshid during and after his lifetime are
equally important. This is because there is a sb&iscy in Hobbes’ approach to God
throughout his writings. Connected to the constoumctproblem is the issue that while
Hobbes consistently implied that God was corpoimedlis writings, it was only when he
reached the age of eighty that he made this ekplicthe Appendix to his Latin edition of
his Leviathan (1668). (Around this same time, he also producex Answer which

described God as corporeal and detailed God’'sigctivthe universe.) But this statement,

while apparently clear, also contains ambiguitesoawhat exactly Hobbes was claiming.

As both Cromartie and MacDonald Ross noted, bytime that Hobbes produced his
corporeal God writingscirca 1668 and beyond, it was highly unlikely he would be
punished for them®’ Despite this, HobbesAnswerwas not published until 1682; three
years after his death in 1679. However, in 1678hatage of ninety, Hobbes published his

195 Berman 1965 p 65-66.

1% As Baumgold put it, “Hobbes studies have an ammuphsubject because of his practice of
serially composing multiple works with overlappiogntent and argument” (2008 p 828).

197 Cromartie 2008 p 869-870; MacDonald Ross 20099 14
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Decameron Physiologiavhile Hobbes’'DP did not explicitly state that God corporeal, it
did detail the activity and presence of his Gochimitthe universe which again implied that
God is corporeal. | partially agree with Wright thdobbes in his later life was willing to
express what was likely his true views regardirgrtiateriality of God, long suppressed for
fear of social opprobrium and religious persecutf§riNonetheless, Hobbes consistently
implied that God was corporeal — from his 1640 (365651)Human Natureonwards. | will
argue here that Hobbes retained a consistent conamitto the notion of a corporeal God,
even this was not always made explicit. Hobbes’tregplicit presentation of his corporeal
God doctrine is found near the start of his wrisif$650 (164 7Litizen) and then at the end
of his writings (1668 Appendix, 167Becameronand his posthumously published 1668
(1682) Answej. While it must be acknowledged that Hobbes ditl mecessarily translate
his De Civeinto its English form,Citizen the English version does contain a nearly

complete version of his later explicit corporealdGuaritings.

The eisegesis problem in regards to the meaningobbes’ writings is driven principally
by his writing style. It is also caused by disagneat over whether he wrote sincerely or
ironically. Hobbes’ writing style poses unique dbages for interpretation — they allow not
just different but contradictory interpretatiotfs.Many of Hobbes’ contemporaries, even
those sympathetic towards him, often noted thatlgsments were hard to follow, obscure
and ambiguous. An example of this can be seen éyfabt that the early reception of
Hobbes’ 1651Leviathan was centred on its readers trying to determine dultical
position!*® There were certain benefits for Hobbes in usinthsa style: it allowed for his
writings to be read by a wider audience then mebglpne factiort!* But such ambiguity
also allowed Hobbes’ opponents to draw out whal therceived to be the negative
consequences of his arguments — not least, a peccatheism. The ambiguity of Hobbes’

positions has led to a vast array of differentrimtetations, as summarized by Martinich:

198 \Wright 2006 p 301.

199 For larger accounts of the difficulties in inteefing Hobbes’' writings see Caton (1994),
Baumgold (2008), Parkin (2008), Gelot (2011) anddr¢(2013). An example of the difficulty in
interpreting Hobbes’ writings even taking histomya account can be seen in the difference between
Martinich (2002) and Collins (2009). They differtrmnly on their understanding of Hobbes’ text,
but also on the surrounding contextual facts aedateight of how these facts affect the meaning of
his writings.

110 gee Parkin 2015 p 91-103. As Martinich (1997) datobbes’ Leviathancould be used to
support all sorts of positions (p 15).

1 Sommerville 1996 p 267; Parkin 2015 p 291.
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We have seen him characterized as a democraticighaad as an anti-democrat;
as a proponent of religious toleration and freedfroonscience and as an enemy
of them; as an atheist, theist, agnostic and Ganisand as an Anglican and as an
Independent. He has been described as a ratiomafistence and, alternatively, as
an empiricist. His scientific theories have beetgged to have no merit, and to be
as plausible as those of his opponents, given tiieiral context. He has been
judged to be a competent and even talented matiwamat but also to be
incompetent oné&*?

It seems that there as many different versions alfldi¢s as there are interpreters. Bearing
this ambiguity in mind, | should stress that | aot pretending to provide the definitive
interpretation; nonetheless, my claims are plaasabold justifiable.

The more recent atheistic interpretation of Hobteesd to use a Straussian framework,
assuming that Hobbes was forced by his historietiing) to conceal his atheism in a cloak
of insincere professions of relative religious odhxy. In this vein, Berman argued that
Hobbes was a crypto-atheist who camouflaged hid mssition with orthodox
pronouncementS3 For interpreters such as Curley, Hobbes’ ambiguis a deliberate
attempt to sow doubt about the validity of religimnhis more intellectually shrewd readers,
while at the same time avoiding trouble with théhauties of his day for presenting such
views directly’** However, there are significant problems with regato using this
interpretative approach. The first is that Hobbestings did not avoid trouble with the
authorities of his day. The second is that Hobbebgious positions were in most cases
heterodoxical rather than orthodox. During Hobbkf&time heterodoxy was severely
punished*® The danger of such heterodoxical positions arel harreconcile with the
argument that Hobbes was using his religious posstin order to provide himself cover for
his atheism. | agree with Glover, Mintz and Gilliesfhat the most plausible explanation for
Hobbes’ discussion of controversial religious matiwas because he took them seriously

112 Martinich 1997 p 128. For a summary of the vasifferent interpretation of Hobbes which are
possible in more detail see Raphael 2004 p 73-100.

113 Berman 1988 p 65.

114 Curley 1996 p 263.

15 During Hobbes’ youth heretics were burnt alive andumber of Bishops wanted to have him
burnt as one (Geach 1981 p 552).
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enough to risk the criticism they were bound tondt& There appears to be little logic in
holding that Hobbes professed unpopular heresieshwilaced him in danger in order to
hide his atheism, so that he could keep himse#.sHfis suggests, in turn, that we should
assume that Hobbes wrote sincerely — after allcdndd have just avoided these topics
altogether. But a further problem that emergasthis respeetjs how we can know for
certain that Hobbes wrote ironically with regardsGod and religious matters. While it is
true that there are numerous apparent contradgctisithin Hobbes’ broadly religious
writings, there are also numerous apparent comfiiads in his ontological approach.
Hobbes held that bodies are incapable of startmeg town motion, that motion is non-
transferrable, and that motion is a form of autekis. Hobbes also held that motion is
change of place yet held that the universe is aypteof extension and that no two bodies
can occupy the same place. These positions appealet out the possibility of a body
changing its place. This is without mentioning thiéiculty of accounting for how passive

extension moving from place to place can give taséiversity (life, sensation and thought).

Now that | have set out some of the difficultiesalved in the interpretation of Hobbes’
writings, | will outline the interpretative apprdad will be using. | will be following
Martinich by preferring a literal interpretation bfobbes’ writings except where such an
interpretation is illogical®’ | agree with Glover who similarly noted that thegieo consider
Hobbes to be an atheist are forced to assume éhdidhnot mean what he wrote and that
this is a dangerous method of interpretafiii.also agree with Wright that

It would be a failure of interpretation to see Heblor any thinker as a prism in

which each interpreter may read his or her ownifgettbns. And, the best check

upon such fragmentation and dispersion of integpiat is careful attention to the

text itself, hence the numerous quotations fourttiése pages?

| will be approaching Hobbes’ writings assumingttha wrote both sincerely and literally.
Nonetheless, there will be quite an amount of ioWpknd expansive interpretation of his
texts. Hobbes quite often slipped his most radaeds into his texts in such a way as to not

draw attention to them. | will be arguing that st éasier to reconcile Hobbes’ apparent

116 Glover 1960 p 260; Mintz 1962 p 44; Gillespie 2@0247.
17 Martinich 2002 p 43.

118 Glover 1960 p 279.

19\Wright 2006 p 310.
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contradictions in relation to God when the disiimctthat he drew between literal and
laudative talk about God is taken into accountnthes to solve the problem of motion
alongside Hobbes’ understanding of bodies withaking his corporeal God writings into

account.

1.5 Specific Interpretative Challenges
Beyond the general issues indicated above, thergeay specific issues regarding Hobbes’
doctrine of a corporeal God. This is especiallgtwith regards to the following statement:
“ Affirmat quidem Deum esse corpgdé’ The importance of this statement, in Chapter Il
On Certain objections against Leviatham Hobbes’ Appendix to his 166Beviathan
cannot be overstated. It was the first time thablbés openly and explicitly asserted the
corporeality of God. But, despite its importandegre is broad disagreement over what
meaning Hobbes was intending to convey. The stateoaa be translated as either:

God is a body.
Or as:

God is body.
The disagreement over how this statement shouldabslated is not dependent on which
side of the debate a scholar falls on in relatmthe status of God’s existence for Hobbes.
There are both atheistic and theistic interpretdns translate this statement as “God is a
body”. But there are also atheistic and theistieroreters who translate it as “God is body”.
Examples of the former include Glover, Walton, Ntdch, and Leijenhorst?* the latter
include Curley and Jessepfi.Wright, MacDonald Ross and Gorham recognize tlgh b
translations are possible and choose “God is b&dyWright and Gorham both argue that,
despite his use of the phrase, he treated God&esde as something distinct to bodies.
MacDonald Ross also recognizes this possibilitydugigests that Hobbes was a pantheist. It

is important to note that while Lange did not commen the different possible

120 Hobbes 1668 eviathanAppendix Ch iii, 179-180, W p 148; Hobbes 1@68/iathanAppendix
Chiiii, 5-6, C p 540.

2L Glover 1960 p 277; Walton 1975 p 35; Martinich 19056; Leijenhorst 2005 p 208.

22\While | recognize that there are elements of ateaited position in Curley’s writings in regards
to the status of God's existence for Hobbes he anatronger inclination towards an atheistic
interpretation.

123 Hobbes 166&eviathanAppendix Ch iii, 179-180, W footnote 230 p 148; Nbamald Ross 2009
p 150; Gorham 2013a p 244.
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interpretations of Hobbes’ statement he also hetd Hobbes treated God’s existence as
something to bodie*

It is important to note that the dispute within el scholarship over how to understand
Hobbes’ statement is not merely between those witenstand it as “God is body” and
those who understand it as “God is a body”. Tham scholars who offer different
interpretations. Mori, for example, understood Hedilstatement that “God exists” as “God
is an entity” — which he considered to be the entintent of Hobbes' rational theololfy.
Cromartie and Abizadeh both argued that for Holfbed can be said to “exist”, but that it
is not possible to specify the mode of that existerior Hobbes, everything we say in this
regards is strictly honorific — including God’s sténce being corpore¥f Leijenhorst
argued that because Hobbes’ God is “part” of thvarse, God is corporeal; however,
Hobbes’ God is a body which transcends our undwilstg, because God does not have any
of the characteristics of normal bodies — includfimtude*?’ As Jesseph has suggested,
Hobbes cannot have held that God is a body bedaeisenderstood a body as having a
determinate location and an incomprehensible ifinbody as an impossibility®
Meanwhile, Jesseph suggests that because of Holblegsttion of the pantheistic
identification of God with the universe, Hobbes’ dsmust be indentified with a (proper)
part of the universe. | agree with him that thientification seems necessary, but | disagree
with him that this is impossible because of Godifinity.'*® Certainly, this would be
impossible if Hobbes’ God was a body; but Hobbaseiad appears to have held — as | have
already suggested — that God is motion. As motiobles’ God is an infinite boundless
part of the universe. While | agree with Lange, §litiand Gorham that Hobbes treated
God’s existence as something distinct to bodiesyill (to reiterate) offer a different
interpretation — namely, that “God is motion”. Diéspbeing extended, Hobbes’ Goda

motion has none of the characteristics of bodiesabse it is infinite.

124| ange 1877 p 290; Footnote 33 p 290.

125 Mori 2012 p 206; Mori 2012 footnote 44 p 206 refasing Hobbes 1668eviathanAppendix Ch
i, 4, C p 499.

126 Cromartie 2008 p 871-872; p 878-879; Abizadeh B31919-920.

127 eijenhorst 2005 p 213.

128 Jesseph 2002 p 144.

129 Jesseph 2002 p 145.
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1.6 The Fog of Cartesianism
It seems that so many commentators approach Holdmepbreal God writings with a
Cartesian bias, assuming that God as well as spirigeneral are unextended. This then
leads individuals to assume that Hobbes’ corpdeeal was a hidden expression of atheism.
While Hobbes’ critics thought that the notion otarporeal/extended God was atheistic,
Hobbes thought the same about an unextended&éthbbes in his 165Leviathanwas
clear that he equated existence with extension:
And according to this acceptation of the wadbstanceindbodysignify the same
thing; and thereforesubstance incorporeare words which, when they are used

together, destroy one another, as if a man shayldsincorporeal body**

So Hobbes did not deny the existence of spiritanbiead denied that they are unextended.
For him, the spirits mentioned in Scripture arepooeal substances because they have
bodily characteristics such as locality and dimemaiity.** They “have dimensions, and
are, therefore, really bodies (though palpablet ihahat have some degree of opacity).

In his 1662 (1680 onsiderationsHobbes argued that the idea that spirits arextended

is caused by a misunderstanding of Plato and Alessarespective positions. They held that
spirits are corporeal because they are winds; Hollgain held that spirits are invisible

134

bodies.”™ Throughout his writings, Hobbes did not deny thestence of God nor spirits;
but he consistently maintained that they are iblésinaterial/corporeal substancés.

The idea that God is extended in some manner shooidoe assumed priori to be
atheistic. In ancient Judaism, the Sadducees heldGod and human souls were material
and the early Christian church father TertulliarE(C60-220) stated quite explicitly that
God was materidf’® Furthermore, the contemporary intellectual contesthin which
Hobbes produced his corporeal God, as well asrdenstanding of spirits in general has to

be taken into account. Henry More also embraceexéended God: within More’s schema

130 Copleston 1959 p 8; Glover 1960 p 278; Johnsorb T24; Martinich 1999 p 141; MacDonald
Ross 2009 p 149.

131 Hobbes 1651 eviathanPart lll Ch xxxiv, 3, C p 262.

132 Hobbes 1651 eviathanPart Il Ch xxxiv, 15, C p 265-266; Hobbes made shme point in his
earlier 164Human NatureCh 11.5 EW IV p 61-62.

133 Hobbes 1651 eviathanPart IV Ch xlvi, 15, C p 4509.

134 Hobbes 1662 (168@onsiderationEW IV p 426-429.

135 Glover 1960 p 277; Wright 2006 p 148.

13 MacDonald Ross 2009 p 149.
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extension was not a property exclusively of bodhesof existence; More allowed God and
finite minds to be spatial without being bodté5It appears that Hobbes similarly held that
God and finite minds were extended without beingié® because he held that they are
motion. More wanted God to be able to interact wité world, so he held that God must
have physical existence in order to have directamnvith the physical worl&® The idea

that God must have physical existence in orderoth preserve God’s existence and allow

for interaction with matter also appears to haventteue for Hobbes.

More, in his writings before 1668, accepted holensne a holenmerically conceived
substance cannot in reality or in thought be diditdecause it maintains that the whole is
contained in each part. In his later writings, More rejected holenmerismdamployed
similar arguments to those that Hobbes had useHbidgr_eviathanto reject the same
doctrine. While Hobbes’ ridicule of holenmerism irgerpreted as a sign of his hidden
atheism, the same position is not accredited toeMdfore in his writings post 1668,
including his Divine Dialogues held that spirits are “intellectually”, “notiorgl or
“logically” divisible into parts but are not “physilly” divisible**° It appears that Hobbes,
like More, held that God is “logically” divisibleubt not physically divisible in his 1668
(1682)Answer*! Despite More holding that God is extended and‘pass”, his professed
belief in God’s existence is undoubted. Yet, astMah has noted, assuming the generally
held view that only matter is extended, More wadaggcally committed to atheism as
Hobbest*? It appears that for both More and Hobbes, Godt®xis such a manner as to
completely surround bodies yet remain distinct friilv@m. More implicitly identified God
with absolute space, while Hobbes implicitly idéeti God with motion. It is also
important to note that even Cudworth, who heavilyiacised Hobbes, was open to the
possibility that spirits were extended. With this mind we should suspend, or at least
guestion, the assumption that Hobbes’ denial of Geidg unextended was tantamount to

denying the existence of God.

37 Broad 2009b p 57; Gorham 2013a p 256; Wilkins 20B65.
138 Boylan 1980 p 397-398; Reid 2007 p 92; Agostiri2p 879.
139 Slowik 2019 p 235.

140 Reid 2007 p 100; Blank 2013 p 857-858.

“I Hobbes 1668 (1682nswerEW IV p 302.

142 Martinich 1999 p 300.
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CHAPTER TWO
THE UNEXPLAINED FEATURES OF HOBBES' ONTOLOGY AND TH E
CORPOREAL GOD AS THE SOLUTION

2.1 Introduction

This chapter engages with Hobbes’ ontological syséad certain tensions and problems
that seem to arise because this ontology doeseftence Hobbes’ corporeal God. These
issues are all rooted within Hobbes’ understandihtihe nature of bodies and motion. The
core difficulty in Hobbes’ system is accounting filve origin of motion and causation.
Hobbes appears to have relied upon motion to a¢douthe origin of motion. There is also
the problem of Hobbes’ understanding of motion gathange of place: Hobbes’ principles
appear to rule out the possibility of a body chaggts place. Despite Hobbes holding that
motion was change of place, he held that motiothésonly power in his system. Since
Hobbes held that bodies are merely extended irr@aind motion is merely local motion,
the universe should be homogenous, with no diye(Bfe, sensation or thought). All that
should exist is locally moving extension. Despit@bHes’ definition of motion he
consistently implied motion is responsible for Jisensation and thought, but extension in
motion is not sufficient for these qualities torbanifested. Instead the manifestation of life,
sensation and thought requires specific configonatiof extension in motion. Hobbes,
despite repeatedly explicitly ruling out the podgipof the self-motion of bodies appears,
to have attributed autokinesis powers to bodiesis Tie because Hobbes attributed
endeavours to both inanimate and animate bodiappkars that Hobbes relied upon motion
to account for the all active features manifestétthiv bodies. | will then explore Hobbes’
explicit and implicit corporeal God writings in @dto suggest that they offer a solution to
the problem of motion which in turn accounts fowvedsity. | do this because Hobbes

appears to have implicitly held that God is motion.

2.2 Accounting for the Origin of Motion
Given Hobbes’ understanding of bodies and existetheze appears to have been no way
for him to account for the origin of neither motioncausation. In theeviathanhe outlined
his understanding of bodies and existence:
The wordbody, in the most general acceptation, signifieth tiaich filleth or
occupieth some certain room or imagined place, dapgendeth not on the

imagination, but is a real part of that we call theverse For theuniverse being
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the aggregate of all bodies, there is no real {eneof that is not alsbody, nor
anything properly dodythat is not also part of (that aggregate ofbaltlie the

universe'®®

So, for Hobbes the universe is comprised of extermElies which exist externally to the

mind. These bodies cannot start or stop their owtian because nothing can change itself:
That when a thing lies still, unless somewhat stsat, it will lie still for ever, is a
truth that no man doubts of. But that when a théngp motion, it will eternally be
in motion, unless somewhat else stay it, thoughréason be the same (namely,

that nothing can change itselfy**

For this same reason, Hobbes accepted the perpeto@bn of a body without the
interference of another body to stop it; such fiet@nce would slow a moving body over
time° But if the universe is comprised of bodies andieé®dannot start their own motion,

what accounts for the origin of motion?

In the 1656 (1655De Corpore Hobbes defines a body as that, which having no
dependence upon our thought, is coincident or epeled with some part of spaté® He
elaborates on this by suggesting the fundamentalacteristics: “...there are certain
accidents which can never perish except the bodgtpalso; for no body can be conceived
to be without extension, or without figur&® As we see, there is no mention of motion
here. Indeed, Hobbes not only repeats his poditiahit is impossible for a body to initiate
its own motion:*® but goes even further and explicitly claims ttre idea that bodies have
the power to move themselves was scholastic noasens
For as for those that say anything may be movgoraduced bytself, by species
by its own power by substantial formsby incorporeal substancedy instinct by
anti-peristasis by antipathy sympathy occult quality and other empty words of
schoolmen, their saying so is to no purptie.

143 Hobbes 1651 eviathanPart Ill Ch xxxiv, 2, C p 261-262.
1% Hobbes 1651 eviathanPart | Ch i, 1, C p 7-8.

%5 Hobbes 1651 eviathanPart | Ch ii, 2, C p 8.

146 Hobbes 1656 (165%)e CorporePart 11 8.1 EW | p 102.
1“"Hobbes 1656 (165%)e CorporePart Il 8.3 EW | p 104.

18 Hobbes 1656 (165%)e CorporePart 11 8.19 EW | p 115.
149 Hobbes 1656 (165%)e CorporePart IV 30.15 EW | p 531.
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Hobbes repeated his acceptance of the perpetuammait a body in motion without the
inference of another body to stopit.Hobbes was clear that all active power consists of
motion’** And in the 1678P, we find that Hobbes repeated his position thahing can
begin, change or put an end to its own motfnn short, we consistently run into the same
problem of accounting for the origin of motion. H&@s’ universe is comprised of bodies;

but these bodies are incapable of moving themselves

Hobbes also faced the problem of accounting fosaton. He rejected the transference of
motion between bodies. According to the Corpore
There can be no cause of motion, except in a bodtiguous and moved. For let
there be any two bodies which are not contiguous] betwixt which the
intermediate space is empty, or, if filled, filledth another body which is at rest;
and let one of the propounded bodies be supposee &b rest; | say it shall always

be at rest>®

This position appears to be clear enough. For Hgbdbdand (body A) causes a pen (body
B) to move when the hand comes into contact with plen. Yet it also appears to be
problematic for Hobbes to accept this: becauseehthat it was not possible for motion to
leave a body. Motion is an accident and an accidamhot depart from its subject:
For example, when the hand, being moved, movepeghemotion does not go out
of the hand into the pen; for so the writing midiet continued though the hand

stood still; but a new motion is generated in tha,@nd is the pen’s motidrf:

But if the motion from the hand is not transferrietb the pen, what causes the pen’s
motion? What generates the new motion in the pé®@?pEn cannot be the source of its own
motion since a body cannot move itself. But neitb@n the hand be responsible for the
movement of the pen: since the motion of the hamhat be transferred into the pen. Since
motion cannot enter the pen and the pen cannotrgieneotion, there appears to be sheer
deadlock. According to Hobbes’ account the handaostransferring motion into the pen

through contact. So why is contact necessary ferpign to move? Why did Hobbes hold

%0 Hobbes 1656 (165%)e CorporePart 11 8.19 EW | p 115-116.
31 Hobbes 1656 (165%)e CorporePart 11 10.6 EW | p 131.

152 Hobbes 167®P Ch. Il EW VIl p 85; p 89.

133 Hobbes 1656 (165%)e CorporePart 11 9.7 EW | p 124.

%4 Hobbes 1656 (165%)e CorporePart 11 8.21 EW | p 117.
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that motion requires contact between bodies if ingths transferred between the bodies
involved? In a traditional understanding of motionce a body is placed into motion, this
motion is then transferred to another body. Buthwitobbes’ account, even if a body is
placed into motion, this motion is not subsequetrtypsferred. This makes the problem of

motion significantly more complicated within Hobbesitings.

This problem can also be illustrated by Hobbesbaaot of cause and effect e Corpore
A BODY is said to work upon aact, that is to saygdo something to another body,
when it either generates or destroys some accidatitand the body in which an
accident is generated or destroyed is sagufter, that is, to have somethimpne
to it by another body; as when one body by puttiagvards another body
generates motion in it, it is called the AGENT; @hd body in which motion is so
generated, is called the PATIENT; so fire that waithee hand is thagent and the
hand, which is warmed, is thgatient That accident, which is generated in the
patient, is called the EFFECT

In Hobbes’ example, the fire as the agent cause$dind, which is the patient, to generate
the sensation of warmth, which is the effect. Bowvhs this possible? The warmth of the
fire is motion and, if motion is not transferabtee hand should never experience the
sensation of warmth: nothing is being transferredhfthe fire to the hand. How can the fire
generate an accident in the hand since all actoveep consists of motion and motion is

non-transferable?

For Hobbes, sensation appears to have been a fbrmtokinesis, despite his repeated
ruling out of self-motion. But this form of autoldsis is partial: it still requires contact
between the bodies involved, despite motion itiselhg non-transferrable. Hobbes not only
had to account for the origin of motion in a singt#, he also had to account for the origin
of motion each time a body moves. Based on poirgdemnLeviathan De Corporeand
DP, it seems that, for Hobbes, something other thaaids must be responsible for the
origin of motion and for the movement of bodiescausation. This substance responsible

for motion must be corporeal in nature, becausigts within the universe and must be in

135 Hobbes 1656 (165%)e CorporePart 11 9.1 EW | p 120.
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contact with bodies. Given, though, that “motionguceth nothing but motiort®® and also
that “motion cannot be understood to have any athase besides motiofr” It seems that
this other corporeal substance which is responsdsl¢he existence of motion is in fact —

motion itself!

2.3 Motion as Change of Place
To explore this confused picture more fully, we ¢am to Hobbes’ understanding of what
motion entails and compare this with his understapaf the universe. In theeviathan
Hobbes defined motion as “change of plat&But, as we have seen, Hobbes also held that
the universe was a plenurt.How, then, can motion be change of place? Fdwfuniverse
is a plenum, there is nowhere ‘empty’ for a bodynove into. Hobbes made no mention of
a void outside of the universe: all that existhes universe, and the universe is a plenum. In
DP, Hobbes was clear that he rejected co-locatiorerally two bodies can be in the one
place, or the penetration of bodies by other botffeidobbes in his 167BP was clear that
the cause of motion is external and that movensechange of place:
A third axiom shall be this: whatsoever body beatgest is afterwards moved,
hath for its immediate movement some other bodykis in motion and toucheth
it. For, since nothing can move itself, the movetmeust be external. And because
motion is change of place, the movement must gubim its place, which it cannot
do till it touch it'®*

Hobbes’ definition of motion within hie Corporewas that “Motionis a continual
relinquishing of one place, and acquiring of anathé&'® And his understanding of motion
as change of place is even more challenging witiencontext of hi®e Corpore where he
explicitly stated that:
First in this, that body keeps always the samagnitude both when it is at rest,
and when it is moved; but when it is moved, it does keep the samplace
Secondly in this, thaplaceis a phantasm of any body of such and such gyantit

%0 Hobbes 1651 eviathanPart | Chi,4,Cp 7.
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and figure; bumagnitudeis the peculiar accident of every body; for ondymay

at several times have several places, but has aleay and the same magnitude.
Thirdly in this, thatplace is nothing out of the mind, nanagnitudeany thing
within it. And lastly,placeis feigned extension, batagnitudetrue extension; and

a placed body is not extension, but a thing extentfe

But if motion is the continual relinquishing of op&ace and the acquiring of another, and
place does not exist independently to the minds diois not indicate that motion, like place,
only exists in the mind? Hobbes also held that amtannot be conceived without tiffé.
Yet for Hobbes time, like place, is only a phantasrthe mind®® So, for Hobbes, motion is
the continual relinquishing of one place and thguatg of another and motion cannot be
conceived without time. But both time and placeyoakist in the mind. This raises the
possibility that motion itself might be mind-depentt The same problem of motion being

change of place and place only existing in the nisntesent within Hobbes’ 16 T8.*%°

As previously mentioned, Hobbes e Corporeheld that a body is coincident or co-
extended with some part of spdfé.But this raises the question: what did Hobbes
understand space to be? Hobbes offered the foltpdéfinition of space:
SPACEis the phantasm of a thing existing without thedrsmply that is to say,
that phantasm, in which we consider no other aotjdeut only that it appears

without us*®®

Hobbes held that extension is the same thing asim@g and that magnitude is real space:
The extensiorof a body, is the same thing with theagnitudeof it, or that which
some callreal space But thismagnitudedoes not depend upon our cogitation, as
imaginary space doth; for this is an effect of moagination, bumagnitudeis the
cause of it; this is an accident of the mind, tbhta body existing out of the

mind 1°
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Despite Hobbes’ language appearing to commit hirthéoexistence of objective space, it
does not. For Hobbes, space only exists subjegtigplace is an abstraction formed in the
imagination from our experience of boty. Mintz offers the following useful
characterization of Hobbes’ position to do withaga
...although body certainly exists outside our mjrile space which body occupies
is a pure mental construction. Space is thus arifgisan”, a mental abstraction, an
Imaginary extension-the system of coordinates tgraal locations which the mind

constructs out of its experience of real extentiétys!’*

| agree with Martinich that Hobbes had to hold tepace is imaginary: if space were
something, then it would have to be a body; but wWere a body then nothing could be in
space because it is impossible for two bodies tim liee same placg?

Furthermore, if space is imaginary, what genertitesmental abstraction that is space? Or
to put it another way, what generates the illusadnspace? As has been previously
established Hobbes also held that place and tinte wieantasms, illusions of the mind.
Since space, place and time are illusions of telmnaybe the appearance of the change of
place is also a mental abstraction. If change afglas an illusion generated by the mind,
this would explain how it is possible to changecplaespite the universe being a plenum.
Bodies do not actually move in the sense of chanpglace; instead, the mind projects the
illusion of change of place as it does for spacéil®this might be a plausible solution,
there are still problems. For example: Hobbes hiedd the mind was passive; but if the
mind is passive, how can it generate the illusibspace, place, time or change of place?
For that matter, what is responsible for the existefor the mind? | will deal with the
problem of accounting for the existence of the mand its active features when | examine
Hobbes’ account of endeavours. But, before doind 8an to the issue of diversity; this —

hopefully — will provide fuller context.

170 Copleston 1959 p 24; Mintz 1962 p 92-94: Tuck 19884 Martinich 1997 p 103-104; Martinich
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2.4 Accounting for Diversity
As previously established Hobbes held that bodiesreerely extended and that motion is
merely local motion. But if this is the case, thalh that should exist within Hobbes’
universe is locally moving passive extension — smdhis universe should be homogenous.
Diversity seems to require something more thanllpcaoving passive extension. Hobbes
in his De Corporewas clear that motion consists of nothing more thashing-’® Despite
this, Hobbes, also implied, in his account of sgeasathat motion has sensible qualities:
motion is the universal cause of all things ancegponsible for diversity; all change is the
motion of the parts of bodies and that the appearai change is within the mind of the
perceiver-’* As he states, iBe Corpore
When we say a living creature, a tree, or any osipecified body igeneratedor
destroyedit is not to be so understood as if there werdera body of that which
is not-body, or not a body of a body, but of ariyicreature not a living creature,
of a tree not a tree, &c. that is, that those aattisl for which we call one thing a
living creature, another thing a tree, and anollyesome other name, are generated
and destroyed; and that thereof the same namesoate be given to them now,
which were given them before. But that magnitudewhbich we give to any thing

the name of body is neither generated nor destrtyed

But it is manifest, that all other accidents besideagnitude or extension may be
generated and destroyed; as when a white thingagerblack, the whiteness that
was in it perisheth, and the blackness that wasimat is now generated; and
therefore bodies, and the accidents under which dppear diversely, have this
difference, that bodies are things, and not geedraiccidents are generated, and
not things’®

It is important to note the distinction that Hoblasksw between accidents and bodies in his
account of change: bodies are things which aregeograted, while accidents are not things
but are generated. So, according to Hobbes’ accofinthange, extension is neither

generated nor destroyed and change merely invdivesgaining and loss of various

3 Hobbes 1656 (165%)e CorporePart Il 22.12 EW | p 343-344.
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accidents.’’ This means that the extension of the plenum doeshmnge: instead, change
is the result of motion in either the perceiveriorthe body being perceived affecting
extension differently?® this includes the appearance of qualitative chamgeh as
something existing or being destroy€dHow, though, can Hobbes explain the appearance
of design that we experience? Why is Hobbes’ uswarot just comprised of a random
assortment of sensible qualities? What is resptn$dy the appearance of design? Since
motion appears to be responsible for sensible tipslithen it must also be responsible for
the appearance of design: for Hobbes, motion preglnothing but motion. It seems, then,
that Hobbes implicitly held that motion had sensiualities and regulated itself to give the

appearance of design and diversity present in §ensa

But what is responsible for the gaining and lossvafious accidents since bodies are
incapable of changing their own motion and motiennot transferred between bodies?
Since motion produces nothing but motion, motiorstre responsible for the gaining and
loss of accidents, which in turn produces the diégrand design present in sensation.
Hobbes’ account of change appears to provide disolto the problem of how bodies can
change their place despite the universe being aupie The appearance of the spatial
movement of bodies is caused by motion affectintgresion differently. Bodies do not

actually move; instead, motion affecting extensdifierently gives the appearance that
bodies have moved. Indeed, the 1&M was clear that motion is responsible for diversity
if the world was absolutely at rest then it would bBn undifferentiated plenum of

extension&®

2.5 Accounting for Inanimate and Animate Endeavours

As has been established, Hobbes was clear thag¢$ddinot have the power to initiate their
own motion. Despite this steadfast rejection of gb-motion of bodies, Hobbes’ concept
of endeavours appears to contradict this positiovill be focusing on Hobbes’ concept of

animate endeavours in the 16b#&viathan But | will first broach Hobbes’ concept of

inanimate endeavours in his 1656 (16B68)Corpore Here Hobbes states that:
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178 Hobbes 1656 (165%)e CorporePart 11 9.9 EW | p 126.

"9 ange 1877 p 286-287; Martinich 1997 p 87; Fin642p 111.
180 Hobbes 167®P Ch. Il EW VIl p 83.

34



... define ENDEAVOURto be motion made in less space and time than ean b
given; that is, less than can be determined or assigned by expot number;
that is,motion made throughout the length of a point, andn instant or point of

time'®*

Before he outlined this account of inanimate endaes; Hobbes reiterated his previously
outlined understanding of motion: that whateveratsrest will always be at rest and
whatever is moved will always be moved at the sapeed unless it is affected by another
moving contiguous bod{?? Hobbes held that endeavours exist in bodies aatldértain
bodies have the power to restore themselves becétiseir endeavours:
...a body, which is pressed and not wholly removedaid toRESTOREitself,
when, the pressing body being taken awtag parts which were moved do, by
reason of the internal constitution of the pressedly, return every one into its
own place And this we may observe in springs, in blown bied, and in many
other bodies, whose parts yield more or less toetieavour which the pressing
body makes at the first arrival; but afterwardsewlthe pressing body is removed,
they do, by some force within themgstorethemselves, and give their whole body
the same figure it had befot&.

But how can bodies restore themselves to theiripusvfigure if they cannot cause their
own motion? To illustrate this point, take the extéarHobbes gave of a spring. A standard
account suggests that a spring restores itselfstprevious figure when the compressing
force has been removed. This also appears to bease for Hobbes, based on the above
guotation. But Hobbes held that bodies cannot $teit own motion. This suggests that
once the compressing force has been removed, tivg sghould remain in its compressed
state until another body causes it to move ano#l@t, given that bodies are incapable of
starting their own motion. So something other tham spring must be responsible for its

restoration to its original figure.
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The same problem seems to hold for the active featof an inanimate body such as
resistanceé®* Something other than bodies must be responsiblénéoactive features within
bodies. Hobbes’ illustration of how a cross-bowtoess itself appears to provide a clue as
to what is responsible for the restoration of ay®figure after it has been compressed:
Therefore, when the lath of a cross-bow bent dadlgoon as it is at liberty, restore
itself, though to him that judges by sense, botnd all its parts seem to be at rest;
yet he, that judging by reason doth not accountiertaking away of impediment
for an efficient cause, nor conceives that withaatefficient cause any thing can
pass from rest to motion will conclude that thetparere already in motion before

they began to restore themselV&s.

The restoration of a body to original figure appetar be caused by motion. The point is
reiterated in the 167BP which, despite rejecting the self-motion of bodiglso attributed
active features to inanimate bodies such as resistand the restoration of figuf®. It

appears, then, that Hobbes held that motion iresple for inanimate endeavours.

There is a difficulty in accounting for the existenof life, sensation and thought within
Hobbes’ ontological system as well as the endeavimwolved in these processes. As has
been previously established, Hobbes held that bBodie merely extended in nature and
motion is change of place. Yet Hobbes appearsve hald that certain forms of extension
in motion are alive, sensitive and rational: despiblding that all extension is in motion, he

did not hold that all extension is alive, sensitive rational.

In the Leviathan Hobbes stated: “For seeing life is but a motiédirabs, the beginning
whereof is in some principal part within'®* But since limbs are mere extension and
motion is change of place, how can extension clmanigs place result in life? According to
Hobbes’ understanding of life there are two softamotions peculiar to animals, vital
motion and voluntary motiolf® Vital motion was Hobbes’ terminology for the bio-
mechanics of life. It begins in generation and cards without interruption until death. But

what is responsible for the presence of vital m&idVhat is the relationship between vital
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motion and Hobbes’ normal understanding of motibttbhbes introduced the concept of
vital motion without accounting for its origin ok@aining why vital motion is different to
local motion. Hobbes then introduced “voluntary ot which he described thus:
These small beginnings of motion within the bodynwdn, before they appear in
walking, speaking, striking, and other visible ans, are commonly called
ENDEAVOUR'®°

Endeavours move towards or against whatever cahses ™ It appears that bodies are
incapable of producing endeavours, because themeapable of starting their own motion.
So what produces animate endeavours? Given Hoblesg'that motion produces nothing
but motion, motion must be responsible for animenteleavours and for vital motion —

despite Hobbes’ definition of motion being ‘chartdelace’.

Nonetheless, extension in motion is insufficientlfte or animate endeavours: Hobbes did
not hold that all bodies are alive. It appearsniibat extension in motion in a particular
configuration is required for the appearance @.lifhis is why extension in motion in the
form of a cat is alive, while extension in motionthe form of a rock is not. But what is
responsible for the configurations of extensiorhsag a cat which allows for the appearance
of life (which itself appears to be an aspect oftiolg? How is the configuration of
extension into an individualized form even possilgigen that the universe is a plenum?
Hobbes, irDe Corpore held that individuation is the result of motion:

Also, if the name be given for such form as is lleginning of motion, then, as

long as that motion remains, it will be the samaividual thing; as that man will

be always the same, whose actions and thoughtsguoall from the same

beginning of motion, namely, that which was in ggmeration.'>*
Hobbes seems to have held that motion is respe®bindividualization and life.

According to Hobbes’ account of sensation in ltleeiathan sensation is the result of an

external body pressing the sense organs eithectlgirer indirectly; this pressure is then
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transmitted to the brain and heart where an endeaeocounter-pressure, is produc&d.
But what causes the counter-pressure involved? Eeeepting that external bodies can
press on the senses, there should be no countsupeeproduced, given that bodies are
incapable of self-motion. Since bodies are incapaiil self-motion the heart and brain
appear to be incapable of generating the countsspre involved in sensation, and without
this counter pressure there is no sensation. Gi@obes’ position that motion produces
nothing but motion, motion appears to be respoadits the counter-pressure involved in
sensation. As both Martinich and Stephen have rézed, Hobbes held that phenomenal
qualities are motion — yet he did not explain hoation could have sensible qualiti€s.It
appears that, for Hobbes, extension in motion wassofficient for sensation. Sensation,
like life, requires extension to be in a specifomfiguration in order for it to be present. In
his De Corpore for example, Hobbes was clear that sensationneasnade by reaction
alone but instead requires particular sense orgiich are capable of retaining motiofis.
Inanimate bodies do not possess sense becauseati@yt retain the motions of an external
body.

Hobbes held that sensation and thought are bougethter; | will focus on his account of
thought and mental activities in theviathan where he states that all thoughts are derived
from sensation and that thoughts are: ‘tepresentatioror appearancgof some quality or
other accident, of a body without us, which is cooniy called arpbject”*®® But what are
these representations being represented to? Sxbemssen is passive and motion is local
motion, how can locally moving extension resulttire presence of the mind and its
corresponding activities? Here, | will bracket fireblem of accounting for the existence of
the mind. Instead, | will be focusing on the chadje posed by Hobbes’ understanding of
bodies to his account of how mental activities fiorc Hobbes held that to have an idea is
to possess an image-like mental item which reptesen purports to represent some
external object encountered in perception or ddrfivem sensation. As Mcintyre has noted,
Hobbes subscribed to a version of the copy priecigiid was a conception empiricist.

Bracketing the problem of how to account for thésence of this copy principle, and
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accepting that it exists, how does it function? ¥Yhachanism is responsible for switching
it on and off? It cannot be bodies since, for Hahlmdies cannot start nor stop their own
motion. To illustrate this difficulty, imagine thatinciple functions like a photo copier. Just
as a photo-copier copies images of external ohjeot$lobbes’ copy principle takes copies
of external objects. But bearing in mind Hobbesdenstanding of bodies, what switches on

the copy principle?

This problem seems to hold for all of Hobbes’ aetewf mental activities. According to
him, there are two sorts of mental discourse: thlich is ‘unguided without desigh
which is inconstant and undirected; and that whiHregulated by some desire and
design'®” Hobbes held that design is nothing but the seekimgof the causes of some
effect or of the effects of some cad&®&But what regulates our thoughts? Again, assuming
for the moment that this regulating process existsy can it function, given that bodies
cannot start or stop their own motion? For Hobliesjies appear to be incapable of
regulating thoughts: there is no difference betwisenmental processes of memory and the
imagination*®® Even accepting this, what produces memory andiimatign? How do they
function, given that bodies cannot start or startbwn motion? The recalling of a memory
or the construction of an imaginary entity are bathive processes. But, for Hobbes, a body
cannot start to recall or imagine something becausannot start its own motion. By the
same token, if a body is recalling or imagining stilmg there appears to be no way for it
to stop these processes. As Hobbes states:

When a manreasoneth he does nothing else but conceive a sum totam fr

addition of parcels; or conceive a reminder, fraubtractionof one sum from

another. 2%
Again, we could ask about the initial productionreadson. However, accepting that reason
exists, how can it function, given that bodies adrstart nor stop their motion? Addition
and subtraction are active processes over and akewmeation. Based on Hobbes’
understanding of bodies, it appears that bodiesatastart calculating; but if they are

calculating, they do not appear to be able to stop!
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Hobbes held that reason is tied to spe8tiHumans are not born with reason as they are
with sense and memory, nor is reason gained threxghlrience only. Instead, it is attained
by industry, first by the imposing of names andhtkige creation of syllogisnf8? | will be
touching on Hobbes’ understanding of names andckpeea limited way. According to
Hobbes names have two purposes: 1) to serve asmwaikh are for internal remembrance;
or 2) as signs which are for external communicatfdrFor Hobbes, names serve as
arbitrary marks to recall our thoughts. They repné®ur ideas, which are produced by our
experiences: they do not directly represent oureggpces. But where do names come
from? How are names attached to sensation? Hova dandy attach a name to a sensation
since it cannot start its own motion? It is impattéo note that for Hobbes not all names
represent things which actually exist. An examgdlehés is the word “nothing”: the word
does not represent something which actually ef#8t8ut since ideas are caused by
sensation and names represent our ideas, how cdraweenames for things which do not
exist? Once names are understood it is then pessiliiombine these names into spe&th.
But what combines names into speech? The combofingmes is an active process which
a body appears to be incapable of doing. As Hoblriss: “The general use of speech is to
transfer our mental discourse into verbal, or tr@nt of our thoughts into a train of
words...””*® But what translates our thoughts into words? Hawwe begin to speak or stop
speaking, given that bodies are incapable of startir stopping their motion? Hobbes
states:

When a man, upon the hearing of any speech, ha#ie tthoughts which the words

of that speech, and their connexion, were ordaaret constituted to signify, then

he is said to be understand utpderstandingbeing nothing else but conception

caused by speecfY’
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For Hobbes, understanding the word “cat” involvesorering the idea for cat and matching
it with the word cat. But how can an idea be recedgsince it is not possible for a body to
start its own motion? For that matter, what matchdbought to the word that is heard?
How does matching occur if a body cannot starbvts motion? If bodies are responsible
for mental activities then, for Hobbes, there sHdag no active features of any kind. There
should not be anything producing a “copy principlecovering ideas, or anything to label
or manipulate our thoughts. It seems that Hobbksdreipon motion to account for the
existence of mental activities: he held that mofgroduces nothing but motion and that
thoughts as well as sensations are motion. Mog@ms to be responsible for the existence
of mental activity, including its active featuress well as for the existence of words. As
with life and sensation, motion alone is not suéint for thought: despite holding that all
bodies are in motion, Hobbes did not hold thatballlies possess thought. For Hobbes, it
seems, thought, like life and sensation, requixésnsion to be in a specific configuration in

order for it to be present.

As previously established, Hobbes implicitly heldatt motion is responsible for
individuation, life, sensation and thought, as wbk active processes involved in life,
sensation and thought. When we connect Hobbes'uatad individuation, life, sensation
and thought, motion seems to be the principal faditotion configures extension to
manifest the appearance of a human. This humanithinn manifests the qualities of life,
sensation and thought. But the individuation, Igensation and thought being manifested
actually belong to motion itself, not to the bodytlee human: for Hobbes, motion produces
nothing but motion. In short, Hobbes may have defimotion as ‘change of place’, but he
seems to have implicitly held that motion is respble for all aspects of ontology, beyond
extension. With this established, we can now tarklobbes’ implicit and explicit corporeal
God writings. Hopefully, these can provide somé sbguide that might allow us to make

better sense of what might seem a confusing and @wetradictory position.

2.6 Hobbes’ Explicit Corporeal God Writings
In chapter Ill — ‘On certain objections againsteviathan” — of the Appendix to the 1668
edition ofLeviathan Hobbes stated for the first time that God wapomal:
A. ...our author denies that any substances are iacEap What else is this but
either to deny that God exists or to affirm thatlGoa body?
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B. Clearly; he asserts that God is b&d¥.

Wright suggests that the final Latin phrase coufm &e translated as “God is a bod$?.
However, as he points out:
While both state the proposition that God is matetthe first seems preferable,
especially if the second [i.e., with the indefiniggticle] is taken to suggest

limitation and specification, which is contrarytimbbes’s intention$:°

Throughout his writings, Hobbes held that God iéinite — and so a limit seems
guestionable. In order to defend his position eatl is corporeal, Hobbes cited Tertullian’s
dictum that “Whatsoever is not body is not an gntit and that “...all substance is body
after its own kind?** Hobbes also pointed out that terms like ‘incorptirand ‘immaterial’
are not in the Bible and in fact the Bible, refarieg Colossian2:9 (“For in him dwelleth
all the fullness of the Godhead bodily”) aAdts17:28 (“For in him we live, and move, and
have our being”), attributes corporeal charactessb God?*? | agree with Walton, Wright
and MacDonald Ross that since, according to Ratg 17:29, we all live, move and have
our being in God, Hobbes held that God must havemahand spatial dimensions to allow
for this?*®* As MacDonald Ross notes, in this regard: “Sinoéritaspatial dimensions is the
defining characteristic of body, it follows that @ body, and that we are parts of the
divine whole.”** But while | agree that, for Hobbes, individual® grarts of the divine
whole, | disagree that our bodies are part of tlkend whole. As | will establish, it is the
motionthat configures extension, which gives the appea®f an individual that is part of
the divine whole. It is motion that makes extensioto a living, sensitive and rational
creature that is part of the divine whole — not éx¢éension that motion is affecting. This
position will be established by drawing on Hobbeshciple that motion produces nothing

but motion and his reliance upon God to accountiferexistence of motion.

2% Hobbes 166& eviathanAppendix Ch iii, 179-180, W p 148.

29 Hobbes 1668 eviathanAppendix Ch iii, 179-180, W footnote 230 p 149.

% Hobbes 166& eviathanAppendix Ch iii, 179-180, W footnote 230 p 149.

1 Hobbes 166&eviathanAppendix Ch iii, 180, W p 148; 6, C p 540; Accardito Wright (2006
footnote 233 p 150) Hobbes conflated a statement frertullian’sDe Carne ChristiXl, “All that is
is body after its own kind; nothing is incorporeaicept that which does not exist”; with one from
Adversus Praxeanll, “Who will deny that God is body even thouglelt spirit? For spirit is body
after its own kind and in its own form”.

%2 Hobbes 1668 eviathanAppendix Ch iii, 180, W p 150; 6, C p 540-541.

B Walton 1975 p 36; Wright 2006 footnote 237 p 150:IMacDonald Ross 2009 p 151.

24 MacDonald Ross 2009 p 151.
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Hobbes in his 1668 (168Znswerclaimed that God is:corporeal andinfinite”*'® and “a
corporeal spirit, that is to say, something thas hmagnitude®® Furthermore, he
characterized a spirit as a thin fluid transpanevisible body**” Accordingly, as Copleston
puts it, Hobbes’ God is therefore “infinite, inli extension® Hobbes referenced the
same passages from the Bible and Tertullian’s mg#ias he had in his Appendix to support
his position that God is corporedf.Hobbes in hisAnswerdetailed that he thought God was
“a most pure, simple, invisible spirit corpore&®.And:
A pure and simple body, he tells us, must be adylof one and the same kind, in
every part throughout; and if mingled with bodyasfother kind, though the total
be compounded or mixed, the parts neverthelesg rétair simplicity, as when
water and wine are mixed, the parts of both kiredain their simplicity. For water

and wine can not both be in one and the same plamece?*

Hobbes then presents the following analogy in otdeaccount for the operation of this

corporeal God in the universe:
| have seen, and so have many more, two watersobtige river, the other a
mineral water, so like that no man could discemdhe from the other by his sight;
yet when they are both put together, the wholetanios could not by the eye be
distinguished from milk. Yet we know that the onasanot mixed with the other,
SO as every part of the one to be in every pathefother, for that is impossible,
unless two bodies can be in the same place. Howdbeld the change be made in
every part, but only by the activity of the minenadter, changing it every where to
the sense, and yet not being every where, anderyeart of the water? If then
such gross bodies have so great activity, what sleathink of spirits, whose kinds
be as many as there are kinds of liquor, and &gtigreater? Can it then be
doubted, but that God, who is infinitely fine spirand withal intelligence, can

make and change all species and kinds of bodike pteasettf?

> Hobbes 1668 (1682nswerEW IV p 306.

218 Hobbes 1668 (1682AnswerEW IV p 308.

" Hobbes 1668 (1682nswerEW IV p 309.

218 Copleston 1959 p 8.

219 Hobbes 1668 (1682AnswerEW IV p 306-307; p 383.
220 Hobbes 1668 (1682AnswerEW IV p 313.

2 Hobbes 1668 (1682nswerEW IV p 309.

222 Hobbes 1668 (1682AnswerEW IV p 309-310.
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Hobbes then states that he dare not say thatstlhe iway that God operates because God’s
operations are beyond “his apprehension” nonetbeles holds that the analogy was

superior to traditional accourfts’

The important point for us to note is that, as Ganthas pointed out, Hobbes’ analogy here
is striking evidence of how his corporeal God wasigned to solve the problem of
accounting for motion and diversitf® As Wright has suggested, Hobbes’ analogy
illustrates how his God can move in all things dmohg about the diverse motions we
perceive, how God makes and moves every type amafbody — although it fell short of
specifying how God operates as a physical c&tiséthile Hobbes did not explicitly state
how God operates as a physical cause, it appearsiehhad to conceive of God as motion.
In his overall system, motion is the only the causeanwhile, as we have seen, motion
produces nothing but motion. Hobbes’ God as irdimivisible extension is responsible for
making and changing all species and kinds of boaliele pleases. Hobbes’ corporeal God
guamotion is in contact with extension because it patas extension. The permeation of
extension by Hobbes’ corporeal God allows it to et its qualities externally and

internally within extension.

| disagree with Gorham that for Hobbes “God produak change and diversity by moving
the parts of the plenum to produce the accidentsaifer we perceive (but God lack$®.
Despite Hobbes’ wordage — indicating that the lrgao mineral water is responsible for
giving the river water a distinct feature, a militeness, it otherwise lacked and which
the mineral water itself lacks — | do not underdtiwow a new feature in both substances
can be produced, given Hobbes’ acceptance of theiple of sufficient reason. Since the
plenum of extension does not have any secondarjtigaalike colour, Hobbes’ corporeal

God must possess these secondary characteristics.

There is also the issue that Hobbes held that mqgiroduces nothing but motion. Since
sensations are motion then Hobbes’ corporeal Godt mossess sensitive qualities —

otherwise there appears to be no way to accourddoondary characteristics. If this is the

22 Hobbes 1668 (1682AnswerEW IV p 310.
224 Gorham 2013a p 253-255.

225 \Wright 2002 p 475-476; 2006 p 256-257.
226 Gorham 2013a p 253.
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case, then when Hobbes’ corporeal God affects sixtenthe qualities that extension
manifests belong to Hobbes’ corporeal God, notxteresion. It appears that Hobbes denied
that God had accidents not because God lackedeatsjdbut because without extension
there would no way for the accidents of God to laaifiested. If we could separate Hobbes’
corporeal God from the plenum of extension it wolbddinvisible, and it would appear to
lack any accidents, as his characterization of (ethg infinite invisible extension
indicated. This is because without extension Hobb@gporeal God would have no way to
manifest its accidents. The accidents we perceivextension are similar to a shadow cast
on a surface by an object. The shadow belongsdoobiject. But without a surface the
shadow will never be manifested. Despite the négeskthe surface for the shadow to be
visible, the shadow’s existence is independenthef surface. Hobbes’ corporeal God
requires extension in order for it to manifestqtsalities otherwise it would appear to be

invisible.

We find further iterations of the corporeal Goddisein the 1678DP, where Hobbes

discusses — and rejects — the possibility of a.v@igden that the universe is a plenum, he

states, the existence of a void in nature was sistent with God’s presence in nature:
Because He that created them is not a fancy, lutnbst real substance that is;
who being infinite, there can be no place emptyrehde is, nor full where He is

not??’

Furthermore, Hobbes claimed that God is involvethencreation of new life:

And it may be the earth may yet produce some verglisliving creatures: and
perhaps male and female. For the smallest creawunesh we take notice of, do
engender, though they do not all by conjunctiorerdfore if the earth produce
living creatures at this day, God did not absolatst from all his works on the
seventh day, but (as it is chap.iil® rested from all the work he had madad
therefore it is no harm to think that God worketitl,sand when and where and
what he pleaseth. Beside, it is very hard to belighat to produce male and
female, and all that belongs therefore, as alsosdweral and curious organs of
sense and memory, could be the work of anythingttad not understanding. From
whence, | think we may conclude, that whatsoever mvade after the creation, was

22T Hobbes 167®P Ch. Il EW VIl p 89.
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a new creature made by God no otherwise than tsieciieatures were, excepting

only man®?®

For Hobbes, God exists throughout the plenum otrestbn and operates within the
universe to produce new life — and since the oativa power in Hobbes’ system is motion,

his God must operate within the universe as motion.

2.7 Hobbes’ Implicit Corporeal God Writings
Now let us turn to Hobbes’ implicit corporeal Goditimgs, assuming that his God was
motion. Hobbes in his 1650 (164Tjtizenwas clear that “God rules by nature onf§®.If
Hobbes’ God governs the world then his God can golsern through motion, which — after
all — is the only cause within Hobbes’ system. Wlihnge was writing about Hobbes’ 1658
De Hominehis characterization of Hobbes’ God is also appabde for HobbesCitizen
We must not indeed conclude from this that Hobdestified God with thesumof
nature-pantheistically. He seems rather to haveavad as God gart of the
universe-controlling, universally spread, uniforand by its motion determining

mechanically the motion of the whdi&.

It appears that Hobbes’ God is part of the univeessause it is motion and as motion it has
an independent existence to extension. As motioohblds’ God is universally spread
throughout the plenum of extension which, by itstiolg characterized in mechanistic
terms, is responsible for the manifestation ofribtural world. We find further support for
my view that, for Hobbes, the natural world is theult of God directly affecting extension
and that he granted priority to extension over Guathin the first line of his 1651
Leviathan “Nature (the art whereby God hath made and gavére world)...23! Martinich
suggests that Hobbes may have been imitating teeriog passages of the Book of Genesis,
but he rhetorically promoted nature above GdBut Hobbes appears to have done more
than rhetorically promote nature above God: he s¢émms to have held that extension was
necessary for his corporeal God to manifest itslitigs through the natural world. For

Hobbes, it seems, the natural world is artificiatduse the “natural” state of the extension

28 Hobbes 167®P Ch. X EW VIl p 176-177.

22 Hobbes 1650 (164 MitizenCh XV.17 EW Il p 220
230 ange 1877 p 290 note 33.

%1 Hobbes 1651 eviathanintroduction 1, C p 3.

232 Martinich 1999 p 225.
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which comprises the universe is simply a passivdifigmnentiated plenum. The natural
world is the result of a corporeal God affectinig thassive undifferentiated plenum — hence
it is artificial. Hobbes stated that God’s powemisanifested in the diversity of the natural
world:
But the acknowledging of one God, eternal, infin@@d omnipotent, may more
easily be derived from the desire men have to ktltmvcauses of natural bodies,
and their several virtues and operations, than ftieenfear of what was to befall

them in time to com&®

Pietarinen, in reference tevPart | Ch xii, 6, C p 64, summarizes thus:
What is claimed here is that God’s active power lsarthought to be manifest in
the world as the structures, qualities, and behavad bodies, that is, as things

resulting from various kinds of motions obeyingtaer general lawé*

God's active power is manifested, it seems, indikersity of the natural world.

| would suggest that this conception of ‘God asiaorodtprovides a hermeneutical principle

that allows us to make better sense of the imptigitms made elsewhere in theviathan

and inQuestions concerning Liberty, Necessity, and ChaRoeexample, theeviathan
The world (I mean not the earth only, that denonesahe lovers of itvorldly
men but theuniverse,that is, the whole mass of all things that aregagporeal
(that is to say, body) and hath the dimensions afjmitude (namely, length,
breadth, and depth). Also, every part of body keviise body, and hath the like
dimensions. And consequently, every part of the@ense is body, and that which is
not body is no part of the universe. And becausauttiverse is all, that which is no
part of it is nothing (and consequently, nowheM)r does it follow from hence
that spirits are nothing. For they have dimensiansl are, therefore, really bodies
(though that name in common speech be given to Isodies only as are visible or
palpable, that is, that have some degree of opadtyt for spirits, they call them
incorporeal, which is a name of more honour, ang tharefore with more piety be

attributed to God himself, in whom we consider wbiat attribute expresseth best

233 Hobbes 1651 eviathanPart | Ch xii, 6, C p 64.
23 pjetarinen 2009 p 192.
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his nature, which is incomprehensible, but whatt egpresseth our desire to

honour Him"2%®

As Leijenhorst has noted, Hobbes seems to suggest{tev Part IV Ch xlvi, 15, C p 458-
459) that God is part of the universe, but despéimg part of the universe Hobbes’ God
does not have any of the defining characteristfasatural bodie$* The ‘solution’ seems
to be that Hobbes’ God does not have any of thaidgfcharacteristics of bodies because it
is not a body but is motion. As motion Hobbes’ Gea@n infinite incomprehensible part of
the universe. God for Hobbes is an infinite parthef universe because motion produces

nothing but motion.

Moving on to the 1658Questions concerning Liberty\Necessity, and Chanceve find
Hobbes stating that:
There is nothing that has a real being, but God,tha world, and the parts of the
world; nor has anything a feigned being, but tisdns of men’s brains. The world
and the parts thereof are corporeal, endued wehdimensions of quantity, and

with figure

Notice the distinction that Hobbes drew in regai@svhat exists in the universe. There is
God, the world and the parts of the world. The @ahd its parts are endowed with the
dimensions of quantity and figure. But Hobbes maaleeference to God having quantity or
figure. This is because the appearance of quaatty figure seems to be the result of

Hobbes’ God as motion affecting the plenum of esitam

In De Corpore Hobbes held that it can be inferred that Goahésdie the universe and is an
eternally moving first mover:
Besides, though from this, that nothing can moselfit it may rightly be inferred
that there was some first eternal movent; yetiit waver be inferred, though some

used to make such inference, that that movent veasadly immoveable, but rather

235 Hobbes 1651 eviathanPart [V Ch xlvi, 15, C p 458-459.
23| eijenhorst 2005 p 207; p 212.
%7 Hobbes 165®uestions concerning Liberty, Necessity, and ChatweXV EW V p 211.
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eternally moved. For as it is true, that nothingnigved by itself; so it is true also

that nothing is moved but by that which is alreatywed®®
But if Hobbes’ God is eternally moving does thig niolate his rejection of self-movement?
No and for two different reasons. First, as bothiiam and Abizadeh have noted, Hobbes’
principles rule out the possibility of a first mowbat begins at rest and then moves but his
principles do not rule out an eternally moving tficause™>° Secondly, Hobbes’ principles
rejected the self-movement of bodies but not ofiomtin theDe Corpore Hobbes was
clear that:

...to attribute to created bodies the power to mbneniselves, what is it else than

to say that there be creatures which have no demeedipon the Creatéf?

So, for Hobbes, God is eternally moving within tineiverse and is responsible for the
appearance of the movement of bodies. Since Gadtlén the universe and is eternally
moving, the amount of motion in the universe is stant. Hobbes characterized God’s
eternity in theDe Corporeas time without end; this was also how he charae@ eternity

241

in the Leviathan™" Since Hobbes equated time with motion, eternitanether way of

articulating ‘endless motion’.

Hobbes’ account of causality supports the integti@t that he implicitly held that God is
motion. Hobbes in his 165af Liberty and Necessityas clear that without the existence of
God there would be no way of making sense of afecef
Nor does theoncourse of all causesake one simplehain or concatenation, but
an innumerable number of chains, joined togethet,imall parts, but in the first
link God Almighty; and consequently the whole caakan event, doth not always

depend on one single chain, but on many togétfer.

238 Hobbes 1656 (165%)e CorporePart IV 26.1 EW | p 412.

239 Gorham 2013a p 255; Abizadeh 2017a p 730.

240 Hobbes 1656 (165%)e CorporePart IV 30.2 EW | p 510.

241 Hobbes 1656 (165%)e CorporePart IV 26.1 EW | p 413; 163leviathanPart IV Ch xlvi, 22, C
p 461; Glover 1960 p 292; Glover 1960 footnote 5®6; Martinich 1999 p 188.

42 Hobbes 1650f Liberty and Necessi§W IV p 246-247.
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As Zarka has pointed out, Hobbes relied upon Godisipotence acting as first cause to
ground his determinism: if there was first cause then there would be an infinite regress of

causes in which case there would be no possiloifitpaking sense of a given efféet.

Hobbes himself explicitly states in his 16&&iestions concerning Liberty, Necessity, and

Chancethat God is responsible for causality:
That which | say necessitateth and determinethyeaetion (that [Bramhall] may
no longer doubt of any meaning), is the sum otradke things, which now being
existent, conduce and concur to the productiorhaf action hereafter, whereof if
any one thing now were wanting, the effect coultlb®produced. This concourse
of causes, whereof every one is determined to Iseidi as it is by a like concourse
of former causes, may well be called (in respeey tiere all set and ordered the
eternal cause of all things, God Almighty) the @éecof God***

In his Questions Hobbes reiterates this point that the whole cafsan event does not
depend on a single cause but on many togéfAexs Wright notes, pertinently, Hobbes’
attempt to coordinate theology and natural scieneans that he described every event in
the natural world “...as a confluence of causaircharoducing the given effect and at the
same time unified immutably in the will of Go&* Hobbes identified God's will, God'’s
providence, with a universal and unbreakable neltedusality’*’ He argued that God acts
after creation only by means of secondary causesrding to strict mechanical necessity;
miracles do not violate the laws of nature becd#use foresaw the need for them at creation
and organized the world to produce th&fhZarka has raised the possibility that Hobbes’
theology of omnipotence turns out to bdemial of God’s existence since he recognized no
more than a material world subject to natural nsitg$™ But this is not the case: as
Gillespie notes, for Hobbes, God’s will consiststire interacting motions of all things
acting corporeally upon one anotfigtit appears that, for Hobbes, God’s will and ndtura
necessity are the same thing.

243 7arka (translated by Sorrell) 2006 p 78-80.

244 Hobbes 165®uestions concerning Liberty, Necessity, and Chatmex!l. EW V p 105.
245 Hobbes 165®uestions concerning Liberty, Necessity, and Chatmex!l. EW V p 105.
24%\Wright 2006 p 271.

247 Martinich 2002 p 5; Gillespie 2009 p 225.

248 Gijllespie 2009 p 250-251.

249 7arka (translated by Sorrell) 2006 p 78-80.

20 Gillespie 2009 p 229.
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In hisQuestionsHobbes, was clear that God works through seconziarges:
...all external causes depend necessarily on thieefiesnal cause, God Almighty,
who worketh in us both to will and to do, by theditation of second caudg*
According to Hobbes:
It is true, that God doth not all things that ha da if he will; but that he cawill
that which he hath natilled from all eternity, | deny; unless that he can ooly
will a change but alsochange his will which all divines say is immutable; and

then they must needs be necessary effects, thegguidrom God>?

As Glover has suggested, in reference to EW V p, Hibbes sought to reconcile the
problem of an unchanging God which was implied s/ determinism with the dynamic
activity of God who commands and acts in historyhbyding that “God’s present acts are
carrying out his eternal intention§® For Hobbes, it seems, God was responsible for all
change yet is unchanging in relation to his wilk eausality, God has already pre-
determined what will be manifested in the naturafld through its activity. God, through

the activity of the natural world, carries out bign pre-determined eternal intentions.

%1 Hobbes 165®uestions Concerning Liberty, Necessity, and ChatweXXXVIIl EW V p 450.
#2Hobbes 165®&uestions Concerning Liberty, Necessity, and ChatmeXVIIl EW V p 246.
23 Glover 1960 p 291; footnote 58 p 296.
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CHAPTER THREE
HOBBES' UNDERSTANDING OF SCIENCE AND PIETY

3.1 Introduction

In this chapter | will explore Hobbes’ use of Gad science in order to argue that he
implicitly held that God is motion. In hiBe Corpore Hobbes excluded theology from
philosophy because there is nothing to either éividr compound, nor any generation to be
conceived in God>* This chapter examines the implications of thisitms giving
particular attention to the way in which — despitee apparent exclusion — Hobbes
referenced God in his account of natural scienceilllargue that this is because Hobbes
implicitly held that God is motion. | will establishow Hobbes argued that the study of
nature leads to belief in God’s existence as biosh fhover and designer. Following this |
will explore Hobbes’ understanding of natural scinl will establish that, for Hobbes both
truth and science are linguistic not ontologicalfteA this | will explore Hobbes’
understanding of statements about God. | will thstablish that it is possible to reconcile
the inconsistencies in Hobbes' statements about Gechuse they are linguistic not
ontological. Finally | will explore how Hobbes, gt excluding God from science, relied
upon God to account for the origin of science aad determining the plausibility of

scientific theories.

Scholars on both sides of the debate regarding é®hbind God recognize that it was not
possible for Hobbes to have had an idea of &dtie held that thoughts consist of images
which are derived from sensation; but since Gophsensible, we cannot have an idea of
God. Hobbes’ approach to sensation and ideas tiail whereas ideas such as cat or green
have an image that corresponds to them, there ismage for the idea of God. Martinich
argued that; “According to Hobbes’s linguistic viewGod” is the name of an object of
which humans can have no imagé®.In contrast to Martinich, | suggest that we should
understand the name “God” for Hobbes as a blanigeémather than a non image. (While
the shift in holding that the name “God” for Hobhssot a non image but a blank image

might not seem like a significant difference, ituadly is.) This is because a non image

%4 Hobbes 1656 (165%)e CorporePart | 1.8 EW | p 10.

25 Tuck 1989 p 77; Martinich 1999 p 139; 2002 p 186rley 1994LeviathanlIntroduction p Xii;
Jesseph 2002; Wright 2006 p 297; MacDonald RosS pani4.

%6 Martinich 1997 p 58.
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closes off opportunities to try and offer an acdooihhow Hobbes might have used God
within his ontological system, whereas holding tHabbes’ God was a blank image opens
such opportunities up. | will be building on aspeot Holden’s understanding of Hobbes’
first cause argument — namely, that Hobbes’ fiemise was an inference and is a blank
canvas upon which religious beliefs are projeétéd agree with Holden on this point, but |
will argue that Hobbes went further than this claaa | will show, Hobbes also projected
upon this blank canvas those aspects of his ontalbgystem for which he could not
otherwise account for, which, as | suggest, wasanot

3.2 The Study of Nature leads to God
Throughout his writings, Hobbes maintained that shely of nature leads to belief in the
existence of God. In the 1647 (1650jtizen Hobbes says that, from our experience of
nature, we know that God exists — “by the lightnature it may be known that there is a
God™*® — and that the wonder of the natural world leadsi o believe that God is the
invisible manufacturer of all things? In the 1651Leviathan he maintained that it is
impossible to inquire into natural causes withaeihg inclined to believe in the existence of
either a single God or multiple gods; by inquirtoimatural events men conceive that God is
responsible for the order of the visible woff.And in the 1656 (1655pe Corpore
Hobbes again reiterates that our study of nataésl¢éo us admiring God:
...when after meditation and contemplation many thimghich we wondered at
before are now grown more familiar to us, we thehelve them, and transfer our

admiration from the creatures to the Creafbr.

So, for Hobbes, as we progress in our inquiries mature, we transfer our admiration from
creatures to Gotf? And, as he holds in 1698e Homine when we study nature we are led
to the idea that God is responsible for it:
Any who have sufficiently contemplated all the maehy both of generation and
nutrition and yet have not seen that they have lbeestructed by some mind, and

%" Holden 2015 p 666.

#8 Hobbes 1650 (164 TitizenCh 11.21 EW 1l p 27

9 Hobbes 1650 (164 WitizenCh XVI.1 EW Il p 227. God for Hobbes was a mantiiger because
he held that the natural world was an artificiahstouct.

20 Hobbes 1651 eviathanPart | Ch xi, 26, C p 62; xii, 6, C p 64.

1 Hobbes 1656 (165%)e CorporePart IV 27.1 EW | p 447.

%2 Hobbes 1656 (165%)e CorporePart IV 27.1 EW | p 447.
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directed each to its own functions, must indeeddresidered themselves without a

mind 253

As Cromatrtie puts it, commenting on the 168 (EW VII p 176-177), Hobbes is clear that

we believe that God is a designer from our expedesf the natural worlé’*

In the 1651 eviathan Hobbes maintained that:
...It iIs impossible to make any profound inquiry imtatural causes without being
inclined thereby to believe there is one God etethaugh they cannot have any

idea of him in their mind answerable to his nafiire.

As Brown, Tuck and Leijenhorst have all pointed,dat Hobbes God’s existence as first
cause is an inference based on our experiencdseafidgtural world, even though we are
unable to have a positive idea of G88For Martinich, Holden and Mcintyre Hobbes’ first
cause argument in hiseviathan was a rational process characteristic of the #@ien
mind?®” Bunce has noted the similarity between scienceraadotheism for Hobbes: for
Bunce, Hobbes held that both are rooted in theysbfchatural cause€® According to
Glover and Gillespie, God’s existence for Hobbes ba known by rational inquiry into
cause$® As Wright has noted, despite Hobbes holding thabd’© nature is
incomprehensible, he held that God’s existenceiras dause is nevertheless a necessary
conclusion of reason, as, led by curiosity, it éacause-and-effect relations to their
ultimate sourcé’® According to both Holden and Mcintyre, in refererioLevPart | xi, 25,

C p 62, Hobbes was reporting on a psychologicdl daout human beings; when humans,
animated by curiosity, profoundly investigate natyphenomena they must come to the
conclusion that there is a first cause which theylry the name “God®’* It seems that, for
Hobbes, rational inquiry out of psychological nesigsterminates in the belief that God is

more than a first eternal cause, but is an etgrmalbving designer. As Cromartie has

253 Hobbes 165®e HomineLW Il p 6 (Brown translation 1962 p 342).

254 Cromartie 2008 p 869.

2% Hobbes 1651 eviathanPart | Ch xi, 25, C p 62.

256 Brown 1962 p 340; Tuck 1989 p 78; Leijenhorst 2p(00; p 205.

%7 Martinich 2002 p 192; Holden 2015 p 665; McInt2@16 p 567.

2% Bunce 2013 p 55.

29 Glover 1960 p 288; Gillespie 2009 p 248.

20\Wright 1999 footnote 50 p 409.

" Holden 2015 p 654-655; Mcintyre 2016 p 550; Stepimaintains that for Hobbes belief in God'’s
existence is driven by “curiosity” into what is thause of the effects we perceive (2012 p 147).
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suggested, for Hobbes the First Mover that everyndmu is prone to postulate is
simultaneously also a Designer responsible foresemperiencé’? This positing of God as

both eternal mover and designer appears to be &inbés a non-optional posit for the
natural scientist when engaged in rational ingsingo causes.

So the supposition of God’s existence as first eavess the product of rational thinking. But
how can we be certain that, for Hobbes, the named“Gs not a “mere name”,
psychologically necessary and useful in scientligories, yet not delineating anything that
actually exists? How can we be certain that theranything more than psychological
necessity underpinning our ‘rational belief’ in Goexistence? | believe that we can be
certain that Hobbes’ concept of God had a ratiandl ontological grounding: without God,
there appears to be no other way of accountinghierexistence of motion. | agree with
Martinich, Gillespie, MacDonald Ross and Mcintyhatt Hobbes’ basis for believing in the
existence of God is strictly analogous to the b&midelieving in the existence of bodies:
for Hobbes, the only things we have direct cogeitaccess to are our own ideas, so we
must infer the existence of bodféd Hobbes'’ belief in the existence of bodies is fiesdi by

the (supposed) fact that the only sensible wayxigagn our phantasms is to infer that
bodies exist and act in the way describ€dSo for Hobbes, belief in the existence of God is
the only sensible way of explaining the effectsvadtion. | previously suggested that we
should understand Hobbes’ idea of God as a blaak@nrather than a non-image. It seems
that, as Hobbes continued his work, and despitdattie of explicit acknowledgement, he

equated God with motion.

3.3 Understanding Hobbes’ Approach to Natural Sciece

Hobbes held that our knowledge of the universeersvdd either directly or indirectly from
sense impressions which are caused by the impagttefnal objects on our senses. These
impacts produce “phantasms” in the brain and tlipeantasms” in turn are the basis of
knowledge. Hobbes held that our perceptions ofstbed are not real representations of the

objective world and are instead obscure signs dfiédn natural events that must be

272 Cromartie 2008 p 869-870.
273 Martinich 2002 p 192; Gillespie 2009 p 249; MacBighRoss 2009 p 148; Mcintyre 2016 p 549.
27 Martinich 1999 p 349.
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deciphered’® In the Leviathan Hobbes denied that the principles of natural remecan
teach us to the nature of anything:
...from the principles of natural science, which ao far from teaching us anything
of God’s nature as they cannot teach us our owar@anor the nature of the

smallest creature livingf®

For Hobbes, humans cannot know the nature of amythi so we must rely on fallible
hypotheses to account for natural evéhté\s Jesseph has noted, referendiegPart Il Ch
xxi, 33, C p 241:
Furthermore, he recognized that our knowledge ok hmdies act upon one
another is radically incomplete and conjectural;fepinstance, we must rely upon
fallible hypotheses to explain why water dissolsegar and not gofd®

There is a tension in Hobbes’ account of sensatidns 1656 (1655Pe Corpore at Part |
6.1 (EW | p 65-66) he claims that by reason we kmdvat the causes of our sensations are:
they are “..the shortest way of finding out effects by th@own causes, or of causes by
their known effectsBut at Part IV 25.1 EW | p 388 Hobbes claimsttiva cannot know by
reason what the causes of our sensations are atehdhwe can only give plausible
explanations. As Hobbes writes:
The principles...are not such as we ourselves raalgpronounce in general terms,
as definitions; but such, as being placed in thegththemselves by the Author of
Nature, are by us observed in them; and we makeotigkem in single and
particular, not universal propositions. Nor do tl@pose upon us any necessity of
constituting theorems; their use being only, thougit without such general
propositions as have been already demonstratetholw us the possibility of some

production or generatiofi’

Because the causal principles of natural phenoraenéplaced in the things themselves by
the Author of Nature”, they do not “impose uponamy necessity of constituting theorems”,

and so, consequently, the use of hypotheses irrahtagaience is only “to show us the

" Gillespie 2009 p 231-232; Mcintyre 2016 footnofep3568.
7% Hobbes 1651 eviathanPart Il Ch xxxi, 33, C p 241.

2" Hobbes 1651 eviathanPart Il Ch xxxi, 33, C p 241.

2’8 Jesseph 2002 p 144.

29 Hobbes 1656 (165%)e CorporePart IV 25.1 EW | p 388.

56



possibility of some production or generatidf®.In his 1678Decameron Physiologicum
Hobbes was clear that he held that scientific exadlans are hypothetical because God can
do anything: “For there is no effect in nature whibe Author of nature cannot bring to

pass by more ways than orf&"

Hobbes adopted a voluntarist theological view whichintained that there are no
phenomena that God cannot bring about in an iefimitmber of ways; whatever we witness
in nature might have been produced in any way®uat pleased®?

Hobbes held that we can only give plausible expglana to account for the causes of
natural phenomena because they are produced byTa@mmeans that natural philosophy
will always remain hypothetical and conjectural.la Corpore Hobbes was clear that he
thought his physics is comprised of hypothesesveasiwilling to accept the hypotheses of
other men as long as they were conceivable: forbdsbconceivability underpins natural

hypothese§®

Despite holding that our knowledge of how bodie$ @gon one another is radically
incomplete and conjectural, and that we must rgdgnufallible hypotheses to explain
natural events, nonetheless, Hobbes was certaimibtzgon accounted for all natural events.
In De Corporehe made clear his position that motion is the ppiedrom which absolutely
everything can be derived:
But the causes of universal things (of those, astlethat have any cause) are
manifest of themselves, or (as they say commonipwk to nature; so that they

need no method at all; for they have all but onigemal cause, which is motig*

At the most general level, the analytic method @érsce terminates with the concept of

motion because motion is the ultimate cause ofy#hielg?®> Hobbes, it seems, did not

%0 Hobbes 1656 (165%)e CorporePart IV 25.1 EW | p 388.

81 Hobbes 167®P Ch. Il EW VII p 88.

22 Miller 1999 p 159-160; Mcintyre 2016 p 568; As yimsly mentioned Hobbes despite
embracing a voluntarist theological view maintairtedt everything which occurs is necessary
because while God is capable of anything, God da¢shange his will (Hobbes 16%guestions
Concerning Liberty, Necessity, and Chahie XVIII EW V p 246).

283 Hobbes 1656 (165%)e CorporePart IV 30.15 EW | p 531.

4 Hobbes 1656 (165%)e CorporePart | 6.5 EW | p 69.

285 Jesseph 2006a p 124.
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understand how the natural world works — and sertted up relying on God, given that he
implicitly identified God with motion. | agree wittWright, in reference to Hobbe&nswer
(EW IV p 309-310), that he fell short of specifyiqgecisely how God operates as a
physical cause, offering it only as a hypothesistdad®® But although Hobbes did not
specify how his corporeal God operates as a physase, it seems that, since the only
cause within his system was motion, Hobbes’ cogddB®d must operate as motion: God is

motion and motion causes everything, and so Gosesaeverything.

3.4 Truth and Science: Linguistic not Ontological

Truth for Hobbes is purely logical (and linguisticiot ontological. It consists in the right
ordering of words: truth relates to statementshi form of propositions, not in the things
spoken of®’ In Human Natureand theleviathan Hobbes was clear that prudence, which is
the wisdom acquired through experience, cannotym®druth’®® Prudence can never result
in certainty. Sensation alone leads to prudencgesa®n cannot make universal conclusions
because it is only knowledge of f&€t.A prudent man may guess that an event will happen,
but can never be certain that it will. Since woads arbitrarily imposed on sensation, how is
truth decided? What for Hobbes is the determinirmugd on which we declare that one
name is comprehended in another? One would asshate since Hobbes held that all
knowledge begins with sensation, so he would halé that our experience of the world
would determine why one name is comprehended ithanoBut Hobbes did not do this.
Instead, Hobbes referred to the arbitrary powelviddals have to impose or attach names
to particular conceptions derived from sensatibesé names are assigned due to man’s fiat
and not according to some independently establigh&tth which existed prior to the
imposition of names themselv&s.

Hobbes embraced a conventionalist theory of triffhruth depends on human convention;

and 2) a true proposition does not describe somteataout the world, but simply reveals

2% \Wright 2006 p 257.

" Hobbes 1651eviathanPart | Ch iv, 11-12, C p 18-19; Hobbes 1655 (1a56)CorporePart |
3.7 EW | p 36-37; Mintz 1964 p 24; Miller 1999 p1t%52; Cromartie 2008 p 865-866.

%8 Hobbes 1640 (1650-165Human NatureCh iv, 10 EW IV p 17-18; Hobbes 165&viathanPart

I ch.iii, 7-10, C p 13-14; Hobbes held that anime&n be prudent (Hobbes 1640 (1650-1651)
Human NatureCh vi, 4 EW IV p 29; Hobbes 163%viathanPart | Chiii, 9, C p 14).

289 Hobbes 1640 (1650-165Human NatureCh iv, 10 EW IV p 18; Copleston 1959 p 17; Miller
1999 p 159.

29 Martinich 1997 p 97; Miller 1999 p 157.

58



something about the way we use wotdsGiven that truth is purely linguistic, what is the
relationship between truth and reality for HobbAs™Miller has noted, Hobbes rejected the
use of experience to assess truth claims:
Under Hobbes’s regime a witness who sees a ghdstlaims to have seen a man
may be said to have spoken a falsehood. This adifalsehood, however cannot

be grounded in an empirical assertiéh.

Hobbes assigned truth and falsity to propositiart ot to the entities spoken about, hence
only the witness’s statement can be submitted e¢otélst of truth or falsehood. Given that
truth is logical not ontological, what effect daeg have on his account of scientific truth?
Hobbes maintained that scientific truths are ndistantive: scientific truths do not give

information about the world, but they explain theaming of word$?®?

Hobbes held that science is acquired through coreasoning® But how did Hobbes
understand how correct reasoning is determined@iimaa dispute between two scientists,
such as what 6 multiplied by 6 is. Let us call theimA and Mr B. Mr A believes that the
correct answer is 36, while Mr B believes that @inswer is 30. Each scientist believes that
they have reasoned correctly but have arrivedfegrdnt answers. How did Hobbes believe
that this dispute should be resolved? Accordinpéd_eviathan
...when there is a controversy in an account, thégsamust by their own accord
set up for right reason the reason of some arbitrat judge to whose sentence
they will both stand, or their controversy mustheit come to blows or be
undecided, for want of a right reason constitutgdnbture, so it is also in all
debates of what kind soever.

Reason cannot be used to solve such disputes leeitagsthe testimony of reason itself
which is the issue; instead, Hobbes held that despof reason could only be solved by

appealing to an authorify® This authority, of course, is the sovereign. Hablselution to

21 Finn 2007 p 30-31; Gillespie 2009 p 209; p 228.

292 Miller 1999 p 157.

293 Martinich 1997 p 95; p 98.

29 Martinich 1997 p 87-88.

2% Hobbes 1651 eviathanPart | Ch v, 3, C p 23.

2% Hobbes 1651 eviathanPart | Ch v, 3, C p 23; Martinich 1997 p 88.
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disputes over what constitutes right reason wasemtionalisn?®’ For Hobbes, scientists
involved in a dispute must take as “right reasoriatever the sovereign authority or his
deputies say that it is. When Mr A and Mrs B tuorthe sovereign to settle their disputes,
they must take whatever solution the sovereign edegrthey must accept whatever the
sovereign decrees “right reason” to be — even i theans the answer is something
completely different, like 42. As Santi noted irgaeds to Hobbes’ use of the term “Right
Reason:

...Hobbes rejects the idea of a “right reason ¢tutetl by nature” to be foundr

rerum naturd; the only universal right reason is not naturat brtificial: it is the

reason of the State, expressed and made knowrgthtba law/*®

For Hobbes, science cannot exist without a soveresgience cannot exist in the state of

nature®®®

Hobbes, inDe Corpore held that the end and scope of philosophy wastiped. Despite
this, he does not depict science as apodicticnseienly has hypothetical truth; there is no
guarantee that the picture that science paintshef world corresponds to realfty
According to Mcintyre, the ultimate descriptive aacy of scientific hypotheses or models
is irrelevant to the aims of natural sciefiteAnd as Jesseph has noted, natural science, for
Hobbes, amounts to a systematic attempt to “saee pfrenomena” with hypotheses
detailing their causes; the natural scientist capira to nothing more than plausible

opinions.

But how to reconcile the tension between Hobbesitjpm that philosophy/science does not
inform us of the world and his position that phdply should have a practical purpose, that
philosophy should produce effects in the worldgilea with Miller's suggestion that, for
Hobbes, scientific definitions do not need to bepeirally true but merely describe how
things could be generated. Similarly, Mcintyre lsotat the ultimate descriptive accuracy

of scientific hypotheses or models is irrelevanthie aims of natural science because, for

29" Martinich 1997 p 88.

2% g5anti 2017 p 61; for more on Hobbes’ approacligtat reason see Greene 2015.
29 Hobbes 1651 eviathanPart | Ch xiii, 9, C p 76.

30 Hobbes 1656 (165%)e CorporePart | 1.6 EW | p 7; Gillespie 2009 p 231-234.
391 MclIntyre 2016 p 567-568.

60



Hobbes, the use of hypotheses in natural scienaelys‘to show us the possibility of some

production or generationDEe CorporePart IV 25.1 (EW | p 388)). And as Gillespie puts i
It is not crucial that we know the actual chaingttbovern the motions of matter.
For science to achieve its goal we need only hygathl truth. The hypothetical
picture that we construct need not correspond ¢éodttual causal pathways by

which events occur; it need only explain how todoree or prevents effect®

Hobbes defined the philosophical/scientific methodis De Corporeas “..the shortest
way of finding out effects by their known causespfocauses by their known effett&®
Given this definition, it would seem that, for Has) the shortest way of finding out effects
by their known causes or of causes by their knoffeces is simply the statement “God does
it". And given the linguistic nature of Hobbes’ appch to science, it seems that this

statement provides just as much ontological infaimnaas any other scientific definition.

3.5 The Purpose of God-Talk
Hobbes consistently held that we cannot have aegiimn of something infinite: see, for
example CitizenCh xv.14 EW Il p 214-19, eviathanPart | Ch iii, 12, C p 19)e Corpore
Part 11 7.12 EW | p 100 or Part IV XXVIL.1 EW | p 41For Hobbes, when we use the word
“infinite” we express nothing other than our inceipato conceive of somethiry? Since
Hobbes also held that God is infinite, what wasregped by the word “God"? In the
LeviathanHobbes tells us that
...therefore the name d@bod is used, not to make us conceive of him (for he is
incomprehensibleand his greatness and power are unconceivahlé)thiat we
may honour hint®
The Leviathanwas clear that the purpose of speech was to @ansf thoughts into words
and that words have two purposes: remembrance @menanicatiort"® But if words are
meant to express our thoughts about something, @ffextt does this have on Hobbes’ God-
writings; given that he held that we have no idé&od? Curley maintains that because
Hobbes held that God is insensible he could nonmegéully talk about God; despite this,

392 Gillespie 2009 p 232.

393 Hobbes 1656 (165%)e CorporePart | 1.6 EW | p 66.

394 Hobbes 1651 eviathanPart | Ch iii, 12, C p 15; Hobbes 1656 (165% CorporePart Il 7.11
EW | p 98-99.

3% Hobbes 1651 eviathanPart | Chiiii, 12, C p 15.

3% Hobbes 1651 eviathanPart | Ch iv, 3, C p 16-17.
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Curley acknowledges that we should understand HBbBed-writings as intending to
honour God®®’ But this does not appear to be the case. Hobbemsséo have spoken
meaningfully about God in two ways: 1) assertingdGoexistence; and 2) to honour or

signify our incapacity before God.

In the Leviathan Hobbes claimed that, bar God’s existence, thecdbgitterances do not
signify any truth about God:
For the nature of God is incomprehensible; thab isay, we understand nothing of
what he isbut onlythat he is and therefore, the attributes we give him aretoot
tell one anothewhat he is nor to signify our opinion of his nature, but alesire
to honour him with such names as we conceive mastolrable amongst

themselved®

Hobbes adopted an expressivist interpretation latiom to talk about divine attributes; he
consistently writes that attributes given to Goel aot intended to represent or describe God
and instead either signify our incapacity beforel@oare intended to express our reverence
towards God™ It should also be noted that Hobbes’ view thatl@aus talk about God
was not useful in describing God’s nature is chiaratic of many writers in the Protestant
tradition'° For Hobbes, religious language is not intendedntke true or false claims

about God: instead, it is intended to worship &4dd.

Hobbes repeatedly claimed that “God exists” andd®@oa substance” are equivalent. For
example, in the 1668 (168Blistorical NarrationHobbes states that:
The first principle of religion in all nations, ijat God is that is to say, that God
really is something, and not a mere fancy; but thiaich is really something, is

considerable alone by itself, as besgmewhereln which sense a man is a thing

397 Curley 1994 eviathanintroduction p Xii.

%% Hobbes 1651 eviathanPart Ill Ch xxxiv, 4, C p 263; See also Hobbes@4651 (1640Human
NatureCh XI.2 EW IV p 59; Mori 2012 p 206; Abizadeh 2@17 716.

39 Hobbes 1650-1651 (1646)uman NatureCh XI.13 EW IV p 60; 1651 eviathanPart | Ch iii,
12, C p 15; Part IV Ch xlvi, 15, C p 459; 1662 (@p8onsiderationEW IV p 426; Johnson 1975 p
116; Glover 1960 p 288; Leijenhorst 2005 p 201;dhri2006 p 297; Finn 2007 p 110; Stephen
2012 p 148; Holden 2015 p 648.

#1%\Wright 2006 footnote 148 p 297-298.

311 Hepburn 1972 p 99; MacDonald Ross 2009 p 145.
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real; for | can consider hito be without considering any other thing bebesides

h|m 312

Similarly, in the 1668 Latin edition dfeviathanHobbes claimed that:
...when someone sa@od is For then he wishes to be understood as if heshat

God is something real, not a figment of the minbyostasis, not a phantasm

And the 1668 Appendix claimed that:
...the saying, “God is,” means the same thing at @od exists, or, if we
resolve the substantive verb into its parts, thatisda being....something real,
not merely an appearance, like that which we capectre or like the spirits

314

worshipped by the pagans, those which the Apostie €alls “nothing™

As Curley translates the same passage:
Therefore, the expressi@odis signifies the same as God exists, i.e., when th
substantive verb is analysé@od is a beingDeus est efjor [in Greek]ho on
i.e., something real, and not a mere phantasm, asdhat which is called a
spectre, or like the demons the Gentiles worshipfwaich St. Paul calls
nothing[1 Cor. 8:4])*"

Cromartie has suggested that, for Hobbes, “Godt®xisas not a proposition, but he
appears to be mistaken in this regdftiThis is because Hobbes made clear that he
considered “God exists” to be a proposition in #868 appendix to hiseviathan®’
According to Leijenhorst, Hobbes’ statements ab®Bat — beyond those positing God’s
existence — were religious statements; they arecognitive statements or pre-formative
expressions of our wish to honour G88.For Martinich, all of Hobbes’ God talk bar
assertions of God’s existence and possibly Godmay and omnipotence.év Part | Ch

xii, 6-7, C p 64-65) is honorifit:® And Mintz maintains that:

*2 Hobbes 1668 (1680istorical NarrationEW IV p 393.
33 Hobbes 166&eviathanCh xlvi, 16, C p 473.

¥4 Hobbes 166&eviathanAppendix Ch i, 4, W p 40.

¥ Hobbes 166&eviathanAppendix Ch i, 4, C p 499.

316 Cromartie 2008 p 872.

317 Hobbes 166&eviathanAppendix Ch i, 4, W p 40.

38| eijenhorst 2005 p 201; p 209.

319 Martinich 1992 p 95; p 202; 1997 p 56-57; 1998p-140.
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God, Hobbes said, exists; he is material; he isHi& Cause; he is omnipotent;
whatever other attributes he may possess are bieffthough we describe him in

various ways by way of honouring hifff.

| would suggest that, as motion, Hobbes’ God existdmaterial” and is First Cause.

Miller has commented that, in terms of ‘knowledgéGod, Hobbes maintains that “...He is
omnipotent, that He is material, and that His degaalways agree with the dictates of right
reason.®?! | would suggest that, as motion, Hobbes’ God isipmtent, material and right
reason is an outflow of God’s activity. As Finn hasded, in reference tioeviathanPart Il
Ch XXXI, 28, C p 240, for Hobbes God is not finitept capable of death, and not
comprehensiblé?? This characterisation applies equally to Hobbertarstanding of

motion: for Hobbes, motion is not finite, not cajgabf death and is not comprehensible.

According to Holden (2015), Hobbes held that amedruth-apt descriptions of the divine
nature:
....we can say quite literally that the being thatcall “God” is (i) the cause of the
humanly imaginable system of causes, and (ii) piwwenough to deserve human

worship3?3

Once again, | maintain that these statements ar@lgdrue for Hobbes’ account of motion:
1) motion is the cause of the humanly imaginablstesy of causes; and 2) motion is

powerful enough to deserve human worship.

3. 6 Reconciling Inconsistencies in Hobbes’ God-Tial

As Leijenhorst has noted, Hobbes, in tteviathan(Part IV Ch xlvi, 15, C p 458-459),
preferred to call God an incomprehensible substaatesr than an incorporeal substance,
but he allowed for the use of incorporeal so losgtavas used as an attempt to honour

God3**In his writings before the 1660s, Hobbes helddsyossible to call God incorporeal

320 Mintz 1962 p 41.

21 Miller 1999 p 159.

322 Finn 2007 p 110.

323 Holden 2015 p 661.
324|_eijenhorst 2005 p 207.
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as long as the term was used piously, but by tl&®d 6e rejected even pious use of the
term3?° For Abizadeh and Cromartie, all of Hobbes’ Godtings, including his corporeal
God writings, were oblations; when Hobbes called Gorporeal he was signifying his will
to honour God by conceiving that God exists andgazing that it is not possible to
conceive that something exists without conceivifigt @as bodily>* | disagree with this
claim, however: as Wright suggests, “[s]aying tkaid is corporeal seems to attribute a

characteristic to God that is not negative but dpsee of His natureé?’

For Abizadeh, because Hobbes held that God is ipoeimensible, it does not matter
whether we call God incorporeal or corporeal — bheeaboth are just attempts to honour
God. But Hobbes preferred to call God incomprel®agiather than ‘incorporeal’, which
indicates non-existence, or ‘corporeal’, which oades limitednes¥® | agree with
Leijenhorst that because of Hobbes’ dual use ajuage he can simultaneously claim that

God is corporeal in philosophical language andripereal in religious languagé’

Hobbes in his 1668 (1682Answerwas unclear if God was part of the universe onthele
universe:
I mean by the universe, the aggregate of all thihgs have being in themselves;
and so do all men else. And because God has a, biefolljpws that he is either the

whole universe, or part of 1°

| agree with Leijenhorst that taking into accoumtbHes’ 1651 eviathan(Part IV Ch xlvi,
15, C p 458-459), as well as tAaswer Hobbes’ God is not the whole universe but part of
it.33* This position is also supported by Hobbes’ 16B(Ch. Il EW VII p 89), in which he

also distinguished between God and extension.

Despite stating that we should not attribute partSod, in his 1668 (168Answer(EW IV
p 266), Hobbes went on to do precisely this andbate parts to God — inseparable parts,

325 According to Leijenhorst (2005) this was becausibthés in his later writings took a stricter
position in regards to the use of non-biblical vmdary to honour God (p 207-208; p 210).

20 Abizadeh 2017a p 717-718; p 731-732; Cromartie320872; p 875.

327 \Wright 2006 p 256.

328 Abizadeh 2017b p 919-920.

329 _eijenhorst 2005 p 209.

%0 Hobbes 1668 (1682nswerEW IV p 349.

331 eijenhorst 2005 p 212.
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but parts nevertheless (EW IV p 302-303). Accordiogsorham, Hobbes in hi&nswer
(EW IV p 302-303) was willing to accept the implicen that God has conceptually distinct
parts which are not physically divisibl& In the 1651Leviathan(Part | ch.iii, 12, C p 15)
and his 1656 (1655) aride Corpore(Part Il 7.12 EW | p 99-100), Hobbes claimed thvat
have no idea of anything infinite because whatexermmagine is finite; for Hobbes, nothing
infinite can truly be said to be either whole ortphagree with Leijenhorst that, taking into
account Hobbes’ point in hiBe Corpore(Part 11 7.12 EW | p 99-100) — namely, that the
notion of whole and part cannot meaningfully bel@opto infinite entities — solves the
apparent contradiction between hisviathan(xlvi.15) andAnswer(EW IV p 349): when
Hobbes stated that God was “part” of the univemsavas speaking religiousf® and this

seems to be equally valid for Hobbes’ attributiod denial of parts in regards to God.

Hobbes’Answer(EW IV p 296) criticised Bramhall's position th&od is “wholly where,
and wholly there, and wholly every where” becausariplies also the whole world is also
in the whole God, and in every part of God”, andt tih makes God the soul of the world.
Yet despite Hobbes’ criticism of Bramhall's positjat does not appear to be very different
from his own. In his contemporary Latin editionlafviathan Hobbes dropped the censure
against holding that God is the soul of the woddd in its appendix he indicated that the
world is inside of God. In his 1678P (Ch. Il EW VII p 89), he also indicated that Ga&d i
inside the world and the world is inside of Godee#&use a void is inconsistent with God’s
presence throughout the plenum of extension. H&dsuiggests that, for Hobbes, we must
not “say” something about God, as this would leadta speak less reverently than we
might, but this does not mean that the somethinguistion is not tru&* This same point
is valid, | would suggest, regarding Hobbes holdimgt God is “inside” the world and his
rejection of the same notion; we should not say @ad is “inside” of the world or that the

world is “inside” God — despite both being true.

There are also tensions in Hobbes’ list of honoutitributes in his 1650 (164Tjtizenand
1651 Leviathan— for example, that is dishonourable to attribugtion and rest to Got>

But how could Hobbes have held that attributingthrei motion nor rest to God is

332 Gorham 2013a p 247.

333 eijenhorst 2005 p 212-213.

334 Holden 2015 p 665.

33> Hobbes 1650 (164 WitizenCh XV.14 EW Il p 213-216; Hobbes 16&&viathanPart Il Ch xxxi,
14-28, C p 239-240.

66



honourable? | agree with Holden that the contraatfist within Hobbes’ God-talk can be
reconciled when we recall that, for Hobbes, languidigit honours God in one context may
not honour God in anoth&® As Martinich notes, this is the result of Hobbapproach to
religious language: “Because religious languageisorific and not descriptive, it is not the
case that every property that is true of God wél dppropriately applied to himi* So,
despite conceiving of God as being in motion, Habthel not consider God “is in motion”
an honourable predicate — even though it was ®umllarly, and as Abizadeh has noted, it
is hard to square the idea that Hobbes held thalt iS@orporeal while holding that it is
dishonourable to attribute to God the charactesstf corporealness® It seems that,
despite holding that it is a true predicate thatl @corporeal, Hobbes did not hold that it
was honourable to attribute to God corporeal charestics. And, as Holden has noted, in
reference to Hobbe<Litizen (Ch xv.14 EW Il p 213-214) andeviathan(Part 1l Ch xxxi,
15, C p 239), we must not “say” that the world tiereal or that God is part of the world,
because we would speak less reverently than wedshsdanetheless, this prohibition does

not mean that the world is not in fact eternalhattGod is not in fact part of the world.

Hobbes changed his 1668 Latin edition from “to #&y/world was not created, but eternal,
(seeing that which is eternal has no cause) ity there is a God” to “Those who say that
the world is eternal do not honour God as muchhayg tan; nor do those who deny that
God has any care for human affairs” (C p 239))sTrhakes clear that Hobbes’ controlling
concern was the expression of a will to honour Gather than an accurate representation
or the expression of true propositions. As Holdas suggested, this solves the problem of
accounting for how Hobbes could say that God isrpareal body (1668 Appendix Ch i,
6, C p 540), that the world is the system of alflies (ev Part IV Ch. xlvi, 15, C p 459),
while also holding that God is not a part of therlddCitizenxv.14 EW Il p 213-214) and
Leviathan (Part Il Ch xxxi, 15, C p 239}° Martinich argues that Hobbes’ position in
regards to language about God being true yet nobrable has a parallel in Pre-Vatican Il
Roman Catholic theology, according to which some tthings were not to be asserted

because they were “offensive to pious eaf8'lt is ironic that, for all of his criticism and

3% Holden 2015 p 658-659.

337 Martinich 1999 p 140.

338 Abizadeh 2017b p 919-920.

%39 Holden 2015 footnote 22 p 665.
340 Martinich 1999 p 140.
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repudiation of Catholicism, Hobbes appears to renaed up with a position in regards to

God-talk that is not dissimilar to Pre-Vatican kbiiRan Catholic theology.

3.7 God’s Role: Contradictory Statements?
As previously mentioned Hobbes excluded God froenghibject matter of philosophy and
science. Jesseph suggests that Hobbes allottedlenfor God in his systerif* But, as we
have seen, Hobbes explicitly uses God within heoant of natural science. De Corpore
for example, Hobbes writes:
...the Omnipotent Creator of the world can actualpnf a part of any thing take
another part, as far as we by our understanding ccarceive the same to be

divisible. Wherefore there is no impossible smalnef bodies*?

As Gorham has noted, Hobbes used theological pesmigthin the physics of hiBe
Corporebecause he held that “although we do not comprefBad, we can know from his
infinite power which physical explanations are piale.”®** One might wonder why
Hobbes’ used God to determine the plausibility afumal hypotheses when he excluded
God from science. But as Sorrell has noted, whebblds denied that something is a
science, he was not necessarily denying that itavésld of knowledge, nor did he deny
that a non-science could promote sciefféedn example of this can be seen in Hobbes’
claim in his De Corpore that history, despite not being scientific, wasséiul (nay

necessary) to philosophy*

It seems that the same position is true for Hobleg of God in philosophy. God as a
standard for plausibility appears to have been ssug for Hobbes’ natural philosophy.
Aside from using God to underpin the conceivabibfynatural hypotheses, Hobbes also
relied upon God to account for the existence adrsm. In theeviathanandDe Corporehe
treated God as the original creator of langu¥§eSince Hobbes held that language is
necessary for science, this suggests that Gogjponsible for science. Theviathanheld

that geometry “...is the only science that it hallkased God hitherto to bestow on

341 Jesseph 2006a p 139.

%2 Hobbes 1656 (165%)e CorporePart IV 27.1 EW | p 446.

3 Gorham 2013a p 249.

344 30rrell 2006 p 47.

345 Hobbes 1656 (165%)e CorporePart | 1.8 EW | p 10.

34® Hobbes 1651 eviathanPart | Ch iv, 2, C p 16; Hobbes 1656 (165%) CorporePart | 2.4 EW |
p 16; Hoffe (translated by Walker) 2016 p 94.
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mankind”3*" So, for Hobbes, God is responsible for words arel rhethod of science.
Despite Hobbes’ explicit exclusion of God from swie, we consistently find him relying
upon God in different ways within his account ofesce. And as Cromartie has noted,
Hobbes’ DP offered a scientific theory that postulated Godisn intervention in the

creation of new lifé*®

Hobbes was clear that God cannot and should nahlmbject of scientific investigatiofi?

In De Corpore Part 1 1.8 EW | p 10, he excluded theology franigsophy because there is
nothing to either divide nor compound, nor any gatien to be conceived in God. Yet later
in the De CorporeHobbes involved God in his account of natural éseRerhaps Hobbes
excluded God from philosophy because philosoplopiscerned with bodies in motion and
not with motion itself. Perhaps Hobbes excluded @Goth philosophy because philosophy
studies theeffectsof motion which are manifested in extension, ndthwnotion itself.
Perhaps, since motion has always existed, then® igenerative process underpinning it,
and so we cannot study it; but accidents are g@tenaithin extension by the effects of

motion, and so we can study them.

According to Vieira:
...many of the “truths” of theology were not, in lbhb®s’s own admission, amenable
to scientific inquiry. They belonged to the domaihthe unknown, and all one
could do was to offer their most plausible rendgion interpretation in the light of

that which we could actually know to be tri7@.

But as has been established, given the unknowaddeat the natural world, Hobbes’
account of science is also merely the most plaeshbgestion of what we could actually
know to be true. With this in mind | will turn tdné contemporary context for Hobbes’

writings.

%7 Hobbes 1651 eviathanPart | Ch iv, 12, C p 19.
348 Cromartie 2008 p 870.

9 Martinich 1997 p 58.

$0vieira 2015 p 287.
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CHAPTER FOUR
HOBBES IN COMPARISON TO MORE AND CUDWORTH’S SYSTEMS

4.1 Introduction

This chapter will contextualize Hobbes’ corporeadGvritings and his account of diversity
with that of More’s and Cudworth’s respective agmives. It will compare and contrast
Hobbes’ account of existence and activity alongsigeassive understanding of bodies with
More’s understanding of these issues. It appeatsHibbbes’ corporeal God performs the
same role as spirits in More’s system and shaeegtinciple of heterogeneity. Hobbes and
More both attributed inseparable parts to God. Whibth Hobbes and More held that
existence is tied to extension they disagreed enwthether the universe was a plenum or
not. Hobbes, unlike More, held that the universe \@aplenum. It appears that whereas
More implicitly held that God is absolute spacebbBes implicitly held that God is motion.
There is a reverse dynamic in the relationship betwHobbes’ corporeal God and
extension and More’'s God and extension. Wherease®ldsod provides a receptacle in
which bodies can move, extension provides a reckpta which Hobbes’ corporeal God
can manifest the appearance of movement. Hobbepomal God and More’s spirit of
nature have numerous similarities bar the fact ltwibes’ God directly exercises its power
and acts with consciousness, while More’s God eully exercises its power through an

intermediary agent which acts without consciousness

| will then compare and contrast Hobbes’ accounexistence and activity alongside a
passive understanding of bodies with Cudworth’seustéinding of these issues. For both
Hobbes and Cudworth the core characteristic of diiporeals” was self-activity; their
dualism can be understood as a dualism of theeaatid the passive. Following this | will
draw out the parallels between the role of Cudwenptastic nature and Hobbes’ corporeal
God. Cudworth’s plastic nature acts without uncensness and is tasked with the day-to-
day running of the universe, while Hobbes’ corpbréad acts with consciousness is
directly responsible for the running of the unieer$ will then draw out the parallels
between Hobbes’ implicit reliance upon God to actdor the mind and mental activities
and Cudworth’s position that human minds are copie§$od’'s mind. | will argue that
Hobbes, like Cudworth, was an atomist theist wHigdeupon an “incorporeal substance”,
to account for the diversity of the natural worlddaindividuals. But whereas Cudworth

relied upon numerous “incorporeal substances”, leshilied upon a single - “incorporeal
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substance” his corporeal God. Finally | will compand contrast Hobbes’ account of God’s
presence and role in his system with the concelastic powers which was commonly
embraced in the 'C.

4.2 More on Spirits and Bodies
More in his 1659 (1662lmmortality rejected the view that spirits have no dimensiamd
that extension belongs exclusively to bodies:
For it is not the Characteristicall cf Body to have dimensions but to be
Impenetrable All Substance haBimensionsthat is, Length, Breadth, and Depth:

but all has notmpenetrability*>*

According to his implicit and explicit corporeal Gaevritings, Hobbes seems to have held,
like More, that all substances have dimensionsthatinot all substances are bodies. For
Hobbes, motion is not a body yet it exists. Morénmmnortality outlined his understanding
of the immediate properties of a spirit: 1) penatiy and indiscerptibility; 2) spissitude,
which is the ability of a spirit to contract intesls space than it sometimes occupies; and 3)
self-activity, which is communicated to mattét There are a number of parallels between
More’s explicit approach and Hobbes’ implicit appch. Hobbes’ God, like More’s spirits,
possesses penetrability, indiscerptibility and-aetivity; Hobbes also held that bodies are
impenetrable. The problem of accounting for thespnee of spirits alongside impenetrable
bodies is present in More’s writings, as it is ialibes’: More held that spirits (like Hobbes’
corporeal God) are capable of penetrating bodiespite also holding that bodies are
impenetrable. For both More and Hobbes the actipitysent in matter belongs to an
independently existing, extended, active substaimcElobbes’ case this was God, while in
More’s case this was spirit. Hobbes’ God, unliker#e spirits, appears not to possess
spissitude. But Hobbes’ God does seem to have ktygaemilar to spissitude, given that,
through its activity, it manifests the appearanta body getting larger or smaller when ‘in
fact’ all that is happening is extension is beiffigeed differently by motion. The activity
of Hobbes’ God produces the appearance of cortraeind dilation within extension. But
the extension that appears to undergo this prat@ss not contract nor dilate. Change, for
Hobbes, does not involve the spatial movement ahgh. Instead, Hobbes’ corporeal God

changes itself to give the appearance of chandenéixtension.

%1 More 1659 (1662)mmortality Bk.1, Ch X.4 p 41.
%2 More 1659 (1662)mmortalityBk.1, Ch 11.11 p 19-20; Bk.1, Ch VII.1 p 31.
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More held that the soul possess “heterogeneityquiglh which different parts of the soul
exist in different parts of the body? Spirits do not possess the same powers and @saliti
throughout the region of space that they extentiwin.>** This entails that different parts
of the soul are responsible for different bodilyacdcteristics. In essence, spirits as
“heterogeneous” suggest that the rational parthef doul is in the head. As previously
established, Hobbes’ corporeal God also seemsdsegs “heterogeneity”: despite Hobbes
holding that his God is present throughout the yoherof extension, he did not hold that it is
present in the same manner throughout the plenuextehsion. The heterogeneous nature
of God appears to be how Hobbes — despite insigiagall bodies are in motion — could
hold that not all bodies are alive, sensitive dioreal. Hobbes held that both a rock and a
human are merely extension in motion: a human raatsfliving, sensitive and rational
gualities, while the rock merely manifests sensitiyualities. It seems that, due to the
heterogeneous nature of Hobbes’ corporeal Godextension involved manifests different
qualities. If Hobbes’ God was holenmerically preasgmoughout the plenum of extension,
there would be no diversity. So if Hobbes’ God pssed the quality of redness then the
universe would manifest nothing more than rednBss$.of course the universe possesses
diversity — so Hobbes’ God must possess heterotyewaich, in turn, is then manifested in

extension.

Taking into consideration More’s understanding oflies and spirits, let us now imagine
what this entails for the conception of a humamgeiA human is comprised of two
extended substances: a body which is extended rapdnietrable and a spirit which is
extended, heterogeneous and possesses penetrabdiscerptibility, spissitude and self-
activity (which is communicated to matter). Badigafor More, a human is comprised of
two human-shaped substances, one bodily and tlee spiritual. The different parts of the
apparition correspond to the different parts of lluenan-shaped piece of matter. Despite
being comprised of different substances, they demtical images of one another. In
comparison, Hobbes’ (implicit) position is that anfan is comprised of two human-shaped
substances, one bodily and the other which is percaf the corporeal God. If we could
bifurcate Hobbes’ human into its two respectivestabces, on the one side we have a
human-shaped piece of extension and on the othéiawe the corporeal God in the form of
a human being. Despite being comprised of diffesafbistances they are identical images of

%3 More 1659 (1662)mmortality Bk.1Il, Ch 1l, 3-4 p152.
%4 Blank 2013 p 858.
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one another. It seems that, bar the terminology (&®rporeal God” versus “spirit”), the

core ideas in More’s explicit position and Hobbhiesplicit position are the same.

In his 1668Divine Dialogues More reiterated his position that everything whiexists
possesses extension, and that not everything whigxtended is matter, by pointing to
motion: “extension is intrinsecal to motion, and yeotion is not matter®>> As we have
seen, Hobbes also seems to have held that moti@xtended yet is not matter: he
distinguished between the existence of bodies amttbm According to More, the essential
properties of matter are self-disunity, self-impeaiglity and self-inactivity: he held that
matter does not have the ability to hold itselfetbgr, is impenetrable and requires an
external cause to move it and is incapable of nygdif the motion that it receivég®
Hobbes similarly appears to have held that masténdgapable of binding itself together, is
impenetrable, possesses no activity, requires tarret cause to move it and is incapable of
modifying the motion that it receives, becausesimmerely extended. In regards to More’s
position that matter possesses disunity, Hobbedergtanding of matter also appears to
have a similar but different quality. For Hobbesattar does not possess disunity in the
same way that More understood disunity, but it deesm to possess its own form of
disunity. Bearing in mind More’s and Hobbes’ redpexpositions, we could imagine an
apple. For both More and Hobbes, the unity whictegponsible for the apple’s identity is
due to the presence of an active extended substdfiecting matter. Now let us separate the
active substance from the apple. For More, onceathiwe substance is removed from the
apple, the matter which comprises the apple isaedlto a sawdust-like state, because the
matter involved is incapable of holding itself tdgyer. Matter is reduced to into being
“congeries” of mere physical monads, into a meregle of little particles. But for Hobbes,
once the active substance is removed from the afidematter which comprises the apple
is reduced to an undifferentiated lump of extensiBo while Hobbes’ matter is not

disunified in the same way as More’s matter, It Bas its own form of disunity.

More in hisDivine Dialoguesclaimed that the characteristics of spirits aré-seity, self-

activity and self-penetrability; a spirit holdsdtstogether because of its own indiscerptible

357

nature:®’ Hobbes similarly appears to have held that his @osisesses self-unity, self-

55 More 1668Divine DialoguesXXV p 77.
¥%More 1668Divine DialoguesXXIX p 95-96; p 98.
%7 More 1668Divine DialoguesXXIX p 99.
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activity and self-penetrability: God as motion issponsible for the appearance of
individuality in the plenum of extension and, astimo, is active and can penetrate
extension. More in hi®ivine Dialoguescharacterized the activity of self-active spirits
the following way:
| understand an active power in a spirit, wherelsither modifies itself according
to its own nature, or moves the matter regularlgoating to some certain
modification it impresses upon it, uniting the picgs monads into particles of such
magnitude and figure, and guiding them in such amstias answer the end of the
spiritual agent, either conceived by it or incogded into it. Whence there appears,

as was said, the reason why both disunity andiirigcshould belong to mattér®

As previously established, Hobbes’ corporeal Godopeed a similar function to More’s
spirits. Hobbes’ God affects extension by modifyitegown active nature. The activity of
Hobbes’ God is responsible for the appearance\arsity within extension, including the

appearance of particular magnitudes and figurésdies.

4.3 More’s God in the Natural World

While More and Hobbes defined existence in termgxténsion, they disagreed over the

nature of the universe. Hobbes thought that theeusé was a plenum; More did not. In the

39 appendix to his 166&ntidote More claimed that:
...if after the removal oforporeal Matterout of the world, there will be stipace
and Distancein which this very Matter, while it was there, walso conceived to
lye, and thidistant Space&annot but be something, and yet not corporeahume
neither impenetrable nor tangible; it must of nedgde a Substance Incorporeal
necessarily and eternally existent to it self: whibe clearerdea of a Being
absolutely perfeawill more fully and punctually inform us to be tBelf-Subsisting
G0d359

More asserted that a plenitude of matter is lotjdadpossible: although we can imagine a
world empty of matter, we cannot think away theaids# spacé®® For More, space is

ontologically superior to bodies, given that it we possible to conceive of a body without

58 More 1668Divine DialoguesXXX p 103.
%9 More 1662 3 Appendix toAntidoteCh VIII.6 p 165.
%0 Minz 1962 p 91.
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also conceiving the portion of real space whichstitutes is placé®* More held that space
is a kind of receptacle in which bodies can m&¢é=or him, space is real and extended yet
is non-material; the penetrability of space is daeits incorporeality®® Space existed
independently of bodies: space and place cannotdéetified with matter, otherwise
movement would be impossible. As previously esshigld, Hobbes’ identification of space,
place and extension alongside the universe asnampl@ppears to make the local motion of
bodies impossible. The appearance of the localanati bodies seems to be, for Hobbes, an
illusion manifested by the activity of a corpor&d within extension.

More rejected the “nullibist” understanding of Gbding nowhere and the “holenmerist”
view of the scholastics that God is wholly in evetsice®®* In his 1668Divine Dialogues
More held that while God and spirits are extendbdy are physically indivisible but are

e365

intellectually divisible?>™ More held that God is genuinely extended througrahsolute

space: God is located at every place yet is eptindthout division®®® even if God's
extension is logically divisible into parts, it do@ot follow that God can be physically
divided into these parf§’ Hobbes similarly held that God is physically indible but
logically divisible into parts in his 1668 (1682nswer®® In his Divine Dialogue More
held that the nature of space is similar to Godture: the former, he stated, was
...a very able champion for the truth of immatebaings, and therefore art not far
off from the right apprehension of the nature ofdG®f whole essence | must
confess | have always been prone to think thisilseltension (which a man
cannot dis-imagine but must needs be) to be a nurscure shadow or
adumbration, or to be a more general and confuppdehension of th®ivine
Amplitude For this will be necessarily, tho’ all matter weannihilated out of the
world. Nay indeed this is antecedent to all mafigiasmuch as no matter nor any
being else can be conceived to be but in thishla &re all things necessarily

apprehendetb live and move and have their beff{g

%1 Reid 2007 p 87-88.

%2 Mintz 1962 p 90; Boylan 1980 p 399.

363 Jammer 1954 p 41-43; Mintz 1962 p 90.

%4 Slowik 2019 p 235.

%5 More 1668Divine DialoguesXXIX p 100-101; Reid 2007 p 100; Blank 2013 p 8588
35 Gorham 2009 p 868.

%7 Gorham 2009 p 868.

%% Hobbes 1668 (1682nswerEW IV p 302-303.

39 More 1668Divine DialoguesXXVIl p 84-85.
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There is disagreement within scholarship over wéreMore identified space with God or
merely held that space was analogous to God’s B&irByt it is generally agreed that, for
More, absolute space is a kind of shadow or synobadbod’s presence and immensity:
absolute space relates to God’s being, not to Gpdiger or activity’’* As previously
established, for Hobbes, space only exists subggti- so he could not identify his
corporeal God with space (given that it lacks iredefent existence). Hobbes instead
identified his corporeal God with motion. By corti@Viore could identify God with space

because he believed that space exists independeriitbdies.

Within both systems, God is identified with a saloste which is extended and exists in-
separately to bodies, yet has a distinct existémdmdies. To illustrate this point, imagine
More’s God and Hobbes’ God as an open can of gaidta body as a rock. Now drop the
rock into the paint can. The rock is surroundedalbisides by the paint and the can, yet the
rock continues to exist independently to the paimd can. Despite bodies for both More and
Hobbes being thoroughly surrounded by God (spade&mo both God and bodies retain
their own existences relative to one another. Fordylspace relates to God’s being but not
to God’s power or activity. For Hobbes, by contrasbtion embodies God’s being, power
and activity. It appears, then, that there is @& dynamic in the relationship between a)
Hobbes’ corporeal God and extension and b) Moresd @nd extension. Whereas More’s
God provides a receptacle in which bodies can mextension provides a receptacle in
which Hobbes’ corporeal God can manifest the agpes of movement. Or to put it
another way: for More bodies exist “inside” of Gdut for Hobbes God exists ‘inside’
extension. According to Reid, More interpretadts 17:28 in an extremely literal sense,
particularly in his later writings:

As far as More was concerned, we could be undetstodlive, and move, and

have our being” in Godbcally, to the extent that the various regions of His own

amplitude were what constituted the internal plaxfesis creatures’?

7% For Jammer (1954 p 45) More identified space W@til, while for Reid (2007 p 88) More held
that space is an attribute of God. Mintz (1962 p ilcontrast holds that More hesitated on the
guestion of whether space was to be absoluteltifadhwith God or merely considered analogous
to God’s being.

371 Jammer 1954 p 2; Copleston 1959 p 64; Mintz 1960-91; Boylan 1980 p 400.

372 Reid 2007 p 79.
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As previously established, there is a similar dyigawithin Hobbes’ writings. For Hobbes,
the corporeal God permeates extension; in a sexsension is “inside” of the corporeal
God and the corporeal God is also “inside” of egten. The activity of Hobbes’ corporeal
God affecting extension gives the appearance tidividuals live, move and have their
being inside of God, but what is occurring is ttie plenum of extension is being affected
differently by motion. According to Mackinnon:
If one combines, as More apparently never thoughicambining, this sole
distinction between matter and spirit with the angmt in the Enchiridon
Metaphysicumthat space itself is immaterial, may indeed beswm®red as a
manifestation of the infinite spirit, the resultagyueer hybrid conception, in which
matter, though independently real, is dependentnfeaning on its relation to
spirit3"3
There is a similar dynamic between Hobbes’ corddéeal and extension and Mackinnon’s
suggested understanding of More’s understandirgpate and matter — but in reverse. Just
as More’s concept of matter exists independentlypi@ce but is dependent on space for its
meaning, Hobbes’ corporeal God exists independdnotlgxtension but is dependent on
extension for its meaning. Without extension, Hableerporeal God would have no way to
manifest any of its attributes. While Hobbes’ agmto to God is certainly unusual, this
unorthodoxy should not be assumed to be atheistyiven that we can accept More’s

approach to God as being sincere, despite it towgleghly unusual.

More in his 1659 (1662mmortality argued for the necessity of his “Spirit of Nature”
The Spirit of Nature therefore, according to thation | have of it, is, A Substance
incorporeal, but without Sense and Animadversi@mnyg@ding the whole Matter of
the Universe, and exercising a Plastical powereiheaccording to the sundry
predispositions and occasions in the parts in wagan, raising such Phaenomena
in the World, by directing the parts of the Matgsrd their Motion, as cannot be

resolved into mere Mechanical pow&fs.

Let us now compare More’s account of his “SpiritNditure” to Hobbes’ corporeal God.
Unlike More’s Spirit of nature, Hobbes’ corporeabdspossesses sense. Hobbes’ God does

373 Mackinnon 1925 p xxi.
374 More 1659 (1662)mmortality Bk. I1l, Ch. XII, p 193.
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not use a plastic power; instead, it expressgsoiger through motion. And, while Hobbes
characterized activity in mechanical language, jpgears to have implicitly held a quasi-
vitalistic understanding of the power of motion.tydespite these differences, there are a
number of similarities between their respective oemts. Hobbes’ corporeal God, like
More’s Spirit of Nature, can be called incorporagallong as the term is used piously and not
to entail an unextended substance. Similarly, Heblmerporeal God is an extended
substance that pervades the whole matter of theerg@ exercising its power to manifest the
natural world within extension. While the idea tlétbbes’ corporeal God and extension
can co-exist and remain separate might seem likeoait or veiled expression of atheism,
this is not necessarily the case. When we lookhatwiritings of More, not only does a
similar position exist, but it is even more incamgus: for More, three extended substances
occupy the same place. According to Mintz, themdtie forces which guide More’s
universe are non-mechanical, immaterial and di¥iR¢iobbes, despite using mechanistic
language, also suggests that the ultimate forsegdrmporeal God, which guides the universe
can also be called immaterial and is divine. Solavhiobbes held that the phenomena of
nature are the result of the effects of matter mtiom, this motion is vitalistic in nature.
Hobbes also held that the phenomena of nature aiged) by wisdom and by some
“immaterial principle” — namely, motion understocas a corporeal God. Gorham
characterized More’s “Spirit of Nature” as God'sutenant who works upon matter to
produce all the changes we perceive in matfariobbes, in contrast, appears to have held
that his God requires no ‘lieutenant’ and instemdatly produces the change we perceive in
extension. More thought that, without an intrin%pirit of Nature”, the Cartesian world of
res extensaevas implausible in scientific terms and was a sktgp to materialism and
atheismt’’ It may very well be possible that Hobbes held thatvorld without his
“corporeal God” operating within it was scientifigaimplausible and was a short step

towards atheism.

In summary, we could say that More’s system is awsed of numerous extended
substances (God, spirit of nature, individual saiid matter), whereas Hobbes’ system is
comprised of only two extended substances (Godeatehsion). This seems to be the major

difference. For More, individual creatures and ifi@nimate natural world are a fusion of

375 Mintz 1962 p 87-88.
37 Gorham 2013a p 256-257.
377 Gorham 2009 p 867-868.
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their respective body and spirit, both of which asgended. While Hobbes agreed with
More that existence is tied to extension, he hiedd individual creatures and the inanimate
natural world are the result of a partial mixtufeegtension and his corporeal God. More’s
universe was comprised of a world soul and milliafsindividual souls; Hobbes’ was
comprised of a single soul manifested in millions different ways. Once Hobbes’
ontological approach is placed within its contenapprcontext, while different to that of

More’s, it has a number of important parallels.

4.4 Cudworth on Spirits and Bodies

Cudworth offered the following definition of a bodyhis 1671 (1678J1S
For Body being nothing buAntitypous Extensiqror Resisting Bulknothing but
mereOutside Aliud extra Aliud together withPassive Capabilityhath nanternal
Energy Self-activity or Life belonging to it; it is not able so much asMove it

self and therefore much less caditificially direct its own Motion3’®

In summary, a body consists of nothing but “extehldelk”; a body’s whole nature consists
of filling up space and can only move because térerl pressure (pulling or pushint].
As has been established, Hobbes also understoddsbtmibe nothing more than passive
extension which are only capable of movement beradfisexternal pressure, pushing or
pulling. Cudworth argued that the world cannot estnentirely of bodies because it would
be uniform and eternally at re&f. He held that in order to account for the motiorbotlies
we must recognize the existence of incorporealtanbes®®* anything which has its own
energy is incorporeal; and the essential charati@mf incorporeal substance was active
power3%? Again, we find an overlap with Hobbes: without #adstence of a corporeal God
which has its own energy, its own active powerrdghsppears to be no way to account for

the existence of motion which in turn accountsdiversity.

Cudworth argued that that is a “Principle of Reddbat nothing can come from nothing

nor go to nothing; since bodies are mere extendiodies are incapable of giving rise to

378 cudworth 1671 (1678JISBk.1, Ch 111.20 p 163.
379 passmore 2013 p 12; p 20-21.

30 passmore 2013 p 21.

%1 Ccudworth 1671 (1678JISBk.1, Ch 1.38 p 47.
32 Cudworth 1671 (1678JISBk.1, Ch 1.27 p 27.
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life, sensation or thougfit> Hobbes, too, subscribed to the principle that ingtttomes
from nothing. They both agreed that since bodiesnagre extension they cannot give rise to
life, sensation or thought. Cudworth held that ¢heras an entire class of incorporeal
substances which were responsible for activity,cWwhine then divided on the basis of
whether they act with deliberation (express consess), such as the human mind, or
without deliberation (unconsciously), such as amimatinct®®* For Cudworth, different
creatures have different souls with different pawvedobbes, in contrast, appears to have
accounted for the existence of creatures by holthagdifferent configurations of extension
in motion manifest the appearance of different cnes. It seems that whereas Cudworth
had an entire class of incorporeal substances ¢ouat for different types of activity,
Hobbes had a single active substance — his corpBueh— to account for different types of
activity. For Cudworth, corporeal substances actharistically by the communication of
motion on impact, whereas incorporeal substanceseteologically for the sake of ends,
even if they do not themselves understand the &rdwhich they acf®® The activity of
Hobbes’ corporeal God seems like a cross betweendtivity of Cudworth’s corporeal and
incorporeal substances: all activity is teleolobi¢because the corporeal God is for

responsible it), but the action of the corporeatl@ocharacterized mechanistically.

Cudworth summarized incorporeals thus:
...that there is a Substance Specifically distitom Body; namely such, as
consisteth Not of Parts Separable from one ano#imel which can Penetrate Body;
and Lastly, is Self-Active, and hath an Internakgyy, distinct from that of Locall
Motion...But whether this Substance, be altogetbaextended, or Extended
otherwise than Body; we shall leave every man tdkemhis own Judgment

concerning it®®

Let us now compare Cudworth’s summary of incorplosedstances to the summary of
Hobbes’ corporeal God. They both agreed that tiesorporeal” substance exists distinctly

from bodies, consists of parts which are not sdp@rand can penetrate bodies, and has an

333 Cudworth 1671 (1678)I1S Bk.1, Ch 1.28-29 p 29-36; Mintz 1962 p 96-97; Dan2016 p 674-
675.

34 cudworth 1671 (1678)1S Bk.1, Ch 1Il.16 p 159; Copleston 1950 p 59-60;eAll2013 p 342-
343; Passmore 2013 p 23.

35 Allen 2013 p 342.

386 Cudworth 1671 (1678JIS Preface p xiv.
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internal energy distinct from local motion. As piawsly established, while Hobbes
characterized all motion as local motion, he seeém$ave held that local motion is
impossible. This means that despite Hobbes’ langulaig corporeal God, like Cudworth’s

incorporeals, has an internal energy distinct ffoocal motion.

Cudworth was unclear if incorporeal substancesuaextended or extended in a different
way to bodie¥’ For Allen, it is likely that Cudworth held thatdorporeal substances are
unextended® But if Cudworth accepted that incorporeals cowdelstended, then Hobbes’
corporeal God also shares this characteristic./R@&smaintains that Cudworth did not care
if an incorporeal was thought to be extended orbemiause he held that the essence of an
incorporeal was self-activity, while the essenceadbody is passivit§?® Irrespective of
whether Hobbes and Cudworth agreed or disagreaehether “incorporeals” are extended,
they both agreed that the essence of their respetincorporeal” substance was self-

activity and that the essence of a body is pagsivit

Cudworth offered the following summary of what th@verse is comprised of it in hidS
The result of all which was; that whatsoever iseitin our selves, or the whole
world, was to be reduced to one or other of theaegrinciples; passive matter,
and extended bulk, or self-active power and vertt@poreal or incorporeal
substance; mechanism or life; or else to a comicaf them both togethé&r?

Let us now compare Cudworth’s summary to Hobbesireary of the universe, based on
the latter’s implicit and explicit corporeal God itirgs. In both systems the universe is
comprised of two substances, one of which is pasaid the other active. According to
Passmore, Cudworth’s dualism was not a dualismpoft and body but of activity and
passivity, of force and matt&t* Hobbes’ ontological system also appears to beadisin of

the active and the passive, of his corporeal Galdextension.

%7 Cudworth 1671 (1678)I1SBk.1, Ch V. p 771-833.
38 Allen 2013 p 342.

39 passmore 2013 p 27.

390 cudworth 1671 (1678JISBk.1, Ch 1.27 p 29.

391 passmore 2013 p 23.

81



4.5 Cudworth’s Plastic Nature and the Natural World
Cudworth, inTIS claimed that it was inconceivable and therefonpassible that entirely
undirected matter in motion could produce “InfiniRegularity and Artificialness®?
Hobbes seems to agree that the natural world caredte result of undirected matter in
motion; instead, the diversity of the world is ttesult of the corporeal Gogua motion
directing the motion of matter. Cudworth rejectedctmanism because he held that it could
not explain the world’s perfections, while he régecoccasionalism because he held that it
cannot explain the world’s imperfectiofs. He wanted to avoid the problems of both
through the conception of plastic pow&tsCudworth held that God is turned into a mere
“Idle Spectator” whose wisdom is “useless and imiicant” if the regularity and harmony
in nature comes about entirely fortuitously or iduced by the unguided motion of
matter’® Yet at the same time, Cudworth thought that theaidhat God constantly
intervenes in nature was unbecoming of the divine:

...it is not so Decorous in respect of God neithet he should...set his own Hand,

as it were, to every Work, and immediately do bE tMeanest and Triflingest

things himself Drudgingly, without making use ofyaimferior and Subordinate

Instruments®®

What was far more becoming was that a certain paleeved from God would be the
immediate cause of the whole lower order of thimgthe universe, such as the movement
of the Sun and the Modfi’ He also rejected the immediate intervention of Godature,
because it would be unable to explain gradual obsingr mistake$? Cudworth called this
power plastic ‘nature’; it is alive and is the Icst®f all incorporeal substanc&s.lt is able

to organize and direct matter because it has & syiapathy with matter which it acts
upon?® Hobbes may not have used the language of vitapagimy, but it seems that his

corporeal God had some vital sympathy with theresita it acts upon.

%92 Cudworth 1671 (1678JI1SBk.1, Ch 111.3 p 148.

393 passmore 2013 p 25.

39 passmore 2013 p 23-25.

9 Cudworth 1671 (1678JI1SBK.1, Ch 111.3 p 148.

3% cudworth 1671 (1678JISBk.1, Ch 111.4 p 149.

397 Cudworth 1671 (1678JISBk.1, Ch I11.4 p 150.

3% cudworth 1671 (1678JISBk.1, Ch I1l.4 p 149-150.
399 cudworth 1671 (1678JISBk.1, Ch 111.20 p 163.

0 cudworth 1671 (1678JISBk.1, Ch 111.16 p 159.
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Cudworth’s plastic nature derives its power fromdGib is an instrument of God and is the
immediate agent responsible for producing natuiface while its power is teleological in
nature it operates unconsciou$lyCudworth held that plastic powers are limited #rid is
why they make bungles and mistak&sAnd he held that one of the functions of plastic
nature was to maintain the quantity of motion ia tmiverse and transfer motion from one
body to another on impaf As we have seen, one of the functions of Hobbegareal
God was to maintain the quantity of motion in theverse, and it is responsible for the
appearance of the transference of motion. Cudwinditated that another function of
plastic nature includes the generating and consgreif plants and animafé* Again,
Hobbes held that his corporeal God was respon$ibléhe generating and conserving of

plants and animals.

There seems to be a tension in Cudworth’s posd®negards God’s role in nature and his
concept of plastic nature. On one hand, Cudworthrdit want to turn God into an idle
spectator; but on the other hand, he did not ward 6 be involved in a ceaseless labour
regarding the unfolding of creation. But how doles existence of plastic nature not turn
God into an idle spectator? Cudworth’s God stilbegrs to be idle spectator because it is
not involved in the unfolding of creation. Thereaiso the problem that plastic nature does
not take away responsibility away from God for ffresence of errors and bungles in the
universe: after all, God created the plastic natumd matter involved in the error. All
Cudworth has done is make God indirectly respoadibt the errors and mistakes in the
universe, In essence, Cudworth’s plastic natuteedowest form of incorporeal substance
and is tasked by God with the day to day runningth@ universe which it does so
unconsciously. Hobbes, in contrast, appears to hadeno problem in maintaining that his
God is constantly intervening in nature. As sucltbbtes’ corporeal God is the immediate
cause of the movement of the entire universe. Idwowthian terms, Hobbes’ corporeal
God ‘sets his own hand to work on the meanest @tiddest things without making use of
a subordinate instrument’. Unlike Cudworth, Hoblzggpears to have accepted that his

91 Cudworth 1671 (1678JISBK.1, Ch 111.26 p 172; Copleston 1959 p 60; Mia@62 p 101; Allen
2013 p 344-345; Hutton 2017 p 470.

92 passmore 2013 p 25.

93 cudworth 1671 (1678JISBk.1, Ch 111.5 p 151.

04 Cudworth 1671 (1678JISBk.1, Ch I1l.5 p 151; Cudworth at other points gested that it is the
soul of animals which is responsible for their gatien and conservation (Bk.1, Ch 111.22, p 167)
and that other plastic natures might account fer fdrmation of plants, vegetables and minerals
(Bk.1, Ch lll.24, p 167-171).
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corporeal God could work slowly and because ofalsiseptance of determinism he rejected

the possibility of mistakes.

4.6 Cudworth’s Account of the Mind’s Relationship to Ga

While the idea that Hobbes relied upon his cordo@ad to account for the mind and its
abilities might seem strange, it does have a strpatpllel to Cudworth’s position.
Cudworth argued that implicit in the atomist theofyperception was that the mind is not a
corporeal entity because it is actively involvedpimducing and perceiving sensatidfs.
Phenomenal qualities, for atomists, are not thegmtees of bodies but are “phantasms”,
produced within the mind when we experience certaiternal bodies. So, unless we
suppose that phenomenal qualities are producelebgnind, there is no way to account for
their character and origif?® As we have seen, Hobbes regarded phenomenaliesiai
being created by the activity of the mind reactitty external pressures. Cudworth
maintained that, if the mind was merely passiventit could never perceive reality nor
formulate theorie&’’ This criticism is valid for Hobbes’ approach t@tmind, based on his
understanding of bodies and motion. Cudworth opghddebbes’ account of consciousness
and thought, rejecting the view that all ideas ioate from sensation and that thinking is
merely motion in the material brain; for Cudworslensation is not sufficient for knowledge
and, instead, cogitation and judgment are neces$saknowledge'®® For Hobbes, thinking
and knowledge seems to be more than sensationdeetizere is an active element over and
above sensation involved in these processes, sutegoroduction, labelling, storage and

calculation of names.

Cudworth held that God is the first mifif. According to Cudworth, human minds are
copies of this divine mind:
And from hence it is Evident also, that there carbbtOne only Original Mingor

no more tharOne Understanding Being Self Existeat otherMinds whatsoever

% passmore 2013 p 21-22.

% Cudworth 173EIM 3, 1, 3 (Passmore 2013 p 22).

97 Cudworth 173EIM 2, 6, 3 (Passmore 2013 p 22).

%8 Cudworth 1671 (1678)ISBK. | Ch IV p 732-734; Copleston 1959 p 59; Mia@62 p 97; Allen
2013 p 333-334, p 338; Passmore 2013 p 22.

99 Cudworth 1671 (1678JISBk.1, Ch V p 847-848.
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Partakingof one Original Mind; and being as it were Stampéith the Impression

or Signature of one and the same SEAl.

For Cudworth, human minds are incorporeal substandeich exist distinct to matter:
minds are imperfect copies of God’s mind and contm extensive catalogue of ideas
which are not derived from sensation but are knawpriori;** these include ideas of
perfect geometrical properties and of G&dThere is a striking similarity with Hobbes’
implicit position in relation to the mind. For Hoedy minds appear to exist distinctly from
extension: mental activity is the result of motimanifesting these attributes in extension.
These attributes do not belong to extension batdaton. Despite holding that knowledge is
derived from sensation, Hobbes also seems to heldetlnat there is an extensive catalogue
of “ideas” in the mind which are knowen priori: these are the “names” which we use to
label ideas derived from sensations. Hobbes silyilzld that there is only one original
mind — his corporeal God — and that all other mipdstake of this original mind. But
whereas Cudworth held that human minds are copi€od’'s mind, Hobbes posited human
minds as manifestations of God’s mind. Cudworthdhiblat God’s mind is the original
source of knowledge and is the architect of theldvor
...[it] containeth itsimmediate Intelligibles within it selivhich Intelligibles also
are Eternal...the Fird¥lind being That of a Perfect Being, comprehending It se
and the Extent of its own Omnipotence, or Bwssibilitiesof all things. So that
Knowledgis Older than allSensible thingsMind Seniorto the World, and the
Architectthereof?

The natural world reflects the mind of its creatand this “stamp of intellectuality” is
expressed in the order of the natural world; theunah world reflects the providential
purposes of God:* Similarly, in Hobbes’ implicit ontology we find &t the natural world
reflects the mind of its creator and the orderhef matural world appears to be a product of

the providentialism of God.

*1% cudworth 1671 (1678JISBk. 1, Ch IV p 737.

*11 Cudworth 1671 (1678JISBk. 1, Ch IV p 734; Mintz 1962 p 97-99; Allen 20p343.
*12 Cudworth 1671 (1678JISBk. 1, Ch V p 636; Ch. IV p 732-733; Allen 201388.
3 cudworth 1671 (1678JISBk. 1, Ch V p 847-848.

14 Hutton 2017 p 470.
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4.7Hobbes and Cudworth: Comparison

It seems that Hobbes, like Cudworth, was an atdertiséist. Without the existence of God,
which Hobbes said could be honorifically called “arcorporeal substance”, the universe
would be uniform and eternally at rest. Hobbese kudworth, held that an “incorporeal
substance” is necessary to account for life, semsand thought. As previously mentioned,
Passmore maintained that Cudworth’s dualism wals hotive and-th@assive'™ Hobbes'’
system was also a dualism of the active and thsiys- namely, the corporeal God and
extension. If Passmore is correct that Cudworth riditl care whether incorporeals were
thought to be extended or not (because extensiembaeffect on the essential nature of
incorporeals, which is to be acti#&) we can say that Hobbes’ self-active but exter@ed
does not contradict Cudworth’s approach to incapls. Their disagreement seems to have
driven by a misunderstanding of what terms likepooeal and incorporeal entailed.

Sellars offers the following summary of Cudwortlggerall ontological system: God, a
mechanical atomistic nature and, between the tmmaterial souls and an unconscious but
animate “plastic nature” that emanates from God ardkrs the inert physical world
according to God’s providené®’ If we compare this with Hobbes, we find that histsm
also comprises a God, a mechanical atomistic utadefi;ig of extension, and a notion of
souls. But Hobbes does not propose any equivabe@utworthian plastic nature. Instead,
and given that motion produces nothing but motldobbes had his God directly order the
inert physical world according to God’s own provide. Hobbes’ corporeal God cannot
emanate anything other than motion. This also sdene true for souls: individual souls
do not have independent existence because thegéheas are motion. As motion, Hobbes’
God directly orders not only the inert physical lddbut also the animate physical world.
While Cudworth and Hobbes disagreed on the terragylto be used and the amount of
substances to be admitted, they both agreed thatetural world is the result of an active
substance affecting a passive substance. It sdshswhereas Cudworth hoped to escape
from mechanism and occasionalism, Hobbes wantédinig mechanism and occasionalism

together in his system.

*15 passmore 2013 p 23.
*°passmore 2013 p 27.
17 Sellars 2011 p 124.
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4.8Hobbes’ Corporeal God versus Plastic Powers in Gered

The concept of a plastic power permeating all @fation was embraced in the™¥ in
order to combat materialism and atheism; it waselyicheld in the second half of the
century, driven in part as a response to Hobbesit lien quickly disappeared, overtaken
by improvements in sciené&® The concept entails the following constituent edeis: 1)
God at creation endowed matter with a spiritual @ow) this spiritual power has ordered
matter and continues to work immanently within epant of matter; 3) it is a force which
operates blindly to achieve divine ends of whicis minconscious; 4) plastic nature is not to
be conceived as an external force (for this wouidgest that it is only a material force
operating through motion) but as an internal andl yiower working immediately upon the
passive matter which contains it; and 5) the paiditure of plastic nature is responsible for
errors in nature, not GAd? These core ideas are well worth comparing andrasting with
important ‘constituent elements’ of Hobbes’ concaptof a corporeal God (in particular,
his 1668 (1682AnswerEW IV p 309-310 and 1678BP Ch. Il EW VII p 89; Ch. X EW VII

p 176-177). According to Hobbes, the corporeal @od extension do not occupy the same
place and can it be doubted that “...God, whofigitely fine spirit, and withal intelligence,
can make and change all species and kinds of baiebe pleaseth?” God exists
throughout the plenum of extension and is involuedhe creation of new lifé** But,
unlike those who subscribed to a plastic power, bé¢sbheld that God had not endowed
matter with a spiritual power: plastic power womsnanently within each part of matter to
produce order and new creatures at God’s commaudHbbbes’ corporeal God works
directly within each part of extension to produgeles and new creatures. Furthermore,
Hobbes’ corporeal God, unlike plastic nature, does operate blindly to achieve divine
ends of which it is unconscious. Instead, the #ygtiof Hobbes’ corporeal God operates
according to its own will. Like plastic nature, Hms' corporeal God is not an external
force (despite being motion): it is an internal asil power working immediately within

extension.

According to Hunter, those who subscribed to tleaidf plastic power in nature wanted to

assert that it was not merely matter in motionveas a manifestation of spirit or incorporeal

*18 Hunter 1950 p 199; p 209-213; Mintz 1962 p 100eAl2013.
*19 Hunter 1950 p 200-206; p 209; Mintz 1962 p 100.

*2 Hobbes 1668 (1682nswerEW IV p 309-310.

*21 Hobbes 167®P Ch. Il EW VIl p 89; X EW VIl p 176-177.
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substancé?? But as has been established, it seems that, fobé# matter in motion can be
understood as a manifestation of spirit: the carpbrGod ‘is’ motion. Those who
subscribed to the concept of plastic power wantefthtl an alternative between mechanism
and a type of vitalism in which God is responsibite maintaining the activity of the
universe*?® Hobbes, by contrast, seems to have embraced atyglism in which God is

responsible for maintaining the activity of the warise.

Despite the notion of plastic power being usedrgua against atheism, it can actually be
used to argue in favour of atheism: if there is saman-deliberate activity in nature then it
might be possible to go further and claim thlhtactivity in the universe is the result of non-
deliberative activity’** Hobbes’ corporeal God writings have an advantagéhis regard.
Everything which occurs for Hobbes is because Gadilscommands it. Every action in
Hobbes’ universe carries out the deliberative @gtiof God’s will. In contrast to both
mechanism and vitalism, Hobbes’ approach safegdaideexistence of God — but only by
transforming God into motion. Now that we have exwd Hobbes’' approach in
comparison to recognized contemporary forms oftauee dualism, let us now compare his

approach to Cavendish’s unique uniform of substamaeism.

*22 Hunter 1950 p 201.
23 Hunter 1950 p 202; Mintz 1962 p 100.
24 Hunter 1950 p 211-212; Allen 2013 p 345; Passraois p 27-28.
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CHAPTER FIVE
HOBBES' IMPLICIT ONTOLOGICAL APPROACH AND CAVENDISH 'S
EXPLICIT SYSTEM

5.1 Introduction

In this chapter | will compare and contrast Hobka®licit and explicit account of God’s
role in diversity and sensation with Cavendish’pleit account of diversity and sensation.
| will also compare and contrast their more geneoalceptions of God. A number of recent
articles, including Hutton (1997) and Wilkins’ (21 have been produced examining the
possible influence of Hobbes and Cavendish; | witead be exploring the possible
influence of Cavendish on Hobbes. Wilkins arguead @avendish in her writings revealed a
significant, but unacknowledged, intellectual deétbtHobbes; in particular Cavendish’s
views on incorporeal substances developed an iaite®bbesian flavour over tinfé® Just

as Hutton, arguing for a closer alignment betweerbbié¢s and Cavendish, was not
suggesting that Cavendish was a Hobbist, or thaeifish’s philosophy was derivative of
Hobbes’ philosophy, so | will not be arguing thabbthes’ philosophy was derivative of
Cavendish’s philosophy or that Hobbes was necesséoijower of Cavendisff® Instead, |
will be suggesting that taking Cavendish’s writinggo account helps to illuminate a
number of Hobbes’ implicit positions — in particyldis account of change and God’s
presence within extension. Cavendish’s writingsudgest, provide a Rosetta stone in terms
of understanding Hobbes’ implicit positions. But embas Cavendish relied upon the
presence and activity of active matter (which shaké down into sensitive and rational
parts, each of which has their own unique role fmgttion) affecting inanimate matter,
Hobbes relied upon the presence and activity ofchiporeal God affecting extension to

account for change.

In order to support these claims, | will first f@acon Cavendish’s critique of Hobbes’
writings in general. This will draw out the genesahilarities and differences between their
systems. While both Hobbes and Cavendish embrdeedsm and held that only matter in
motion exists and that motion is responsible feedity, they disagreed whether or not this
motion is generated by matter and whether bodiesdasisible and penetrable by other
bodies. For Hobbes, the motion of matter belongheacorporeal God, and the extension of

2> Wilkins 2016 p 865; p 860.
426 Hutton 1997 p 429.
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bodies are indivisible and impenetrable; for Cavgmdmotion belongs to bodies which are
divisible and penetrable. They both privileged ®ativer motion, in their own way, but
disagreed on whether matter is the cause of motiavill also explore their respective
understanding of accidents. | will argue that tetronship between Hobbes' God and
extension can be better understood by taking Caskisdunderstanding of matter into
account: Hobbes’ God performs the same role asr@isigs animate matter. Cavendish’s
explicit characterization of animate matter’s aityivand interaction with inanimate matter
helps to illuminate Hobbes’ implicit account of Gedactivity and interaction with
extension. Hobbes, like Cavendish, held that thstexce of “individuals” depends on the
existence of the larger natural world. They disadren how active and passive substances
mix: for Cavendish, they totally mix while, for Hbes, they only partially mix. Hobbes
disagreed with Cavendish that rational and semsitjualities are present throughout the
natural world and instead held that these qualitieguire specific configurations of
extension in motion. But Cavendish and Hobbes ggadar language to characterize their

respective notions of active substance.

It appears that Hobbes’ implicit account of causatnd sensation can better grasped by
taking Cavendish’s explicit account of causatiod aensation into account. Hobbes, like
Cavendish, implicitly rejected the ‘transfer modelf causation. But Hobbes, unlike
Cavendish, completely ruled out the possibility tbé transference of motion between
bodies, because he held that it was impossiblenttiter to be transferred between bodies.
Hobbes implicitly agreed with Cavendish that a bedp occasion another body to move,
but the body that moves is the principal causegobwn motion. Cavendish’s account of
perception provides a possible guide to how Hobbeglicit account of perception
functioned. She does not depend on the transferaeything, or on the pressure exerted
by one body on another; instead, her position atsotona kind of autokinesis. Hobbes’
corporeal God appears to have performed the samaidn as Cavendish’'s account of
sensitive and rational matter. Both Hobbes and Gaigé relied upon their respective active

substance to account for the harmony and orddreof&tural world.

Despite the parallels that exist between Cavenslistkplicit and Hobbes’ implicit
approaches, they subscribed to radically diffeemtiounts of God. Both excluded theology
and religious issues from philosophy, and soughhade their materialism consistent with

certain Christian doctrines. (Cavendish claimed tier views were more theologically
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orthodox than those of her philosophical oppongntBoth emphasised God’s
incomprehensibility and held we cannot have an iodea God who is infinite. Despite
disagreeing on whether God is extended or unextendey used similar language to
describe God: for Cavendish, “God is a Spirit antdanbodily substance” (1662L 1.1l p 8)
and an “Infinite Immaterial Purity” (166RL 1.1l p 10), while Hobbes’ God is “a corporeal
spirit” (AnswerEW 1V p 308), an “infinitely fine spirit” AnswerEW IV p 309-310), and is
“pure” and “simple” AnswerEW IV p 313). Cavendish argued for the separatibGad
and Nature, because a mixture would lead to disadd chaos; Hobbes, despite holding
that God and extension were partially mixed togetlstinguished between God and
extension and claimed this partial mixture leadgh&order manifested in our experience of
the natural world. For both Cavendish and Hobbex] S the first author of motion and
God rules over extension through his will. But trdigagreed on God’s role: in essence,
Cavendish’s God is a supervisor who commands selfimy matter into various forms,
whereas, for Hobbes, God is a labourer which dyrezifects extension to manifest the

natural world.

5.2 Cavendish’s General Critique of Hobbes

Cavendish’s critigue of Hobbes’ writings were aimadpoints where his opinions were
incompatible with her owf?’ It is important to note that Cavendish’s writirdys not offer
the standard charges of atheism founded on hisriaém, nor did she question his method
of argument or his application of mechanistic piptes in generaf?® Cavendish, like
Hobbes, held that philosophy should have some ipeddbenefit as to its outcome and
criticised contemporary philosophy for what she cpared as its explanatory
inadequacie$”® According to Hutton and O’Neill, Hobbes and Cavshdwere unique
within the 17'C for their exclusion of non-corporeal explanatidnsm the domain of
physics Unlike Hobbes, Cavendish believed that the soafeaovement and perception
was internal to matter, not external t¢"it.Cavendish focused her critique on Hobbes’
account of sense perception; she rejected his mexide of sensation as the result of

pressure from particles of mobile matter because rajected the “impact” theory of

2T Hutton 1997 p 425.

28 Hutton 1997 p 424.

29 Hutton 1997 p 426; Wilkins 2016 p 874.

30 Hutton 1997 p 428; O’Neill 2001 p xiii.

31 Hutton 1997 p 423-424; Sarasohn 2010 p 117.
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motion®*? But as has been established, despite his exgtidibrsement of the impact theory
of sensation, Hobbes seems to have held that itinyasssible, given that he ruled out the
possibility of the spatial movement of bodies aridhe transference of motion between
bodies. In section 4.4, | have argued that Hobheglicit approach to sensation has
significant parallels with Cavendish’s explicit acoit of sensation. But | will briefly note
that Cavendish in her 1662L critiqued Hobbes’ position that all sense is motiut not all
motion is sense:

But your Author seems to make all Sense, as it wene Motion, but not all

Motion Sense, whereas surely there is no motion ibueither Sensitive or

Rational..*33

While Hobbes held that sensation is motion, herdit hold that motion is sufficient for
sensation. The presence of sensation requiresfispetanifestations of motion within
extension in order for sensation to be present.sTHabbes could hold that all bodies
possess endeavour and that all bodies do not gosease or knowledge, which require a
specific configuration of extension in motion. Whiboth a cow and a rock possess
endeavour, only the cow possess sense. For Hobiese is more than reaction; sensation
requires a central nervous system. Cavendish, in1664 PL, also criticised Hobbes’
account of sensation in hieviathan(Part | ch. i, 4, C p 6-7): she held that the pues of

parts upon parts does not make perception (Seit. p.18)***

As previously established,
despite Hobbes appearing to embrace the view lieapitessure of parts upon parts makes
perception/sensation, this does not appear todedbe. Hobbes’ implicit position was that
bodies are incapable of spatial movement, andlibdies are incapable of generating the
counter pressure which is the true cause of semsdti appears that the motion which is
responsible for sensation is expressed throughspiresbut pressure is not responsible for

sensation. Pressure is an effect of sensationagenss not an effect of pressure.

Cavendish in her 166RL gave the following characterization of the univebssed on
Hobbes’ position that a thing cannot start or sitspown motion and that nothing can

change itself: “... but Matter, if it were all Inanate and void of Motion, would lie as a

32 Hutton 1997 p 424.
33 Ccavendish 166RL Sect. I.VI p 27.
434 Ccavendish 166RL Sect. I.IV p 18.
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dull, dead and senseless he&p.Cavendish’s characterization of Hobbes’ universenss
broadly correct, unless of course we recognizepthsence of his corporeal God within the
universe: without the presence and activity of ¢tbheporeal God, the universe should be
comprised of nothing more than an inanimate plemdirextension, void of motion, life,
sensation and thought. Cavendish in Rér embraced plenism: she held that “there is
nothing in Nature but what is material” and shectd the possibility of a vacuum, which
she took to be incomprehensible and naturally imsibts’® Hobbes likewise embraced
plenism; he held that only extended things existhiwi the universe and rejected the
possibility of a vacuum. Cavendish held that ateexed substances are divisibiewhile
Hobbes agreed that matter is infinitely divisiblee did not agree that all extended
substances are divisible: for him, God is both ma¢el and indivisible. Cavendish rejected
the view that bodies are impenetrable, suggestiag penetration is “nothing else but
division”.**® For Cavendish, matter could be both penetrableérapdnetrable depending on

what is doing the penetratiffdf Hobbes, in contrast, held that bodies are impahketr

Cavendish held that matter in motion could prodte diversity of the natural worfd°
Hobbes also held that the diversity of the worldildobe explained by matter in motion.
Cavendish held that a body’s motion is what distislges it from the rest of matter; a
body’s motion is responsible for particular propstsuch as its figure, shape, density and
colour®*! Hobbes agreed that the motion present within g loistinguishes it from the rest
of matter and that this motion is responsible fdyoay’'s particular properties. But unlike
Cavendish, Hobbes did not attribute this motiothtobody itself, but to the presence of the
corporeal God within extension. Cavendish in Berexplained why immaterial substances
are unnecessary to account for nature’s activity:
For why should it not be as probable, that Godgile Matter a self-moving power
to her self, as to have made another Creature wergcher? For Nature is not a
Babe, or Child, to need such a Spiritual Nursetetch her to go, or to move;
neither is she so young a Lady as to have needGiv&rness, for surely she can

%35 Cavendish 166RL Sect. I.V p 22.

% cavendish 166®L Sect. LIl p 7; Sect. IL.VI. p 149; Sect. IV. VIp 452
37 cavendish 166BL Sect. II.XXI p 194.

38 Cavendish 1668L Sect. I.XXIII p 204.

39 Broad 2009b p 60.

0 cavendish 1668L Sect. I1.X-XI p 160-164.

441 James 1999 p 232.

93



govern herself; she needs not a Guardian for fearshould run away from a

younger Brother, or one that cannot make her auwif{**

As previously established, Hobbes held that thegsvof God are limited, so his God,
unlike Cavendish’s God, could not give matter d-s&lving power. So in regards to the
language of the above quotation, Hobbes appedrau® held that extensias like a babe,
child or young lady which requires a constant nunsgoverness. For Hobbes, the nurse or
governess in question is his corporeal God.

Cavendish claimed that there can be no rest irgatu
...for there is no such thing as rest in Nature,tbare is an alteration of motions
and figures in self-moving matter, which alteratioauseth variety as well in

opinions, as in every thing elsé¢?3

Hobbes agreed that there is no such thing asrrégature and the alternation of motions is
the cause of diversity. But Hobbes held that théongoresent within matter belongs not to
matter but to his corporeal God. Cavendish priategnatter over motion: “Motion is not
the cause of Matter, but Matter is the cause ofidotfor Matter might subsist without
Motion, but not Motion without Matter*** It seems that Hobbes agreed with Cavendish
that motion is not the cause of matter and matightsubsist without motion. But Hobbes
did not hold that matter is the cause of motiom:hion, bodies are incapable of self-motion
and motion produces nothing but motion. Hobbes algpears to have disagreed with
Cavendish that motion could not exist independeottlgnatter: if we could remove motion
from matter, Hobbes maintained, we would be unabl@erceive its effects. So despite
appearing to hold that motion could exist indepeiigeto matter, Hobbes, like Cavendish,

privileged matter over motion.

Cavendish agreed with Hobbes that an accidennb6thing else, but the manner of our
Conception of bodygr that Faculty of any body, by which it works in u€anception of it

self. But she disagreed with him that

*42 Cavendish 1668L Sect. I1.VI p 149-150.
43 Ccavendish 166RL Sect. I.V p 25.
#44 Ccavendish 166RL Sect. I.V p 22.

94



An accident is not a body, but in a body, yet motas if any thing were contained
therein, as if for example, redness were in bloothe same manner as blood as in
a bloody cloth; but as magnitude is in that whislgreat, rest in that which resteth,

motion in that which is movéd®

For Cavendish, nothing in Nature could be withobbdy:
...that redness is as well in blood, as blood ia bloody cloth, or any other colour
in anything else; for there is no colour withoubady, but every colour hath as
well a body as any thing else, and if Colour bespasable accident, | would fain
know, how it can be separated from a subject, bbwdjless, for that which no

body is nothing, and nothing cannot be taken away fany thing'*®

Hobbes’ later corporeal God writings seem to sugtieg accidents are in a body but not
contained within the body: a body merely manifa$iis accidents which belong to the
corporeal God. An accident like redness can beratgghfrom a body because the corporeal
God has a separate existence to the body it iglmeanifested in. In order to illustrate how
an accident can be in a body without being conthingh a body, picture an image on a
television screen. A television screen can mandd&rent images such as a cat. While the
image of a cat is ‘in’ the television, a cat is wointained within the television. Hobbes’
corporeal God performs a similar role to photon$igsft that make up the image of the cat,

while extension performs a similar role to a ted@wn screen.

Cavendish disagreed with Hobbes’ account of theggion of accidents, in which he said
that ‘when a White thing is made black, the whitenessipes: she held that whiteness
does not perish because, although it has beeredlteatter possesses the power to turn
itself from black back to whit&’ For Hobbes, it seems that the whiteness ceasesigb
because it is no longer being manifested by theareal God within extension. The
appearance of whiteness only exists when extensibeing affected by God in a specific
way. While the corporeal God has the power to regee the whiteness, the whiteness that
was ceases to exist and a new whiteness is getehatdhe same way that when an image

of a cat on a television screen is changed, thgeént@ases to exist, but the television still

#45 Cavendish 1668L Sect. I.XVI p 52.
% cavendish 166BL Sect. I.XVI p 52.
47 Cavendish 1668L Sect. I.XVI p 53.
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has the capacity to re-generate it. But until warreto that station, the image of the cat no

longer exists ‘within’ the television.

Cavendish criticized Hobbes’ distinction betweerdibs and accidents{Hat bodies are
things and not Generated, but accidents are Gerdrand not things she held that
accidents must be bodies, otherwise accidents cmilde generated in natf&.It appears
that for Hobbes bodies are things which are noegead because they are extension, while
accidents are not things but are generated bethageare motion. While both extension
and motion appears to eternally exist, motion ugoles generation while extension does
not. In Hobbes’ account of the natural world théeegion involved is unchanging while the
motion involved is constantly changing. The chaafjmotion generates different accidents
which are then manifested within extension. Whettwnething appears to get bigger or
smaller, is alive or inanimate, the underlying esien involved does not change; only the
accidents being manifested in the extension chardgece accidents are generated but are
not things, while bodies are things which are retegated. To illustrate this let us return to
our television analogy. No matter how many différenages are generated on the screen,
the screen itself is unchanging. The screen forbddelperforms the role of extension, while

the photons of light perform the role of his cogalrGod,

As previously established, Hobbes held that placeothing out of the mind, immoveable
and feigned extension. Cavendish disagreed: shliethat place, body and magnitude are
but one thing and that when a body moves its ptacees**® She agreed with Hobbes that
two bodies cannot be in the same place and thabodg cannot be in two places at the
same timé>° She agreed with Hobbes that a body always hasaime magnitude, because
she held that magnitude, place and body are the shimg*>* For Cavendish, place and
time are adjuncts of matter and do not exist séplgrérom it*°? Like Cavendish, Hobbes
seems to have held that place and time do not egzarately from matter; but Hobbes
appears to have held that place and time havedapamdent existence to matter. Hobbes
distinguished between the existence of his corpoBzal and extension — but without

extension to affect, Hobbes’ corporeal God wouldehao way to manifest place and time.

48 Cavendish 166@L Sect. .XVI p 53-54.

49 cavendish 1668L Sect. |.XVII p 56-57.

50 Ccavendish 166RL Sect. I.XVII p 57.

5! cavendish 1668L Sect. I.XVII p 57-58.

52 cavendish 166RL Sect. . XXXI-XXXIl p 101-106.
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5.3 Hobbes’ God and Extension, Cavendish’s Matter
According to Cavendish’s account in her 1684
...all matter is partly animate, and partly inanieyand all matter is moving and
moved, and that there is no part of Nature thét hat life and knowledg, for there
is no Part that has not a commixture of animateiaadimate matter; and though
the inanimate matter has no motion, nor life anovidedg of it self, as the animate
has, nevertheless being both so closely joynedcantmixed as in one body, the
inanimate moves as well as the animate, althoughnnihe same manner; for the
animate moves of it self, and the inanimate mowethb help of the animate, and
thus the animate is moving and the inanimate mometithat the animate matter
transfers, infuses, or communicates its own motorthe inanimate; for this is
impossible, by reason it cannot part with its owatune, nor alter the nature of
inanimate matter, but each retains its own natierethe inanimate matter remains
inanimate, that is, without self-motion, and thensate loses nothing of its self-
motion, which otherwise it would, if it should inpar transferr its motion into the
inanimate matter; but onely as | said heretofdre imanimate works or moves with
the animate, because of their close union and catamei for the animate forces or
causes the inanimate matter to work with her; dn tone is moving, the other
moved, and consequently there is life and knowleidgell parts of nature, by
reason in all parts of nature there is a commixtoieanimate and inanimate

matter®?3

Because all three degrees of matter are “commixére is no part of nature, no matter how
small, that lacks any of the three aspéttsThere are a number of similarities but also
important differences between Hobbes’ implicit agwoof the presence and activity of his
corporeal God and Cavendish’s account of mattePlin(Sect. I. XXX p 99). Hobbes’

corporeal God performs the same role as Cavendmhiimate matter, while extension
performed the same role as her inanimate matterer@ish’s inanimate matter is incapable
of moving itself, but is always in motion becausdsi intermixed with animate matter.

Hobbes likewise held that extension is incapableno¥ing itself, but is always in motion

because it is partially mixed with the corporealdG&Vhile Cavendish and Hobbes
disagreed over how their animate matter and cogb@ed mix, they both held that there is

53 cavendish 166BL Sect. I.XXX p 99.
54 Detlefsen 2009 p 425; Boyle 2018 p 112.
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no part of their respective natural world that ke presence of their respective active and
passive substance. Just as Cavendish’s animaterrdats not alter the nature of inanimate

matter, Hobbes’ corporeal God does not alter tiieraaf extension: the corporeal God and

extension retain their own distinct natures dedp#i@g partially mixed together.

Unlike Cavendish, Hobbes did not hold that the rentiatural world possess life or
knowledge. Cavendish argued that we cannot assicgrtain seat or place to rational or
sensitive matter because it is diffused and inteechithroughout all the body> Hobbes in

contrast held that specific configurations of esten in motion are required to manifest
rational and sensitive qualities. For Hobbes, ratioqualities are found in the brain,
whereas for Cavendish they are diffused throughbat body. Cavendish claimed that
animate matter can only produce infinite effectswmyrking on inanimate mattér® In a

similar fashion, Hobbes’ corporeal God can onlydowe infinite effects by affecting

extension.

Cavendish characterized the activity of animateenan inanimate matter thus:

...since the Animate part of Matter is the onely #satt, creator, or producer of all
those effects, by reason it is the self-moving,pand the Inanimate is onely the
instrument which. the Animate works withal, and thaterials it works upon, the
Production of the infinite effects in Nature is raditly ascribed to the Animate
then the Inanimate part of matter; as for examiplhe architect should build an
house, certainly he can do nothing without materiaéither can the materials raise
themselves to such a figure as a house withouth#ip of the architect and
workmen, but both are of necessity required to thrsificial production;
nevertheless, the building of the house is not taidhe materials, buto the
architect: the same may be said of animate andnre@ matter in the production

of natural effect§®’

Hobbes’ God performs the same function as Caveisdeafimate matter, while extension
performs the same function as Cavendish’s inanimatgter. Hobbes' God, like

Cavendish’s animate matter, is the architect, oreat producer of all effects in extension.

%55 Cavendish 166RL Sect. LIV p 19; Sect. .XXXV p 111-112.
%0 cavendish 166®L Sect. IV.XXIIl p 530-531.
%57 Cavendish 1668L Sect. IV.XXXIIl p 531.
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Just as Cavendish’s natural world requires thetexi® of both animate and inanimate
matter, so Hobbes’ natural world requires the exris¢ of both his God and extension:
without extension, Hobbes’ corporeal God would hae¢hing in which to manifest its
gualities. But by the same token, without Hobbew'poreal God, extension would never
manifest any qualities beyond being extended. Bmibstances are necessary for the
existence of the natural world. Cavendish in h&d41BL claimed that animate matter is “the
life and soul of Natur&® Hobbes implicitly held that his corporeal Godlig fife and soul

of the natural world. Cavendish claimed that “thisrbut one Soul in infinite Nature” which

is divided into the different parts of natdré Hobbes also appears to have held that there is
one soul in nature which is divided into the differ parts of the natural world. This soul,

for Hobbes, is the corporeal God.

Cavendish held that all three degrees of matterm@nact because they are all matter and
only differ in degrees of purity, subtlety and sitti.*°° For Cavendish, sensitive matter is
distinguished from rational matter because semsithatter always works with inanimate
matter, while rational matter can work on its owecéuse it is purer and more sultfe.
Hobbes did not split animate matter into two congs, as Cavendish did. But like
Cavendish, Hobbes held that his corporeal God mnact with extension, given that they

both share the quality of being extended.

| will now turn to Cavendish’s account of matterdadiversity in her 166&bservations
According to Cavendish, there are two degrees ohate matter which are rational and
sensitive’®® Cavendish characterized the difference betweentwerdegrees of animate
matter in the following way:
As the several degrees of matter are not sevenalskof matter; so neither are
rational and sensitive knowledge, several kindsself-knowledges, but only
different degrees of one self-knowledge: for, asréhis but one matter, and one
self-motion; so there is also but one self-knowkedg nature, which consists of
two degrees, rational and sensitive, whereof thienal is the highest degree of

self-knowledge: for it is a most pure, subtle, wetand piercing knowledge than

8 Cavendish 166RL Sect. IV.XXXIIl p 533.

59 cavendish 166RL Sect. IV.III p 433.

60 cavendish 1668L Sect. II.XXI p 196-197.

%1 cavendish 1668L Sect. I.XVII p 170.

%62 cavendish 166®bservations upon Experimental Philosohg. p 211.
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the sensitive, by reason it is not bound to workamd with the inanimate parts of
matter, but moves freely in its own degree; wheth@ssensitive is encumbered
with labouring on the inanimate parts of mattedded, there is as much difference
between those two degrees of self-knowledge, agixied chief architect, designer

or surveyor, and betwixt a labourer or workman; &= the labourer and surveyor,

though they be different particulars, are yet haftbne kind, viz. mankin&®®

According to Cavendish’®bservationdQ.7 p 161), the rational degree of self-knowledge
is not bound to work on the inanimate parts of aerattlue to its purity, it moves freely
within its own degree, unlike the sensitive degmfe self-knowledgé’® Cavendish
characterized the difference between the two degimedahe following way: the rational
degree is the chief architect, designer or suryewhile sensitive degree is a labourer or
workman?®® Unlike Cavendish, Hobbes did not divide his cogadtGod into two degrees.
Nonetheless, he seems to have held that the rhtoo@ons of his corporeal God, like
Cavendish’s rational degree of self-knowledge, oparate within itself without affecting
the sensitive aspects of the body. In Cavendisémmd, Hobbes’ corporeal God is a
combination of both chief architect/designer or veyor and a labourer/workman.
Cavendish in helObservations(Q.7 p 161) characterized the rational degree eif s
knowledge as being “most pure, subtle, active”. b&sbin his 1668 (1682nswerused
similar terminology to characterize his God as ativa “infinitely fine spirit” (EW IV p
309-310), is “pure” and “simple” (EW IV p 313), arable to mix with extension while
retaining its own nature.

Cavendish’s 1668bservatiorsets out the necessity of inanimate and animateemat
...for, were there no inanimate matter, there wolokd no ground, or grosser
substance to work on, and so no solid figures: amde there no animate sensitive
matter, there would be no “labourer,” or “workmaag | may call it, to form the
inanimate part of matter into various figures; meoould there be such infinite

changes, compositions, divisions, productions odlig®ns, etc.*®

%63 Ccavendish 166®bservations upon Experimental Philosoy p 161.
64 Ccavendish 166®bservations upon Experimental Philosoghy p 161.
% cavendish 166®bservations upon Experimental Philosopy p 161.
%56 cavendish 166®bservations upon Experimental Philoso p 157-158.
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...were there no animate rational matter, there ldvdoe no “designer” or
“surveyor,” to order and direct all things methadig; nor no fancies,
Imaginations, conceptions, memory, etc. so that‘thiumvirate” of the degrees of
matter, iS so necessary a constitutive principlealbfatural effects, that nature

could not be without it®’

According to Cavendish, 1) both inanimate and atemmatter are necessary for the
existence of the natural world; 2) without inanimatatter there would be no “ground” or
“gross substance” to work on; 3) without animateterathere would be no “labourer” or
“workman” to form the inanimate part into variougures; 4) both inanimate and animate
matter are necessary for infinite changes, compasit divisions, productions, dissolutions
etc.; 5) without rational matter there would be“designer” to order and direct all things
methodically; and 6) without rational matter theseuld be no fancies, imaginations,

conceptions, memory, etc.

Let us now compare Cavendish@bservations(Q.3 p 157-158) on the necessity of
inanimate and animate matter with Hobbes’ undedstgnof natural world. It seems that
there is a similar principle at play within Hobbeystem. If there was no extension, then
Hobbes’ God would have nothing to work on and thewoaild be no solid figures. For
Hobbes, the solidity of objects is comprised ofeasion, while their sensible qualities are
comprised of the corporeal God. To illustrate thig, can imagine extension as wood and
Hobbes’ corporeal God as the activity of a craftisma craftsman can smooth down or
rough up a piece of wood. The sensation of thehoegs or smoothness of the wood is due
to the activity of the craftsman. But without thaskz, untreated, wood the craftsman cannot
do anything. Unless Hobbes’ corporeal God has eidento affect, it cannot manifest
different sensible qualities — just as a craftsmamnot express their skills without materials
to effect. In Cavendish’s terms, without the exiaste of a corporeal God there would be no
“designer” or “surveyor” to order and direct allrtgs methodically, nor would there be any
“labourer” or “workman” to effect extension in ord® manifest various figures. Without
the corporeal God there would be no fancies, in&@gins, conceptions, memory etc. Just as

Cavendish held that inanimate and animate mateemacessary for the existence of the

7 Ccavendish 166®bservations upon Experimental Philoso. p 158.
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natural world, Hobbes’ corporeal God and extenseme both necessary for the

manifestation of the natural world.

As previously established, Hobbes seems to haiedrapon his corporeal God to manifest
the appearance of diversity within extension. i§ ils the case, then Hobbes implicitly held
a position similar to Cavendish’s account of howrate matter works on inanimate matter.
As Cavendish puts it, in h@bservationgQ.4 p 158):
...the inanimate part of matter, considered inlfits® in its own nature, hath no
self-motion, nor can it receive any from the aniepdtut they being both so closely
intermixt, that they make but one self-moving badyature, the animate parts of
matter, bear the inanimate with them in all thetians; so that it is impossible for
the animate parts to divide, compose, contract, lmit the inanimate must serve

them, or go along with them in such a corporealréigjive action§®®

A similar principle is at play within Hobbes’ ontgly. For Hobbes, extension has no self-
motion nor does it receive any motion from the ocogal God. Extension, due to its partial
mixture with the corporeal God, “bears” the activif God. But the “bearing” of this
activity is different to how Cavendish’s inanimatetter “bears” the activity of animate
matter: as previously established, Hobbes seerhave ruled out the possibility of spatial
movement. For Hobbes, it seems, the activity of ¢cbgporeal God affecting extension
manifests the appearance of division, compositiorcantradiction within the plenum of
extension. But the actual extension involved damsdivide, compose or contract. Instead,

all that occurs is that the extension involvedasg affected by motion differently

In herObservationsCavendish states that
...nature is self-moving, and therefore never at:ré do not mean exteriorly
moving; for nature being infinite, is all withinself, and has nothing without, or
beyond it, because it is without limits or boundsit interiorly, so that all the
motions that are in nature, are within herself; baohg various and infinite in their

changes, they divide the substance or body of @attw infinite parts; for the parts

%8 Cavendish 166®bservations upon Experimental Philosogihyt p 158.
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of nature, and changes of motion, are but one thmg were there no motion,

there would be no change of figuf&g.

Again, there are significant parallels with HobbEsr Hobbes, the natural world is also
comprised of moving matter which is never at r8stt unlike Cavendish’s natural world,
the motion of matter belongs to the corporeal Gotlta matter itself. Hobbes’ universe,
like Cavendish’s nature, contains all that exigtgen that he also denied the existence of
anything outside of the universe. As previoushabkkshed, despite Hobbes’ definitions of
motion being local motion, local motion appeard&impossible based on his ontological
principles. So motion, for Hobbes, must occur adoiés for Cavendish — interiorly. The
interior motion of Hobbes’ corporeal God within tpé&num of extension manifests the
appearance of change, including spatial movement.

There is also a similarity between Cavendish’s iekphccount of nature(bservations
XXXI p 127) and Hobbes’ implicit account of natuBut whereas Cavendish’s natural
world is an infinite composition of rational, sehs® and inanimate matter, Hobbes’ natural
world is an infinite composition of his corporeabé&and extension. Unlike Cavendish’s
commixture of rational, sensitive and inanimate teratHobbes’ mixture of his corporeal
God and extension does not constitute one bodybekibGod only partially mixes with
extension. Cavendish held that, because naturecaranixture of animate and inanimate
matter, no particle in nature can be conceivednaoagined which is not composed of
animate and inanimate matfé?. Hobbes, in contrast, held that it is possible rt@gine

extension without motion.

Cavendish, in heDbservationswas clear that there is no such thing as a smgseparable
part in nature. She conceived of nature as
...an infinite body, bulk or magnitude, which by @wn self-motion, is divided into
infinite parts; not single or indivisible parts,thparts of one continued body, only
discernible from each other by their proper figuresused by the changes of

particular motiong’*

%9 Ccavendish 166®bservations upon Experimental PhilosoptiyX| p 126.
7% cavendish 166®bservations upon Experimental Philosoiyt p 158.
*"1 Ccavendish 166®bservations upon Experimental PhilosoptiyX| p 126.
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A similar principle is implicit in Hobbes’ ontologyFor Hobbes, the universe is also one
continued body and the appearance of individuaditgue to the effects of motion. The
appearance of “single” parts within the universe @mly discernible from the larger plenum
they are part of, due to their figure. The figuds‘individual” parts are caused by the
particular motions of Hobbes’ corporeal God affiegtextension. According to Cavendish,
there are no self-subsistent entities; apparemitividual entities depend on the larger
whole of nature for their existence:

...for example, an animal, though it be a whole pa&dect figure, yet it is but a part

of earth, and some other elements, and parts afrgjatind could not subsist

without them*"?

Likewise Hobbes: just as Cavendish’s animal, thoagihole and perfect figure, is part of
the larger whole of the natural world, so Hobbeashw®l, despite being a whole and perfect
figure, also depends on the larger body of therahtuorld in order to be manifested. For
Hobbes, the manifestation of an animal dependshenldrger natural environment also
being manifested: the extension of every “single*individual” part of the natural world is

part of the larger plenum of extension. In essetimeappearance of “single” or “individual”

entities is an illusion created by the activityHdbbes’ corporeal God as motion affecting
extension. The extension of an “individual” belotgghe larger plenum of extension, while

the motion of an “individual” belongs to Hobbesrporeal God.

5.4 Causation and Sensation

| now want to compare and contrast Hobbes’ impkaitount of causation and sensation
within Cavendish’s explicit account in her 16B&. Cavendish rejected the transfer model
of causation: she held that motion cannot be tearesd by impact as motion is not separable

from matter, and that it was impossible to conceif/enotion without a bod§/’

3 Implicitly,

at least, Hobbes held the same position. For Hglsheson was an accident of a body and
there is no way to perceive motion without a bodyetfect. According to Cavendish,
motion can be transferred from body to body, buy @nmatter is transferred between the

bodies:

"2 cavendish 166®bservations upon Experimental PhilosoptiX| p 126-127.
*73 Cavendish 1668L Sect. |.XXX p 97-98.
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...all bodies that receive motion from other bodiesist needs increase in their
substance and quantity, and those bodies whichringparansferr motion, must

decrease as much as they incréése.

Hobbes, in contrast, seems to have completely médhe possibility of the transference of
motion and the transference of matter between bo#iedies, for Hobbes, are incapable of
increasing or decreasing their substance and dquahtobbes’ principles entail that the
spatial movement of bodies is impossible. The ape® of a body increasing or
decreasing its substance and quantity is not caogelde extension involved increasing or
decreasing in amount; instead, the appearance lbbdy increasing or decreasing in
substance and quantity is caused by Hobbes' capdeed affecting the plenum of

extension differently.

Cavendish held that a body can occasion anothey’adbtion but that the motion of the
second body belongs to the second body itself:
Wherefore one body may occasion another body toensovor so, but not give it
any motion, but everybody (though occasioned byha@rpto move in such a way)

moves by its own natural motiSf

Hobbes also held that a body can occasion anotitey to move, but that it cannot give a
second body any motion. But whereas for Cavendighyebody moves by its own natural
motion, for Hobbes every body gives the appearariaaotion due to the activity of his
corporeal God. Cavendish held that while the mobbma hand is not transferred into the
bowl, a hand still contributes to the motion of teavl:
...for though the bowl hath its own natural motionit self...nevertheless the
motion of the bowl would not move by such an extelocal motion, did not the
hand motion of the hand, or any other exterior mgvody give it occasion to
move that way; Wherefore the motion of the hand wexy well be said to be the
cause of that exterior local motion of the bowlf hot to be the same motion by

which the bowl moves’®

74 Cavendish 166RL Sect. I.XXX p 98.
47> cavendish 166RL Sect. 1.XXX. p 100.
#76 Cavendish 1668L Sect. IV.VI p 447-448.
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While Cavendish rejected the transfer of motiorhaitt the transference of matter she held
that it was possible for one body to occasion ardbody’s motion. The same principle also
seems to apply in Hobbes’ ontology, but as thegmes of his corporeal God. To illustrate

this let us compare a) Hobbes’ implicit approacfarding what happens when a hand
causes a bowl to move and b) Cavendish’s explkcibant. For Hobbes, the hand occasions
the bowl to move without transferring motion to thewl. The hand is the cause of the
appearance of the exterior local motion of the hdart the motion of the bowl is the bowl’s

own motion. Hobbes’ corporeal Gagia motion is responsible for the motion of the hand

and the bowl.

O’'Neill has summarized Cavendish’s non-mechanicgblamation of change in the

following way: 1) a hand does not transfer its motio the ball upon impact; 2) instead, the
rational matter in the ball shares a sympathefioigf with the hand; 3) the ball “perceives”

that the hand is about to change its own configumathat it is about to diminish its motion

by a certain amount; 4) the hand occasions thetbdlpattern out” a certain amount of

motion so the ball is the principal cause; andhSjaad of motion being transferred between
bodies, there is a system of imitation within bedf€ It appears that the same principle is
implicitly at play within Hobbes’ system: 1) for lHbes, a hand does not transfer its motion
to the ball upon impact; 2) instead, the corpof@all, which is inside the ball, shares a
sympathetic affinity with the hand within which tleerporeal God is also present; 3) the
corporeal God within the ball “perceives” thatgtabout to change its own configuration in
the hand by a certain amount and then configuresb#il to give the appearance of the
transference of motion; 4) the ball is the printipause while the hand is the occasional
cause; and 5) instead of motion being transferrevéen bodies, there is a system of
imitation caused by Hobbes’ corporeal God withiteesion which gives the appearance of

the transference of motion.

Cavendish, in her account of how sensations aréugex distinguished, betwepnncipal
and occasionalcauses: Cavendish held that for every natural etfeere is an occasional
cause, which is the body eliciting the effect im@er body, and a principal cause, which is
the affected body which brings forth from withirsétf the appropriate effett® So for
Cavendish, while we might say that the sensatidmeat is “caused” by the presence of fire,

7 O’Neill 2001 p xxXiii-XxXiv.
*"8 Detlefsen 2009 p 425; Broad 2009b p 50.
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this fire is not the true cause of the sensatiore i merely the occasion for the internal
self-motion of matter and this internal motionhg true or principal cause of sensation. The
same principle appears to be true in relation tbldés’ account of sensation. For Hobbes,
while the sensation of heat is “caused” by the gmes of fire, this fire is not the true cause
of the sensation. Instead, the sensation of fireaissed by the counter-pressure produced
within the hearf’® So, for Hobbes. the fire is merely the occasionthis internal self-
motion. which is the true or principal cause of ss#ion. The fire is necessary for the
internal motion to be produced; the corporeal Gotesponsible for both the principal and

occasional cause.

Cavendish was explicit about her understandingeodgption:
...Perception, in my opinion, is not made by Pressaox by Species, nor by
matter going either from the Organ to the Objectfrom the Object into the

Organ?®°

Perception does not depend on the movement of espeaioms, or corpuscles or on the
pressure exerted by one body on another and isaidsa kind of autokinesfd® As she
states:
The sensitive perception of forreign objects isnbgking or taking copies from
these objects, so as the sensitive corporeal nwotiothe eye copy out the objects

of sight..*8

Cavendish held that when a person sees or heats igsdigure is copied, imitated, printed
or “patterned” out by the sensitive matter of tlye er ear which senses/perceives it. These
figures are then patterned out by the rational enat a person’s body to form an integrated
figure of a caf®® Cavendish held that this “patterning” is made fiesby a system of
mutual agreement and sympathy between parts. Bwt ¢en Cavendish’s process of
patterning function if there is no transferencepogssure involved? Let us imagine that

Cavendish’s patterning functions like clay beingutded around an object: the only way to

79 As previously mentioned, Hobbes, in his accourgenfsation in 165tleviathan(Part | Ch i, 4, C

p 6), held that the heart is involved in sensatiecause it produces a counter-pressure which is
responsible for sensible experiences.

80 Cavendish 166RL Sect. I.V p 20.

“81 James 1999 p 232-233.

82 Cavendish 1668L Sect. I.XLII p 127.

483 James 1999 p 232.
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account for patterning, if nothing is transferragyuld be if patterning involved contact or
pressure between the perceiver and the thing tsgnged. If patterning was the result of
rational/sensitive matter “moulding itself” aroutite external object to create a copy, this
could then account for sensation. In which case, gkrception of an external object
involves rational/sensitive matter moulding itsmibund the object being sensed, the mould
printing the object’s shape, colour, texture, Bithen the perceived object is taken away the
sensation of the object dissipates. But this waelglire contact or pressure between the
rational/sensitive part of matter and the objedhdpesensed — and Cavendish denied that
perception involves contact. It seems highly profagc explaining how patterning can take
place if nothing is transferred. Cavendish ackndgézl this difficulty, but held that this
problem poses a greater threat to competing systieamsher owrf>* In her 1664PL, she
freely admitted that certain features of her cohcep patterning out remain deeply
mysterious’® As previously established Hobbes’ account of paioe must function in a
similar fashion, given that nothing is transferteetween the perceiver and the perceived.
Hobbes held that motion is non-transferrable armat thodies cannot spatially move.
Perception for Hobbes also appears to be a forautakinesis trigged in some way by an
external body, despite nothing being transferreat. lHobbes, the motion that is present
within the extension of the perceiver changes fitselgive the appearance of external
perception. But Hobbes, in contrast to Cavendisaradterized perception in terms of
pressure: the activity of his corporeal God is egped as the effect of pressure within
extension. For Cavendish, although we know fromeeepce that the sensory organs (and
by inference bodies as well) can pattern out magyrés at once and the comparatively
small organs can pattern out much larger figuresda not understand how this is done and
can instead only imagine that nature acts likeregraever:
Next, as for confusion, | say, that the sensitivater makes no more confusion,
then an Engraver, when he engraves several figaressmall stone, when he
engraves several figures in a small stone, andradPalraws several figures in a
small compass; for a Carver will cut out severgufes in a Cherry-stone, and a
Lady in a little black Patch; and if gross and rddeis able to do this, which may

not Ingenious and Wise Nature §%?

84 James 1999 p 235; O’Neill 2001 p xxxiv.
85 cavendish 166BL Sect. II.VIII-XVII p 154-181.
486 Cavendish 1668L Sect. II.XIIl p 172.
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It appears that, for Cavendish, nature acts likearer who carves several figures on a
cherry stone, while for Hobbes his corporeal Gad hke carver to manifest the appearance

of diversity on the unchanging plenum of extension.

Cavendish rejected Hobbes’ view that all the astiohnature are due to the force of one
part driving, pressing or shoving anotf& She held that Nature is self-regulating and this
self-regulation does not involve the forcing ofdisn parts’®® By contrast, Hobbes held that
the natural world is not self-regulating but is ukded by a corporeal God. Hobbes’
characterized this regulation in terms of the pres®f one body on another — despite the
fact that he also deemed spatial movement is iniglessCavendish accounted for the
orderliness and harmoniousness of nature by th&epce of rational and sensitive matter
throughout the natural worfd? She rejected the existence of a void within thiense, as
this would destroy the unity of the natural wotiHobbes also rejected the possibility of a

void: for him, the natural world was unified by theesence of his corporeal God.

O’Neill has summarised Cavendish’s account of théeio of the natural world in the

following way: 1) the different parts of the natuveorld know what to do because of the
presence of rational matter throughout the natwald; 2) instead of a transfer model of
change (where discrete parts of nature give anelveenotion), we should regard nature in
terms of vital agreement and harmony in a unifiegaoism; and 3) this vital agreement
should be understood in terms of the mutual “pdropp”’ that the agent and patient

share*!

Similarly, Detlefsen maintains that Cavendish expd the order and lawfulness
of the natural world by supposing that every boag Iperceptive qualities: Cavendish’s
occasional causation entails that bodies sense& btukes around them and know how to
react when other bodies rationally suggest to them to act®> But since Cavendish in her
1664PL held that perception “is not made by Pressurepgdgpecies, nor by matter going
either from the Organ to the Object, or from thgedbinto the Organ” (Sect. I. V p 20),
how do bodies perceive how to act in the propervithin a biological organism the

transfer of something is required for a biologieHiect to occur. Take a person whose spinal

87 Cavendish 166PL Sect. I.XXIX p 95.

% Cavendish 166®L Sect. I.XLV p 135; Sarasohn 2010 p 135.

89 Ccavendish 166®bservations upon Experimental Philosophg07.

490 cavendish 166®bservations upon Experimental PhilosoptiyX| p 129.
91 O’Neill 2001 p xxxii.

492 Detlefsen 2009 p 425-426.
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cord is severed below the neck: the signals sem their brain to their legs and arms do
not arrive, hence the legs and arms cannot mowedms that, for Cavendish, the spinal
cord of her natural world is severed. We find aikimdynamic in Hobbes’ implicit
ontology. But, of course, Hobbes accounted forditerliness and harmony of the natural
world via the presence of a corporeal God, rathantvia the presence of rational and
sensitive matter. It seems that, for Hobbes, thpareal God within a responding body
knows how to manifest the correct response becusearrying its own pre-determined
will through the manifestation of causality withemtension.

5.5 Cavendish and Hobbes on God

Despite the parallels that exist between CavenslistXplicit and Hobbes’ implicit
approaches, they subscribed to radically diffeetiounts of God. Cavendish in her 1664
PL excluded theology and religious issues from pbiibg/: she held that philosophy is
governed by reason and observation while theolsgyuilt on implicit faith. Theological
guestions, such as the nature of God, should lbetdethe church to decide, given that
disputes over theological matters weaken faittNonetheless, Cavendish sought to make
her thorough-going materialism consistent with aiertChristian doctrine¥* and she
claimed that her views were more theologically odibx than those of her philosophical
opponent$?® These positions are also true for Hobbes. Cavkratigued for the separation
of God and “his servant Nature”: if they were mixehdis would lead to disorder and

chaos*®®

Hobbes also distinguished between God and extenaizd held that they were
partially mixed together. The partial mixture of €cG@and extension does not result in
disorder or chaos, but instead results in the ongmifested within our experience of the
natural world. Cavendish argued against those mgrit@cluding More, who jumbled the
natural and the divine by using God within the eyst

But some Philosophers striving to express their alistruct reason; and drawing
Divinity to prove Sense and Reason, weaken Faithasotheir mixed Divine
Philosophy becomes meer Poetical Fictions and Rowanexpressions, making

material Bodies immaterial Spirits, and immateiggirits material Bodies; and

93 Cavendish 1668L Sect. ILIII p 142; Sect. I.XXX p 220-221; Huttd®97 p 427; James 1999 p
231; Detlefsen 2009 p 421; Broad 2009a p 36; p 48.

494 O’Neill 2001 p xxiii.

19 Wilkins 2016 p 874.

4% Ccavendish 166RL Sect. .1l p 13.
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some have conceived some things neither to be Mhateor Immaterial, but

between bot/®’

If Cavendish had read Hobbes’ later corporeal Gatings, she may well have considered
that Hobbes had jumbled together the material ammaterial by holding that God and

spirits are extended.

Cavendish, in hePL, emphasised God’s incomprehensibility and held wWecannot have
an idea of God who is infinit€® At times, she seemed to argue that we cannot know
anything about Go&® Nonetheless, she did make ‘positive’ claims ab@ad. For
example: “God is a Spirit, and not a bodily subs&ii®® Cavendish also described God as
an “Infinite Immaterial Purity®** who enjoyed “Supernatural and Incomprehensibliibef
Wisdom and Power®®? she also held that God is a Spirit and is Imma¥abIThere are a
number of similarities, but also some importanfeddnces, between Cavendish’s approach
and Hobbes'. For Hobbes, God is not immovable: Gmdheld, is a perpetually moving
mover. Nonetheless, Hobbes’ corporeal God doesnmae from place to place: it moves
within itselfto manifest the appearance of change within eiddang\s an illustration, we
can imagine a number of people moving around inaid®use. The house, despite being
immovable, allows for individuals to move aroundol¥es’ corporeal God is both the
house and the people moving around inside it. thieehouse Hobbes’ God is immovable,

but like the people it is capable of movement wathi

Cavendish used the term ‘spirit’ to denote an usmdéd substance; Hobbes did not.
Nonetheless, despite Hobbes in his 1668 (1@88&werdisagreeing with Cavendish that
God is unextended and not in motion, he used girtelaninology: where, for Cavendish,
“God is a Spirit and not a bodily substanceL (.1l 8) and is an “Infinite Immaterial Purity”
(PL LIIl. p 10), Hobbes’ God is “a corporeal spirig\\V IV p 308), an “infinitely fine spirit”
(EW IV p 309-310), and is “pure” and “simple” (EW Ip 313). Cavendish held that God

cannot admit of addition or diminution and that wisamaterial cannot become immaterial

97 Cavendish 1668L Sect. I.Il p 12-13.

%8 Cavendish 166®L Sect. Il.1l p 139-140.

499 Cavendish 166@L Sect. IV.XXXII p 525-527.
% cavendish 166RL Sect. .1l p 8.

"1 cavendish 166RL Sect. LIl p 10.

%2 cavendish 166RL Sect. LIl p 9.

%3 cavendish 1668L Sect. I.XXI p 196.
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and vice versa” Hobbes similarly seems to have held that what dsl Gannot become
matter and what is matter cannot become God — gikaty for him, motion produces
nothing but motion. Hobbes’ Gogua motion cannot make matter into motion, nor can
matter become motion. Cavendish argued that beaafugee distinct natures of God and
Nature they cannot join, mix or work togetli&t Hobbes, by contrast, seems to have held
that God can work on extension, given that theyresithe quality of being extended.
Cavendish argued that God could create Nature t@eNpture being eternal because natural
rules, such as cause and effect, do not apply ti>®é1obbes in contrast does not appear to
have held that God could create extension becalbé @rinciple that motion produces
nothing but motion. There is disagreement withifnadarship regarding Cavendish’s
writings as to whether or not she embraced botmtien of creatiorEx Nihilo and of the
eternity of matter. Detlefsen argues against ttig, Boyle maintains that Cavendish held
both to be true. If Cavendish did hold both thedbis would be an important point of
difference with Hobbes, who argued for the etermtymatter but rejected the notion of

creationEx Nihilo i.e.creation out of nothing

For Cavendish, the Genesis account is about howoBtatedmatter to produce our current
world and not about how God created matter it$ki§ current world was created by God’s
command but the executor of this command was selfimy nature’®’ As she puts it:
Thus all was made by Gods Command, and who exetuse@ommand but the
Material servant of God, Nature: which ordered $&lf-moving matter into such

several Figures as God commanded, and God appobikedm>®®

For Cavendish, God is a supervisor who commandsresling matter into various forms,
whereas for Hobbes God is a labourer which direaffgcts extension to manifest the
natural world. Cavendish was clear that God is oesjble for nature’s self-moving
power>®® By contrast, Hobbes’ God does not give extensiog self-moving power;
instead, his God is directly responsible for thespnce of motion in extension. Cavendish

%4 cavendish 166RL Sect. LIl p 10.

%% cavendish 166#L Sect. LIl p 10.

%% cavendish 166®L Sect. LIl p 14-15; James 1999 p 230-231; Sama@io p 140.

U7 Cavendish 166#L Sect. LIl p 13-17; James 1999 p 231; Detlefse@9%2p 430; Boyle 2018 p
123.

% cavendish 1668L Sect. LIl p 16.

%9 cavendish 166RL Sect. II.XI p 164.
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in her 1664PL was clear that God is the “Creator and Cause” atuN>'° Hobbes’ God
was also the creator and cause of nature: as mdtiohbes’ God affects extension to

manifest the natural world.

Turning now to Cavendish’s 1668bservationsand its account of God and God’s

relationship to nature, we find that Cavendish mdfi God as “...eternal, infinite,
omnipotent, incorporeal, individual, immovable t®ir** Hobbes’ God, like Cavendish’s
God, can also be understood to be eternal, infiotenipotent and incorporeal (as long as
the term is used piously to abstract from corpodaracteristics and not to entail an
unextended being). Hobbes’ God, like Cavendisissnia sense immovable because it is

incapable of changing place despite being a peafigtonoving being.

In her 16680bservationsCavendish states:
As for God, he being immovable, and beyond all reatmotion, cannot actually
move matter; neither is it religious to say, Godhis soul of nature; for God is no
part of nature, as the soul is of the batfy.

| contend that here is a similar dynamic betweewe@dish’s position, that her God cannot
actually move matter, and Hobbes’ position, that ¢orporeal God cannot move matter.
Hobbes’ God cannot move matter because the spataément of matter is impossible.
Instead, the appearance of spatial movement isethat of Hobbes’ corporeal Gagla
motion affecting unmoving extension differently;v@adish maintained that calling God the
soul of nature was irreligious because God is @ot pf nature. Hobbes in the 1668 Latin
edition of hisLeviathandropped his censure against those who held thdtis&the soul of
the world. Cavendish in her 16&servationgepeated her position that “God is the cause

of nature, and nature the effect of God?*?'.

Cavendish in her 1668bservationsexplicitly rejected calling natural effects artial or
calling nature the “art of God** Hobbes in contrast to Cavendish characterizedreatsi

being artificial and the art of God, “Nature (théwhereby God hath made and governs the

1% cavendish 166RL Sect. LIIl p 14.

*11 cavendish 1668urther ObservationXI| p 216-217.
*12 cavendish 1668urther ObservatiorXX p 230.

*13 cavendish 1668urther ObservationXI p 217.

°14 Ccavendish 1668urther Observation$l p 198.
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world” (1651 LeviathanIntro 1 C p 3). According to Cavendish in her 1&BBservations
nature is the eternal servant of GdtPerhaps we should understand extension for Hobbes
as also being the eternal servant of God. Thisesabise extension is governed by the
activity of Hobbes’ corporeal God.

Cavendish held that God is the first author of ot
It is true, God is the first author of motion, aslhas he is of nature; but | cannot
believe that God should be the prime actual mowgéatl natural creatures, and put
all things into local motion, like as one wheelanclock turns all the rest: for,
God'’s power is sufficient enough to rule and govalirthings by an absolute will
and command, or by a “Let it be done”; and to imE@if-motion to nature, to
move according to his order and decree, althoughnatural way™®

We find a similar theme in Hobbes, who held that @&othe author of motion and that God
rules over extension through his will (which is ma). Like Cavendish, Hobbes suggests
that God does not put extension in motion througgall motion. But unlike Cavendish, he

held that God is directly responsible for the motad the natural world.

Detlefsen has offered the following account of tielaship between Cavendish’s God and
nature:
Both God and nature exist eternally, but God d@eassan immaterial, unmoving,
atemporal, and unchanging rational being, whileurgatdoes so as a material,

moving, temporal, and changing whofé.

God brings order out of an original natural chdweugh rational communication
with the whole of nature, and in doing so, is thienate source of nature’s overall
harmony as well as of the normative standards girouhich creatures come to
have ends and purposes proper to the kinds ofgtirey are'®

*15 Ccavendish 1668urther ObservationXIV p 220.
*16 cavendish 1668urther Observation¥|l p 212.
1" Detlefsen 2009 p 431.

*18 Detlefsen 2009 p 431.
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Let us compare Detlefsen’s account of the relalignbetween Cavendish’s God and nature
with Hobbes’ implicit account of the relationshiptlveen God and extension. We find the
following: 1) both God and extension eternally &) Hobbes’ God, like Cavendish’s, can
be called immaterial as long as the term is noéndéd to stand for a non-extended
substance; 3) Hobbes’ God is an immaterial, peglgtunoving, temporal, changing,
rational being, while extension is a material, urmg, atemporal and unchanging whole;
4) the rational activity of Hobbes’ corporeal Gadrésponsible for the order manifested by
extension within the natural world; and 5) Hobb@&sd, like Cavendish’s, is the source of
nature’s overall harmony as well as the ends amggses found within the natural world.
Hobbes’ implicit account of extension and God appedave the reverse characteristics of
Cavendish’s explicit account of nature and God. bésh extension and Cavendish’s God
are both unmoving, atemporal and unchanging; HobBed, like Cavendish’s nature, is
moving, temporal and changing. According to Wilkiriavendish, by holding that the
natural world and everything within it was materisbught to preserve a special place for
God as a uniquely immaterial and unknowable presgfi®erhaps Hobbes, despite holding
that God was extended, was seeking to preservecas$place for God by holding that God

was motion.

One of the possible reasons why Hobbes and Caveramligved at such different
conclusions about God’s nature might be that theld hlifferent conceptions of God’s
‘location’. For Hobbes, God exists inside of thevense; for Cavendish, God exists outside
of the universe. They also disagreed over God'wigctand interaction with matter. For
Cavendish, God is beyond all natural motion, is owable and immutable and as such may
not even be able to interact with nature. Hobbgs;dmtrast, held that God was perpetually
moving and is directly affecting extension. Nonétks, there is still some overlap: Hobbes’
God is incapable of exterior motion and causality; Hobbes, is the unfolding of God’s

unchanging predetermined will.

Despite the possibility that Cavendish’s God ishl@do interact with matter, it is generally
agreed that Cavendish held that God ordered mawiaer into various different fornis°

Even if we assume that Cavendish held that Godenteself-moving intelligent matter and
could interact with nature through rational suggestoverall, Cavendish’s God has a

*¥Wilkins 2016 p 874.
20 James 1999 p 231; Detlefsen 2009 p 430; Boyle pOl3.
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minimal role within the unfolding of the natural via (beyond possibly commanding the
self-moving intelligent matter of nature to fornsetf into different configurations). In
contrast, Hobbes’ God plays a fundamental rolehm tinfolding of the natural world:
without the constant presence of this corporeal @&fbecting extension, the natural world
would cease to be manifested. In essence, Caveagigbars to have turned God into a
supervisor of a self-sufficient natural world, whiHobbes appears to have made his God
into a manual labourer constantly working withire thniverse to keep the natural world
being manifested. Hobbes’ corporeal God is thethaad brain of his ontological system,
we could say, while Cavendish’s God is an appetaixer ontological system. And while a

person can live without an appendix, they cannvet Without a heart and brain.

5.6 Hobbes and Cavendish: Comparison

According to Detlefsen Cavendish’s mature natuhgllogophy contained the following four
features: 1) materialism; 2) plenism; 3) a non-na@ital account of change; and 4) the
belief that motion must inhere in matfét.Hobbes subscribed to all four of these features.
But while Hobbes held that matter is always in motihe did not hold that this motion
belongs to matter itself. Instead, the motion otterabelongs to Hobbes’ corporeal God,
which is present within matter. According to O’NeiCavendish’s mature system of the
1660s contained the following five major featurgsmaterialism; 2) an acceptance of total
blending; 3) pan-organism and pan-psychism; 4) rgimoum theory of matter; and 5) a
non-mechanical account of natural chaffgd.et us now compare these features to Hobbes’
implicit system. Hobbes proposed: 1) materialisina 4ontinuum theory of matter and 5) a
non-mechanical account of natural change, but jeetesl: 2) total blending; and 3) pan-
organism and pan-psychism. He did not accept timeeq of total blending because he
steadfastly rejected co-location and held instéed his corporeal God and extension are
partially mixed together. Hobbes’ system does wot&n pan-organicism or pan-psychism:
despite Hobbes and Cavendish both holding thatalifé knowledge are motion, Hobbes,
unlike Cavendish, did not hold that motion is stuéfnt for the presence of life or
knowledge. The presence of life and knowledge reguspecific qualities of motion being

manifested within extension.

*21 Detlefsen 2009 p 423-424.
22 O'Neill 2001 p xxiii-xxxv.
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According to James, Cavendish’s natural philosoplas a response to some of the
limitations of mechanism that troubled her and mahyer contemporaries; she held that
matter must possess some active or vital powerausec she was not persuaded that all
natural phenomena are mechanically explicable Ipealng to the motions and impact of
inert particles of matte¥® Perhaps Hobbes’ natural philosophy was also arespto some

of the limitations of mechanism. Hobbes appeaitsatee agreed with Cavendish that natural
phenomena are not mechanically explicable by apyetd the motions and impact of inert
particles of matter. But, unlike Cavendish, Hobbegcted the view that matter must
possess an active or vital power to account fourahfpphenomena. Instead, he appears to
have relied upon the presence of his corporeal fi&ooheating extension to account for the
active or vital power which, in turn, accounts fatural phenomena. According to James,
Cavendish developed an unusual form of vitalismcWwhield that the whole of nature
consists of infinite self-moving matter which innge sense thinks, and which also held that
the harmoniousness of nature is the result of ¢ifecentained properties of bodies (rather
than the interaction of bodie¥Y. While Hobbes like Cavendish held that the whole of
nature consists of moving matter, he disagreed tiatter is self-moving and that the
harmonious nature of nature is the result of setftained properties of bodies. For him, the
motion of matter is the result of the presence abgoreal God within matter, and the
harmoniousness of nature is the result of thisa@a God’s activity. As O’Neill has noted,
Cavendish was not a vitalistic corpuscularian: theory targeted all particulate theories of

525

matter.”> Hobbes also appears not to have been a vitalistipuscularian: his positions

entail that he implicitly rejected all particulatesories of matter.

O’Neill has offered the following summary of theigme position of Cavendish’s system as
outlined in her Observations: a) Cavendish was naditgic with respect to nature and held
that motion, life, perception and reason are inhengithin every part of nature; b)

Cavendish was distinct as a mechanist becausespwted the transference of motion and
mechanism’s characterization of matter as ineanimate, and completely characterizable
in terms of geometrical properties; ¢) Cavendistead with mechanical atomists that the
universe is wholly material, but in contrast to rtheshe held to a continuum theory of

matter; and d) Cavendish was different to vitabsomists who held that nature is a

2 James 1999 p 219.
%24 James 1999 p 219.
% O'Neill 2001 p xxvi-Xxvii.
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continuum, its parts being linked in a great chafifbeing, as she rejected the existence of
incorporeals®® A comparison with Hobbes is instructive. We findatt Hobbes, like
Cavendish, was materialistic with respect to natun@ proposed that motion inheres within
matter (given his corporeal God commitments). Buibbes did not hold that life,
perception and reason are inherent within mattezy required specific configurations of
extension in motion in order to be manifested. Wé® dind that Hobbes, like Cavendish,
had a distinct take on mechanism, given that hecregl the transference of motion; unlike
Cavendish, however, Hobbes embraced mechanismisatheazation of matter as inert,
inanimate and completely characterizable in terfngeometrical properties. We find that
Hobbes, like Cavendish, agreed with mechanical @tsnthat the universe is wholly
material but, like Cavendish, disagreed with meataatomists and proposed a continuum
theory of matter. Finally, we find that, like Cawdish, Hobbes differed with vitalist atomists
by denying that nature is a continuum. Cavendisht®logical system was unusual within
the contours of wider 7century debate¥’ Nonetheless, it shares many characteristics
with Hobbes’ equivalent. Cavendish’s materialisrs baen characterized in different ways
as “animist materialism” but more commonly as “litfivitalistic materialism’2?® With this

in mind perhaps we should characterize Hobbes'tiposias vitalist/vitalistic extended
substance dualism. | have sought to establisheghghgement with Cavendish’s writings
helps to illuminate Hobbes’ implicit positions iranicular how his God’s corporeal God
could affect extension to manifest change as welldoes not appear that Hobbes’
philosophy was derivative of Cavendish’s writingsr rvice versa. Instead, Hobbes and
Cavendish’s respective writings appear to havesaoéaverlap because they emerged out
of a common milieu. Now that | have established ¢batemporary context for Hobbes’
writings, | will turn to a possible ancient soufoe his thought: Stoicism.

26 O'Neill 2001 p xxxvi.
27 O'Neill 2001 p xxxvi.
%28 Hutton 1997 p 421; James 1999 p 219; O'Neill 2p0dx; Broad 2009a p 44; Sarasohn 2010 p
15; Wilkins 2016 p 863.
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CHAPTER SIX
HOBBES AND THE STOICS

6.1 Introduction

Hobbes’ God is an eternally moving intelligent degir who exists throughout the plenum
of extension, whose activity is manifested as digwithin this plenum, but who remains
distinct to extension. It appears that Hobbes iaih}i held that God possess heterogeneity.
In this chapter, | will compare and contrast Hobbewlicit and explicit positions with
Stoicism — in particular, its attempt to accountdoversity. To this end, | will principally be
comparing and contrasting Hobbes’ account of thesgmce and activity of his corporeal
God within extension to the role, presence andviggtof the Stoics’ God-within-matter. |
will also be exploring the similarity between Hobbeccount of fate and Stoicism’s
account of fate. | will secondarily be comparingl aontrasting Hobbes’ general approach
to religion with Stoicism’s approach to God. My maipal focus is on the purpose of
Stoicism’s God rather than the terminology whicbytlused. | will then turn to particular
points in common between Hobbes and Stoicism: hotlv bystems exhibit “monistic” and
“dualistic” tendencies; that the natural world setresult of God affecting a passive
principle; and their approach to existence andnpa®als. Following this will | focus on
the parallels and differences between Stoicism’® TRvinciples and Hobbes’ God and
extension. A key difference between their systenas whe characterization of God in
biological terms; the Stoics characterized theid Go biological terms while Hobbes did

not.

Another key difference is that Hobbes and Stoicthksagreed on how God and the passive
principle mix; for the Stoics, this mixture involvétotal blending”, while for Hobbes this
mixture was “partial’. (Hobbes’ position on mixirgppears to have been more than a
juxtaposition but less than total blending.) | whlen point out the similarity between the
Stoic and Hobbesian understanding of the naturaldvgoexistence: the natural world is
necessitated by the constant conjunction of twalastng principles. Hobbes appears to
have distinguished more forcefully between thetexise of these principles than the Stoics,
because he held they only partially mix. Nonetlgldsr both Hobbes and Stoicism,
individuals are comprised of both God and the passgrinciple. | will then turn to the
similarity between Hobbes and Stoicism’s identtilma of causality with providence, as

well as their distinct understanding of providenioe:Hobbes’ providence is a linear series
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of events, while for the Stoics it is an endlesgploGiven the similarities between Hobbes
and Stoicism | will explore the different ways thia¢ Stoic system can be characterized and

the effect that this has on how we should charaetétobbes’ system.

6.2 Similarities between Hobbes’ Ontology and Stagem

Stoic ontology exhibits both “monistic” tendencieshich is the belief that reality is
comprised of a single substance, and “dualistictiémcies, which is the belief that reality is
comprised of two substanc&s.The Stoics were not strict monists: they did noldhthat
everything including God proceeds from and is utiefy reducible to matter as the sole
basic constituent of reality. But neither whereyt&rict dualists: they held that matter and
God have in common crucial physical properties bseahey are both bodig¥.Hobbes’
ontology also exhibits both “monistic” tendencieégcause he held that reality consists of
only extended substances, but also “dualistic” ¢émetes, because he held that reality is
comprised of two extended substances. Like thec§tdiobbes was not a strict monist,
because he did not hold that his God was redutibi®atter, nor was he a strict dualist,
because he held that God and matter share thecahpsoperties of being extended. For the
Stoics, the cosmos is the result of God affectingaasive principle (matter), and God’s
continuous activity is responsible for all changside the universe; the passive principle
underlines all change undergone by the cosmos iwaitious phases’ Hobbes also seems
to have held that the natural world is the resiltGod affecting a passive principle
(extension). Extension, for Hobbes, underlinesladinges caused by the continuous activity
of God.

The powers of the Stoic god are limited: 1) asrantdive force he guarantees the purpose
and the ordering of the good which is present | ¢bsmos; 2) as a rational force he
incorporates the laws of rationality; and 3) ashgsgcal force he incorporates the laws of
physics>* These positions are also true for Hobbes. Hisaregl God is a rational and
physical force which is directly responsible foe tlaws of rationality and the physical laws
which are manifested in extension; and Hobbes’@@a God also guarantees the teleology

and ordering of the good which is manifested ireegion. For the Stoics, god exerts his

2 Algra 2003 p 167.

30 3alles 2009 p 2.

*31 Bénatouil 2009 p 27; Salles 2009 p 2.

%32 \White 2003 p 129-130; Algra 2003 p 172-173; Fr2@@3 p 201; Brunschwig 2003 p 211.
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providential activity within the matter it mouldsié manipulated®® Hobbes’' God also
appears to exert its providential activity withimetextension that it directly moulds and
manipulates. The Stoic God can be understood ag)bmith a superhuman mind and a
thermodynamic/gravitational force-field which bindee entire universe together and
endows individual things with their distinctive perties>** Hobbes’ corporeal God can
also be understood as a superhuman mind and addgnamic/gravitational force field
which binds the universe together and endows iddadi things with their distinctive
properties. Sensation, intelligence and consci@ssiveere not emergent properties for
Stoicism>*® By the same token sensation, intelligence andaionsness do not appear to

have been emergent properties for Hobbes — for $mmething cannot come from nothing.

The Stoic understanding of the corporeality ofecbemos has both a physical and biological
aspect; Stoic cosmology is also a cosmo-biof§§yGod for the Stoics is a physical and
mental power which interpenetrates matter which esatke world a living structure; the
Stoics held that the world’s structure is “gendhljicadetermined by the formulas that
constitute the divine mind’s causal pow& While Hobbes similarly held that his God is
both a physical and mental power which interpenetraxtension, thereby manifesting the
natural world, he did not hold that the natural éas “genetically” determined by the
activity of a corporeal God. In contrast to StaiecjsHobbes seems to have held that while
his corporeal God was a physical and mental powverechanically determines the world’s
structure. Stoic physics comprises what we todaletstand as physics, cosmology, rational
psychology and theology; Stoic physics is both #ugentific investigation of natural
phenomena and the metaphysical interpretation etfivers€® The Stoics theology, as
part of their physics, was focused on the overahletence, teleology and providential
design of the cosmos, rather than the purely physispects of the cosmos; it focused on
the governing principlé®® As previously established, despite Hobbes’ expéigtlusion of
God from science, he seems to have relied uponnaeption of God to determine the
probability of physical theories. Given that Hoblmsglicitly held that his God was motion,

°% Salles 2009 p 5.

34| ong 1999 p 84; Sellars 2006 p 97-99.

% Sellars 2011 p 132.

%% Zellar (translated by Reichel) 1870 p 173; Dawid4607 p 3; Hahm 1977 p 91; Sellars 2006 p
96; Salles 2009 p 1; For more on the biologicarati@r of Stoic physics see Hahm 1977.

37 Long 1999 p 84; White 2003 p 133.

*% Davidson 1907 p 48; p 84; White 2003 p 125.

39 Long 1999 p 84; Algra 2003 p 153; Brunschwig 2pa08.
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his physics — like Stoicism’'s — was concerned watrerall coherence, teleology and

providential design of the cosmos.

The Stoics took as the criterion of existence thpacity of acting or being acted upon,
which they exclusively reserved for bodf88They held that bodies have the capacity of
acting on or being acted upon, which leaves opemtssibility that some bodies are only
passive while others are only actR/élt appears that the Stoics — like Hobbes — excilgi
used the term substance in relation to matfeficcording to Diogenes Laertius’ the Stoics
had different definitions of a body:

....that which is extended in three dimensionsgtlenbreadth, and depth. This is

also called solid body. But surface is the extrgmoit a solid body, or that which

has length and breadth only without defth.

A line is the extremity of a surface or length witih breadth, or that which has

length alone**

As Hobbes put it in the 169%viathan
The wordbody, in the most general acceptation, signifieth tivaich filleth or
occupieth some certain room or imagined place, dagendeth not on the

imagination, but is a real part of that we call timéverse®*®

Stoic ontology is unusual. Despite maintaining thatlies (corporeal substances) are the
only substances which actually exist in the unigerthe Stoics also believed that
incorporeals have some form of existence. Stoiology admitted both bodies, which are
“existent beings”, and incorporeals — non-corpomdistances which, while they are not
“existent beings”, are not nothif The Stoics used the genus “something” for what is
real>*” Stoic incorporeals include void (which is an empigce), place and time (which are
conditions of physical processes) and what is day@ertain logical entities that exist only

>0 Hahm 1977 p 38; Frede 2003 p 183; Brunschwig 20230; Sellars 2006 p 82.
*41 Brunschwig 2003 p 210.

**2Hahm 1977 p 40.

*3DL II: VIIL135 p 239.

*4DL II: VII.135 p 239.

*%5 Hobbes 1651 eviathanPart Il Ch XXXIV, 2, C p 261.

>4 Brunschwig 2003 p 220.

*4" Brunschwig 2003 p 213.
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in thought, such as predicates and proposititfisl}. is important to note that there is a
contradiction within Stoicism with regards to inporeals: despite recognizing the quasi-
existence of incorporeals, Stoicism held that dmsthing incorporeal cannot act nor be
acted upon®*® But if incorporeals cannot affect bodies or beeetiéd by bodies, how does
time affect a body? Imagine a banana; as a se&fteidted by time it grows into banana. A
banana then ages until it eventually becomes roBenif, as the Stoics maintain, time is an
incorporeal and an incorporeal cannot act on a blooly does the seed eventually become a
rotten banana? Hobbes seems to have avoided tb&epr by holding that time is motion.
For Hobbes, motion affects extension in order tamifeat the appearance of a seed turning
into a banana and then rotting. Hobbes appearave been a stronger corporealist than the
Stoics, given that he completely denied the excsenf non-corporeal substances, in any
shape or form. For Hobbes, physical processes dlkee and time, as well as logical
entities, are manifestations of motion within exien and he completely denied that voids
have any kind of existence. As has been establisgiaxd on Hobbes’ implicit and explicit
treatment of his corporeal God thesis, everythirgctv exists is either extension or the

effects of motion being manifested in extension.

6.3 Stoicism’s Two Principles versus Hobbes’ God anExtension

As Diogenes Laertius summarizes, the Stoics
...hold that there are two principles in the univetbe active and the passive. The
passive principle, then, is a substance withoutlityud.e. matter, whereas the

active is the reason inherent in this substanee ishGod>°

For the Stoics, then, matter is unqualified sulistaand God is rational principle; matter is
passive while God is active' As has been established, there is a similar streicin

relation to Hobbes’ two substances. Hobbes held éx@ension is both passive and
unqualified and that his corporeal God is activd eational. Diogenes Laertius’ account of
Stoicism’s two principles indicates that the Stoibsld that their principles were

incorporeals:

*#8 For more on time being an incorporeal for the &taiee DL II: VII.141 p 245; Hahm 1977 p 5;
White 2003 p 128-129.

*49White 2003 p 131.

*0DL 1I: VIIL134 p 239.

%1 Stock 1908 p 75; Hahm 1977 p 29; White 2003 p Brhinschwig 2003 p 210; Sellars 2006 p
82.
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There is a difference, according to them, betweenciples and elements; the
former being without generation or destruction, velas the elements are destroyed
when all things are resolved into fire. Moreovée principles are incorporeal and
destitute of form, while the elements have beeroeed with form>>2

But as Hahm, Long, Brunschwig and Frede have nabedStoics described both of their
principles as physical bodié¥ Hobbes, like the Stoics, maintained that his twiessances
are physical, extended, bodies. The Stoics claithadtl their principles are ungenerated,
imperishable and are limited in amodrit. Similarly, Hobbes held that his God and
extension are ungenerated and imperishable — bedassprinciples entail that God and
matter are both eternal. Unlike the Stoics, Holtlmess not appear to have suggested that his
two substances are limited in amount, at leasegards God. Hobbes’ God appears to have

been unlimited, given Hobbes’ principle that motmoduces nothing but motion.

According to Diogenes Laertius, the Stoics charatd God's activity as a creative fire:
Nature in their view is an artistically working dir going on its way to create;

which is equivalent to a fiery, creative, or fastiig breattr>°

While the Stoics characterized the activity of th®bd as an artist, Hobbes characterized
God as a designer. (Hobbes also held that Godalbre responsible for life.) Nonetheless,
as Algra has noted, the Stoics inferred the extgter God through a design argument:
In general, it is claimed that although god is dioéctly perceptible, his existence
can be inferred, on some minimal reflection, frone torderly, beautiful, and

beneficent structure of the worltf

The same principle is at play within Hobbes’ infere of God’s existence: for Hobbes, God
is not directly perceptible but God’s existence baninferred from the Moving Designer

argument. According to Zellar, the Stoics held:tiat matter cannot move nor fashion
itself; 2) that the world could not be perfect aiminplete unless reason was inherent in it;

3) that the world could not contain any beings pssig consciousness unless there was

2DL 1I: VIIL134 p 239.

53 Hahm 1977 p 32 footnote 12; Long 1999 p 84; F2afS8 p 183; Brunschwig 2003 p 210-211.
54 Hahm 1977 footnote 32 p 32; Algra 2003 p 166; Er2@03 p 183.

*SDL II: VIIL156 p 261.

%% Algra 2003 p 161; p 157-161.
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consciousness within; and 4) the world could preduc creatures endowed with a soul and
reason unless it were itself endowed with a sodl masorr>’ All of these positions are

equally true for Hobbes.

As Diogenes Laertius summarized, in relation toStaics’ understanding of God:
[tihe deity, they say, is a living being, immortedtional, perfect or intelligent in
happiness, admitting nothing evil [into him], tagiprovidential care of the world
and all that therein is, but he is not of humarpsh#&le is, however, the artificer of
the universe and, as it were, the father of althbo general and in that particular
part of him which is all-pervading, and which idled many names according to its

various powers>®

Hobbes’ God also seems to be a living, immortaipnal, perfect and intelligent being, and
Hobbes also held that God admits no evil to himg&dfd cannot sin; thus it seems logical to
assume that Hobbes’ God possess no evil either.a3ugthe Stoic God is not of human
shape, neither is Hobbes’, and in both systems {@kels providential care of the world.
Hobbes’ God, like the Stoics’, is all pervading asdthe artificer of the universe; both
Hobbes and the Stoics used the term ‘father’ iati@h to God. We find further similarities
in terms of how both Hobbes and the Stoics undedstaatter. Diogenes Laertius tells us
that: “[t]he primary matter they make the substmamf all things”>*® and that “by matter is
meant that out of which anything whatsoever is poedl.**® As he also writes:

Both substance and matter are terms used in a lidvemse as they signify (1)

universal or (2) particular substance or mattere Tétrmer neither increases nor

diminishes, while the matter of particular thinggtbincreases and diminish®&s.

Body according to them is substance which is firfite

Matter can also be acted upon, as the same audlsy for it were immutable, the
things which are produced would never have beedymed out of it. Hence the

further doctrine that matter is divisitdel infinitum®%3

%7 Zellar (translated by Reichel) 1870 p 138-139.
8DL II: VIIL147 p 251.
*9DL II: VII.150 p 255.
*0DL 11: VII.150 p 255.
*1DL 1I: VII.150 p 255.
*52DL 1I: VII.150 p 255.
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As has been established, Hobbes also held the gasiteons regarding extension. For him,
extension is entirely unqualified yet is capable reteiving any quality. Extension is
infinitely divisible and is the material of whiclverything is comprised. Hobbes seems to
have implicitly held that there is a finite amouwrftextension, given Hobbes’ principle that
motion produces nothing but motion. Hobbes’ Godnasion cannot create extension, and
extension, given its inherent passivity, is incdpaid producing more extension. While the
Stoics held that matter is constantly in motioreytineld that motion is not a property of
matter but is the result of matter's constant cogiion with pneuma®* Hobbes’ similarly
held that while matter is constantly in motion thistion is not a property of matter but is

the result of matter's constant conjunction with torporeal God.

As Gorham has pointed out, in relation to Hobbexoant of his corporeal God in his
Answer(EW IV p 309-310) and Diogenes Laertius’ accouinGod’s role in Stoic physics
(11: V11.134 p 239):
The parallels are striking. Both passages idenBfyd with a special kind of
corporeal substance that produces the diversityngnfemiliar bodies or elements
by acting on passive and undifferentiated matterthermore, in both schemes the
divine body operates by thoroughly pervading ordinaatter (though Hobbes
denies this involves complex mixing...). Finallyth conceive of the divine body

as conscious or at least intellig&fit.

As Gorham also notes, there is a difference betwegnthe Stoic God and Hobbesian God
affect matter with regards to their respective agiais:
On the Stoics’ biological metaphor, God acts like seed in seminal fluid; on
Hobbes’s chemical metaphor, God is the catalysn€nal water) in a sort of

cosmic cocktaiP®®

As Diogenes Laertius summarizes the Stoics’ accou@od’s activity:
In the beginning he was by himself; he transforrtedwhole of substance through

air into water, and just as in animal generatics $ked has a moist vehicle, so in

*3DL 1I: VII.150 p 255.
%4 ong 1999 p 84.

°% Gorham 2013b p 38.
°%¢ Gorham 2013b p 38.
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cosmic moisture God, who is the seminal reasoh@finiverse, remains, behind in
the moisture as such an agent, adapting matteintself with a view to the next

stage of creatiorf’

As Hahm noted, a birth is being described hereniraccount that bristles with biological
terms: the Stoic god is compared to the seed isehgnal fluid>®® The Stoics held that God
is endowed with inherent productive/creative pogaminal reasons which are germs of
future existences endowed with a productive capatitealisation, change and phenomenal
succession) which manifests itself in the variohenmmena of the univers®. For the
Stoics, thespermatikoi logoare the formulae or principles contained in thedsef anything

which determines the biological and psychologicglegts of animal¥?’

We find a parallel between the Stoics’ claim thmdit god leaves behind a portion of itself
within matter (with a view to later adapting matfer the next stage of creation) and
Hobbes’ claim in regards to God’s activity in threation of new life, in his 167BP (Ch. X
EW VIl p 176-177). Just as the Stoic God lies witmatter waiting to adapt matter for the
next stage of creation, so too does Hobbes’ GodileAHiobbes did not use biological
language, given his acceptance of the principlé sbaething cannot be produced from
nothing, nonetheless, his corporeal God must psdsefgical characteristics. The motion
that is responsible for the manifestation of anviadial functions in a similar fashion to the
Stoicsspermatikoi logaifor Hobbes this motion is responsible for anwidiial’s biological
and physical characteristics. There is a similarasyic between the Stoic account of the
human mind and the one which have | suggested wéirné in Hobbes’ implicit approach.
The Stoics held that the activity of their G@héuma is responsible for the human mird.
Frede has offered this account of how the Stoicewt for individuation:

There is no pre-existing divine plan or secret deaf fate that gives each being its

place and role. Instead, in every object in theldyahere is some portion of the

divine element that accounts for its behaviour.sTportion of the innepneuma

DL 1I: VII.136 p 241.
%% Hahm 1977 p 60.

*%9 Davidson 1907 p 88.
>®Hahm 1977 p 76.
*"IWenley 1924 p 85.
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does not represent a foreign element. The activameait in usis our

personality.>’?

Hobbes, in contrast to the Stoics, appears to la@eepted the notion of a pre-existing
divine plan or decree of fate, given his apparanbmace of pre-destination. But as in
Stoicism, individual identity, despite being somertn of the corporeal God, is not a
foreign element. The motion of Hobbes' corporealdds what is responsible for an
individual's identity and personality. It seemstthbbes shared with Stoicism the position

that individual human minds are manifestationshefdivine mind.

How do the Stoic and Hobbesian Gods mix with thespective passive substance?

According to Diogenes Laertius, the two main Sfmiaciples (God and matter) mix thus:
Hence, again, their explanation of the mixturewb tsubstances is, according to
Chrysippus in the third book of highysics that they permeate each other through
and through, and that the particles of the one @tomerely surround those of the
other or lie beside therf®

The Stoics held that God penetrates matter ina toixture: pneuma is so tenuous and
dynamic that it completely interpenetrates mattath the result that bodies and pneuma
occupy exactly the same place, and so God and meatteo-extended* As we have seen,
Hobbes in hisAnswer(EW IV p 309-310) rejected the co-extension of toeporeal God

and extension and instead maintained that thejapgannixed together.

Bearing this in mind, let us now compare Hobbestiglamixture of his corporeal God and
extension to Stoicism’s different theories of mixirAccording to the Stoics, two material
entities can be mixed together in three differealysv 1) “juxtaposition” parathesi3; 2)
“fusion” (sunkrsis di’holol; and 3) “total blending” Krasis di’holor).’”® For the Stoics,
“Juxtaposition” is when two or more entities arexed together but continue to exist
distinctly to one another. So, despite being togethach constituent involved in the mixing

preserves its own nature and quality. Such a migargbe illustrated through the analogy of

>"2 Frede 2003 p 202.

*3DL II: VII.151 p 255.

> Hahm 1977 p 32; Salles 2009 p 5.

> Zellar (translated by Reichel) 1870 p 131-133jrfiote 1 p 132; White 2003 p 147-148; Sellars
2006 p 88-89.
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mixing salt and sugar in a bowl: although combintbey preserve their own qualities and
exist separately to one another. For the Stoiesioh” is a mixture in which two or more
entities are mixed together and cease to exispemdently because a new entity is created.
Such a mixing occurs in the process of cookinggf@mple. For the Stoics “total blending”
involves the interpenetration of two or more bodiesuch a way that each preserves its
own nature and qualities despite being togetheuoh a way that every part of the mixture
contains the other entity. This “total blendingVatves the acceptance of co-location: each
of the original entities retains its own distinéigroperties which in theory can be extracted

from each other.

The mixture of Hobbes’ God and extension does motespond to any of Stoicism’s
theories of mixing. It cannot be a juxtapositidhit were, extension would never manifest
any of the qualities of Hobbes’ God. Nor can it ddusion of two substances: Hobbes
distinguished between the existence of matter and; @nd he held that motion produces
nothing but motion. So the natural world, for Hobpbeannot be the result of God and
extension respectively being destroyed and givieg to something new. Furthermore, the
mixture of Hobbes’ God and extension does not apfeehe a total blending: Hobbes did
not accept co-location; his God and extension neeeupy the same location. Hobbes’
theory of partial mixture between his God and esi@mm appears to have been a cross
between Stoicism’s concept of juxtaposition andaltdblending. As in juxtaposition,
Hobbes’ God (despite being mixed with extensionjticmes to have a distinct spatial
existence to extension. Yet it is more than a jpasiion, because Hobbes’ God thoroughly
permeates extension. Nonetheless, it is not a bt¢alding, given Hobbes’ rejection of co-
location. The relationship between Hobbes’ God extgnsion can be grasped through the
analogy of a sponge in water. The mixture of watet a sponge can be understood as more
than a juxtaposition, but is less than a total dileg. It is also more than merely a surface
mixing: water permeates the sponge. But the mixairevater and a sponge is not a total
blending: the water involved does not occupy thaceéxsame location as the sponge. In
relation to this analogy, Hobbes’ God is the watkile extension is the sponge. Hobbes’
God, like water permeating a sponge, permeates&riein such a way that is more than a

surface meaning but is less than co-location.
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6.4 Stoic and Hobbesian Understanding of the NatutaVorld

The Stoics held that:
[tlhe world has no empty space within, but forms amited whole. This is a
necessary result of the sympathy and tension wiiiaths together things in heaven

and earti?/®

The unity and cohesion of the cosmos was a fundfaheir god, and the activity of their
god was typically identified with fat€” The Stoic cosmos is characterized by a seamless
radical continuity, in keeping with their anti-caigrularianism: they did not believe that
matter is composed of tiny partic§. Hobbes’ universe also appears to have been
characterized by a seamless radical continuityaliee it is a plenum. Hobbes implicitly
held that the appearance of tiny particles is #milt of motion affecting the plenum of
extension to give the illusion of tiny particlesolbbes seems to have held that all things
within the universe are united due to the preseasfckis God throughout the plenum of
extension. The Stoics held that the world’s existems necessitated by the constant
conjunction of the two everlasting principles, Ganml matteP.® Hobbes also held that the
natural world’s existence is necessitated by thestmt conjunction of two everlasting
principles, the corporeal God and extension. Gitrenconstant conjunction of Stoicism’s
two principles it is unclear how they relate to ather: are they two bodies in a total
mixture or two aspects of a single unified bodf§For Baltzly, the Stoics’ two principles
were not separate bodies, but were descriptionsspects of every natural objégt.
According to Hensely, the Stoics held that matterstitutes natural objects and that God is
the immanent efficient cause of these objects: Godistinct from natural objects yet is
inseparable from mattéf? For both Long and Gouriant, the Stoics’ two priies are not
wholly separate and independent but instead aree®adhich never exist separately to one
another’®® While Hobbes’ corporeal God and extension seerst émseparably from one

another, it is not possible to understand themnasaspects of a single body: by holding

DL 1I: VII.140 p 141.

>"T\White 2003 p 138.
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that his God and extension only partially mix, Hebbseems to have more forcefully

separated their respective existence.

Some ancient sources note that the Stoics idesh@@ied with Nature, while others held that,
for the Stoics, God is the active force within Natt?* The difficulty in distinguishing the
two principles can be grasped by Diogenes Laertastount of God’s activity, as
understood by the early Stoics like Zeno and Cppss:
Now the term Nature is used by them to mean sonestithat which holds the
world together, sometimes that which causes temaéshings to spring up. Nature
is defined as a force moving of itself, producingdapreserving in being its
offspring in accordance with seminal principf@swithin definite periods, and
effecting results homogenous with their sourcesuida they hold, aims both at

utility and at pleasure, as is clear from the agwlof human craftsmanshif®

The activity of Hobbes’ corporeal God is identichaglding the world together, acting as
terrestrial cause, moving itself, and producing preserving creatures in accordance with

its own plan.

According to Diogenes Laertius, the Stoics held thad is “everlasting and is the artificer
of each several things throughout the whole extémhater”>®” Hobbes’ corporeal God is
also the everlasting artificer of everything thrbagt the plenum of extension. The Stoics
held that their active principle permeates its passounterpart, determining the form and
consistency of all objects in the univer§&Hobbes’ corporeal God does precisely the same.
According to Diogenes Laertius, the Stoics held had exists throughout the universe but
they also held that its presence is qualified:

Only there is a difference of degree; in some phese is more of it, in others less.

For through some parts it passes as a “hold” otawoing force, as is the case with

*% Sellars 2006 p 93.

°% Footnote A “Or perhaps “seminal propositions”. §bbscure expression would seem intended to
assimilate all development and evolution to theagho whether of plants or animals, from seed (p
252).
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our bones and sinews; while through others it gaasentelligence, as in the ruling
part of the sout®

For the Stoicspneumais responsible for different degrees of tensionctwhn turn is
responsible for diversity: 1) “cohesionhdxig which is the force responsible for giving
unity to a physical object; 2) “natureplfusid which is the force that is responsible for
biological life in organisms such as plants; 3)ulsdpsuchg which is the force responsible
for the life of organisms such as animals, it idelsi the power of perceptiomfpression}
movement ifmpulse}, and reproduction; and 4) “rational soul’/reasqiiogike

psuche/dianoipthat generates the qualities of rationality, vahii only found in humarts?

Hobbes, like the Stoics, held that God is predmouighout the plenum of extension but that
its presence is qualified: despite holding thaeatkension is in motion, Hobbes did not hold
that all extension is alive, sensitive or ratiorethe activity of Hobbes’ corporeal God is
also responsible for the cohesion manifested witlvtension, as well as biological,

sensitive and rational qualities.

Hobbes, like the Stoics, held that humans are @enlgcause they possess the power to
reason using language. The Stoics accounted foridketity of individual beings by
referencing the “sustaining” power of a thing’seimal pneuma®* So, for the Stoics, the
identity of particular beings (animate or inanimaseultimately a function of God’s activity
being manifested in matter. As has been previoestgblished, the same principle applies
within Hobbes’ ontological system: the identity af particular object within Hobbes’
universe is determined by its internal motion. é&sgd as the extension involved continues to
be affected by motion is the same way, then thgoblwvill continue to exist. So, for both
the Stoics and Hobbes, the existence of a chdireisesult of extension being affected by
their respective gods in a particular way. Whenrtihespective God affects extension
differently the chair will cease to exist. The itignof particular objects is tied not to the
extension involved but to the activity of their pestive God. For the Stoics, even if the

world was frozen, God’s activity would be respofeilior the existence of the frozen

*9DL 1I: VII.138 p 243.
*% Davidson 1907 p 89; Frede 2003 p 185; Long 2008;Sellars 2006 p 91-92; p 105.
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world>*> The same principle is at play within Hobbes’ cogab God writings: if Hobbes’
God could be separated from the frozen world, tthenextension of the world would be

reduced to its natural undifferentiated state.

The Stoics conceived their God as both a body aspiré; loosely stated, “spirit” for the
Stoics meant air in motioli- Hobbes in a similar fashion held that God candiked both a
body and a spirit — and, of course, his God is atiom. The Stoics held that extension was
essential to body, but that shape was’foihile it might seem strange that Hobbes could
hold that God could be both corporeal and formldéksre is a parallel in Diogenes
Laertius’s account (DL II: VII.134 p 239) of thedsts’ suggestion that God is corporeal yet
formless. Algra suggests that the Stoics may hale that their God “assumes” a form as
soon as he interacts with matter and thus givegestmthe cosmos and its pattsHobbes,

in his list of honorific attributes, stated that dsshould not be attributed figure, parts or
place®®® This means that, in a sense, Hobbes’ God is ceapyet shapeless. In order to
illustrate this, imagine what is entailed by Hobhewlerstanding of a cat. The existence of
a cat is the result of particular sensible qualitieing manifested in extension by the
activity of Hobbes’ God. A cat has a particularfig, parts and place. But the extension and
motion involved do not have their own figure, pastsplace independently of one another:
if could we separate the motion from the extensioilved, the appearance of the cat’'s
figure, parts and place would cease to be mandestee extension involved would be
reduced to its natural state of undifferentiatedelesion, while motion (unless it has
extension within which it is manifested) is invigbIn order to illustrate this imagine a
sculpture of a cat formed from a block of ice. Mmer itself has no shape. The shape of
the cat is the result of low temperature affectimgwater. But the temperature involved has
no shape either. Despite this, the low temperaaffecting the water results in the
appearance of the cat shape. When the temperatuneswt alters the ice, which causes the
water involved to revert back to its original shi@ss form. If there was no water for the low
temperature to affect, the shape of the cat woeldnbe manifested. But by the same token

if there was no low temperature, the water wouldenenanifest the shape of the cat either.
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Within this analogy Hobbes’ corporeal God perfoitims role of a sculptor and temperature

as extension performs the role of water.

According to Diogenes Laertius, the early Stoike eno and Chrysippus held that:

...the whole world is a living being, endowed withusand reason®?’

The doctrine that the world is a living being, oatl, animate and intelligent, is
laid down by Chrysippus®?®

It is a living thing in the sense of an animatestabce endowed with sensation; for
animal is better than non-animal, and nothing igelbeghan the worldergo the

world is a living being. And it is endowed with $pas is clear from our several
souls being each a fragment of it. Boethus, howedenies that the world is a

living thing.>%°

While the early Stoics such as Zeno and Chrysipyels that the whole cosmos is a living,
ensouled and rational being, later Stoics like Bogtdenied that the world is a living
being®® Hobbes, unlike the early Stoics, denied that th®le cosmos possessed life,
sensitivity and rationality; while he held that l@é®d possesses life, sensation and reason,
and that God exists throughout the plenum of extendHobbes did not hold that life,
sensation and rationality exist throughout the plenThus, for Hobbes, the whole cosmos
is not a living, ensouled and rational being. Adiog to Diogenes Laertius, the Stoics held
that individual souls are fragments of the worldils6And it is endowed with soul, as is
clear from our several souls being each a fragroiit”®** For the Stoics, the human soul
is pneumaand is a fragment of theneumathat constitutes God’s soul, while the human
body is a fragment of the matter that constitutesadosmic bod§°? The same principle is at
play in Hobbes’ ontological system. For Hobbes,ioroproduces nothing but motion; and
since Hobbes’ God is motion and individual souksraotion, so individual souls seem to be

manifestations of his God. Or in the words of thmwee quotation, individual souls are

DL II: VII.138 p 243.
S8 DL II: VIIL143 p 247.
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fragments of the corporeal God, while the bodiemdividuals are fragments of the matter

that constitute the larger plenum of extension toatprises the universe.

For the Stoics, according to Diogenes Laertius,
...the soul is a nature capable of perception. Aerg tlegard it as the breath of life,
congenital with us; from which they infer first thais a body and secondly that it
survives death. Yet it is perishable, though thal 6 the universe, of which the
individual souls of animals are parts, is indedthie.**®

Zeno defined the soul as a warm breath, througltiwhie become animate and able to
move®®* For the Stoics, the soul resides in every parthef body, but the soul is not
identical to the bod§’> Hobbes similarly held that the soul is the breathGod which
animates the extension that is our body. The $oukobbes, similarly resides in every part
of the body but is not identical to the body. Aating to Diogenes Laertius, there was
disagreement within Stoicism over whether individsauls continue to exist after death
until the general conflagratidf{® If the Stoics held that individual souls continioeexist
after death, then Hobbes’ position was differenStoicism. But, on the other hand, if the
Stoics held that the soul dies until the generalflagration, then there is a similarity to
Hobbes’ position, which was the soul is dead unti$ resurrected by God at Judgement
Day.

6. 5 Causality as Providence

According to Diogenes Laertius, for the Stoicstlhihgs happen by fate, understood as “an
endless chain of causation, whereby things ar@asahe reason or formula by which the
world goes on®’ At the same time, the Stoics also held the word Vordered by reason
and providence... inasmuch as reason pervades eegryof it, just as does the soul in
us”.%%® As Diogenes Laertius states: “God is one and dneeswith Reason, Fate, and Zeus;
he is also called by many other nam&s.In short, the Stoics combined rigid causal

determinism with divine providence; fate is a coabus string of causes which is
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administered by mind and providerf¢&1n similar vein, Hobbes appears to have combined
causal determinism with divine providence. In ba#viathanand De Corpore Hobbes
inferred the goodness and wisdom of his &dd. agree with Gorham that, based on
Hobbes’ understanding of what constitutes goodnekat Hobbes’ God wills is good. As
Hobbes puts it, famously: “Whatsoever is the obggcny man’s appetite or desire that is it
for his part which he calletipood'.®*? As Gorham has suggested, based on this point:
...God’s will or appetite is simply the power andolkledge by which he
accomplishes everything. So God'’s operation isctiict at and achieves the “good”
for the simple reason that he wills and producessticcessive states of the whole
world. And since we are an important part of thad, he likewise wills the good

for us®t?

We might note, as well, that in his list of hondulea attributes, inCitizen and in the
Leviathan Hobbes explicitly criticised those who claim tHabd does not care for the

world 8

For the Stoics, the world is a harmonious wholeegogd by God; the Stoics believed in
theological determinism because they identifiedrdiveason with fate:> Hobbes shared
this position, it seems: he was clear that (his) Goresponsible for causality® The Stoics
held that the purpose manifested in the cosmagerstifiable with active substance (as they
understood itf*” Hobbes similarly held that the purpose manifestedhe cosmos is
identifiable with God’s activity: he identified Gwdwill/providence with universal and
material causality. For the Stoics, since their godot locally removed from the movement
he causes, it makes no difference to say that gedates through fate, a chain of causes, or
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that god causes movement directly from withthThe same seems true for Hobbes: his
God is the first eternal cause and also works tjitsecondary caus&S.Bramhall, in his
1655A Defense of True Libertydentified Hobbes’ arguments for necessity wildsssical
Stoicism; he went so far as to label Hobbes’ posits being nothing more than a “rare
piece of sublimated Stoicisni?® Hobbes never accepted the Stoic label, denyinghba
had taken his opinion from the authority of theiShilosopher§?* Despite this, Hobbes,
in his 1656Questionsclaimed that the Stoic concept of fate was righttthat their belief in
the god Jupiter was false:
If they had said it had been the word of the trwel G should not have perceived
anything in it to contradict; because | hold, asstm@hristians do, that the whole
world was made, and is now governed by the wordsofl, which bringeth a
necessity of all things and actions to depend upemivine dispositiofi%?

Hobbes endorsed Lipsius’ account of Stoic destmyhis On Constancy asserting that
«.fate is a series or order of cause depending upon the Bidnunsel®?® Bramhall
contended that any doctrine of necessity whichhteadhat all events are determined by
antecedently existing physical causes must ultiimateke God responsible for sin in the
world.®?* But Hobbes accepted that God was responsibleitiprfalowing the Calvinist
position that God is the cause of the physicabastithat are sinful because God is the cause
of all things®®

Cudworth in hisA Treatise of Freewil(1831) also maintained that Hobbes’ determinism
was a recurrence of Stoicisit.Cudworth rejected the Stoic doctrine of cyclicadurrence,
arguing that, not only did this rule out the poggibof human freedom, but that it turns
God into a “necessary agent” unable to change aewtefrom one cycle to anoth&f.

Christians who admired Stoicism were concernechbyténsion between fate and necessity:
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does fate, since it is a necessary order of calisespr restrict God’s providence, or does
God's providence determine fate — and, if so, haw fate be necessary if it is a product of
God'’s will??® According to Zellar and Davidson, the Stoics hilat everything is subject
to destiny, including God: there is an unconditiahgpendence of everything on a universal
law.°2° Cooper, however, suggests that the Stoics held fdta is identical with the
sequences of causes that work out Zeus’ providepiaa for the unfolding of the natural
world; Zeus’ reason and plan establish and dirat#, fso therefore Zeus himself is not
subject to fate in any way’ If Zellar and Davidson are correct that the Stbiels that their
god is bound by fat®’ then Hobbes’ position regarding God’s will andefég different to
Stoicism. However, if Cooper is correct that fasedetermined by God’s will for the
Stoics®*? then Hobbes shared this position. According toe8aghe Stoics understood fate
as the order of providence in which God unfoldslaisnt possibilities of bein®> Hobbes

held a similar position: the natural world for Halslis an expression of God’s activity.

According to Diogenes Laertius, while the Stoicddhat the universe is a plenum they
admitted the existence of an infinite void outsad¢he universe:
Outside of the world is diffused the infinite voiayhich is incorporeal. By
incorporeal is meant that which, though capablbedfig occupied by body, is not

so occupied*

The Stoics held that the void was unlimited — thezme be no limit to what is immaterial and
non-existenf® For the Stoics, the void ceases to be a void whianoccupied by body;
while the void is bodiless itself, it has the capato contain a bod$*® Stoicism posited the
existence of the incorporeal extra-cosmic void rdeo to account for the cycles of the
universe; at the end of each cycle there is a g@atagration, after which events run their

course in the exact same way as befdfdccording to Diogenes Laertius, the Stoics held
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that the cosmos is bound to an endlessly unchangipgtitive cycle of birth, life and

death®®®

The eternal recurrence of the Stoic cosmic cyde®t a purely mechanical consequence of
their determinism. Instead, the endless repetitoothe result of divine rationality and
providence: the Stoics held that God has no reasomodify his excellent world; the
universe’s determinism and the eternal recurreridbi® determinism were manifestations
of the all-encompassing divine reason which coattbe cosmo&® While Hobbes appears
to have agreed with the Stoics that God’s reasomasifested in the universe through
determinism, he did not embrace their concept@fel cycles. Stock has characterized the
Stoics’ position in relation to their embrace gbeétive cosmic cycles in the following way:
“They were content that the one drama of existesto®ild enjoy a perpetual run without
perhaps too nice a consideration for the acttfsBearing this in mind, perhaps we should
understand Hobbes’ drama of existence as an etimeal play beginning at Genesis and

ending at Judgement Day.

Wenley characterizes Stoicism’s need for the cgndidion thus: “Eventually, too, motive-

force runs down in the course of transformatiomsl must be restored by the reversion of
all things to the primitive high tension Eth&f*Hobbes, unlike the Stoics, did not have to
solve the problem of accounting for the energy isfGod dissipating, because he did not
accept the problem of entropy. Hobbes held thatangiroduces nothing but motion. Thus,
unlike the Stoics, Hobbes had no need for a cordtagn to recharge the power of his God.
In order to illustrate the difference between twe systems imagine that a battery powers
their respective universes. The Stoic God functibke a rechargeable battery, while

Hobbes’ God functions like a perpetual battery.

The Stoics understood place as the portion of spaaetly occupied by a given body at a

given time®*? For the Stoics, the space that a body occupissniething derivative because

it is produced as a consequence of tension affpctiatter®*® As previously established,
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Hobbes held that place and body were identifiabith wne another and that place is
something derivative that does not exist outsideth® mind. Place for Hobbes is a

consequence of motion affecting matter. It app#@smotion performed the same function
for Hobbes as tension did for the Stoics. Hobbektha Stoics disagreed on the possibility
of empty space. The Stoics granted empty spacas-tprm of existence because they held
it was an incorporeal. The Stoics believed in anfaf the box theory of space, but they did
not grant their box of space true existence: wiheir tosmos fully expands, the emptiness
within the box ceases to have any form. So whil@tgrspace for the Stoics does have an
independent existence to the corporeal universejo#s not truly exist and is not

ontologically superior to bodies. Hobbes in cont@smpletely ruled out the possibility of

any form of existence for empty space: for him, #mpearance of space was a kind of
shadow cast by a mind upon the plenum of extensioorder to illustrate the difference

between their respective universes, imagine Hoblr@iserse and the Stoic universe as both
existing within a box. The box for the Stoics camséaa void which surrounds the universe.
But this void only has a temporary form of exisenhe universe expands into the void and
the void ceases to have its quasi-form of existeAtehe peak of the expanse, the void is
entirely occupied by the universe and ceases te hay form of existence. But as the Stoic
universe contracts, the void regains its quasi-fofraxistence which in turn allows for the

universe to expand again. For Hobbes, in conttlastbox never contains empty space: the
universe always occupies the entire box. The eidansf Hobbes’ universe appears to be
eternally spatially unmoving, unlike the extensiointhe Stoic universe, which eternally

spatially expands and contradicts like an accordion

6. 6 Reading the Stoics

There is scholarly disagreement over how Stoic logioshould be understood. According
to Long and Gourinant, the Stoics were vitalféfsAs White noted, what is distinctive
about Stoics’ vitalism is that they “...insistedthhe active, life-giving, rational, creative,
and directive principle of cosmos is just as cogabras is the passive, “material”
principle®* This is also true for Hobbes. If the characteitrabf Stoicism by White, Long
and Gourinant is correft? it also seems possible to characterize Hobbesésyss being

vitalistic. According to Zellar, while the Stoicseve materialists, their materialism was not
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mechanical; Gerson also maintains that the Stoiesevmaterialist§?’ Both White and
Brunschwig maintain that Stoic materialism can bwlarstood as a form of vitalist-
theological materialisrfi*® Again, this would open the possibility of understing Hobbes’
system as a form of vitalist-theological materimlisHowever, according to Wenley, the
Stoics were not materialis