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4 A HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY-—V

experience which we call ‘seeing the sun’; but nobody would
say that such knowledge is scientific astronomical knowledge.
Similarly, that human actions take place is known by all; but all
do not possess a scientific or philosophical knowledge of human
actions. Philosophy is concerned with causal relations. ‘Philo-
sophy is such knowledge of effects or appearances as we acquire
by true ratiocination from the knowledge we have first of their
causes or generation. And again, of such causes or generations as
may be (had) from knowing first their effects.’ The philosopher
discovers effects from known causes and causes from known
effects. And he does so by ‘ratiocination’. He is not concerned
with simply stating empirical facts, that this or that is or was a
fact, but with the consequences of propositions, which are dis-
covered by reasoning and not by observation.

We can understand, therefore, what Hobbes means when he
divides knowledge into knowledge of fact and knowledge of
consequence. ‘There are of Knowledge two kinds; whereof one is
knowledge of fact: the other knowledge of the consequence of one
affirmation to another.’® When I see something done or remember
seeing it done, I have knowledge of fact. This, says Hobbes, is the
kind of knowledge required of a witness in a court of law. It is
‘absolute’ knowledge, in the sense that it is expressed absolutely
or in assertoric form. And the ‘register’ of knowledge of fact is
called history, which may take the form either of natural or of
civil history. Knowledge of consequence, on the contrary, is
conditional or hypothetical, in the sense that it is knowledge that,
for example, if 4 is true, B is also true. To use Hobbes’s example,
‘If the figure shown be a circle, then any straight line through the
centre shall divide it into two equal parts’.® This is scientific
knowledge, the kind of knowledge which is required of a philo-
sopher, ‘that is to say, of him that pretends to reasoning’.¢ And
the ‘registers of science’ are books containing the demonstrations
of the consequences of propositions and ‘are commonly called
books of philosophy’.® Scientific or philosophical knowledge can
therefore be described as knowledge of consequences. And such
knowledge is always conditional: ‘if this be, that is; if this has been,
that has been; if this shall be, that shall be’.®

We have seen that for Hobbes philosophy is concerned with
causal explanation. And by causal explanation he means a

L Concerning Body, 1, 1, 2; EW., 1, p. 3. t Leviathan, 1, 9; E.W., 11, p. 71.
3 Ibid. ¢ Ibid. 8 Ibid. ¢ Leviathan, 1, 7; E.W.,, u1, p. 52.
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scientific account of the generative process by which some effect
comes into being. From this it follows that if there is anything
which does not come into existence through a generative process,
it cannot be part of the subject-matter of philosophy. God, there-
fore, and indeed all spiritual reality, is excluded from philosophy.
“The subject of Philosophy, or the matter it treats of, is every body
of which we can conceive any generation, and which we may, by
any consideration thereof, compare with other bodies, or which is
capable of composition and resolution; that is to say, every body
of whose generation or properties we can have any knowledge. . . .
Therefore it (philosophy) excludes theology, I mean the doctrine
of God, eternal, ingenerable, incomprehensible, and in whom there
is nothing neither to divide nor compound, nor any generation to
be conceived.’! History is also excluded, because ‘such know-
ledge is but experience (memory) or authority, and not ratiocin-
ation’.? And pseudo-sciences, such as astrology, cannot be
admitted.

Philosophy, therefore, is concerned with the causes and
properties of bodies. And this means that it is concerned with
bodies in motion. For motion is the ‘one universal cause’, which
‘cannot be understood to have any other cause besides motion’;
and ‘the variety of all figures arises out of the variety of those
motions by which they are made’.? This account of the nature and
subject-matter of philosophy may not, Hobbes observes, be
acceptable to everyone. Some will say that it is a matfer of
definition and that anyone is free to define philosophy as he wishes.
This is true, ‘though I think it no hard matter to demonstrate that
this definition of mine agrees with the sense of all men’.4 Hobbes
adds, however, that those who seek another kind of philosophy
must adopt other principles. If his own principles are adopted,
philosophy will be what he conceives it to be.

Hobbes’s philosophy, therefore, is materialistic in the sense that
it takes no account of anything but bodies. And in so far as the
exclusion of God and of all spiritual reality is simply the result of
a freely chosen definition, his materialism can be called methodo-
logical. He does not say that there is no God; he says that God is
not the subject-matter of philosophy. At the same time it seems
to me to be a great mistake to represent Hobbes as saying no
more than that according to his use of the word ‘philosophy’ the

1 Concerning Body, 1, 1, 8; EW., 1, p. 10. % Ibid., p. 11.
3 Concerning Body, 1, 6, 5; E.W., 1, pp. 69-70.
¢ Concerning Body, 1, 1, 10; E.W., 1, p. 12.



6 A HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY—V

existence and nature of God are not philosophical topics. Philo-
sophy and reasoning are for him coextensive; and from this it
follows that theology is irrational. To all intents and purposes he
identified the imaginable and the conceivable. And from this he
drew the conclusion that we can have no idea of the infinite or of
the immaterial. “Whatsoever we imagine is finste. Therefore there
is no idea or conception of any thing we call infinite.’! A term such
as tncorporeal substance is just as contradictory as tncorporeal body
or round quadrangle. Terms of this sort are ‘insignificant’?, that is,
meaningless. Some people do indeed think that they understand
them; but all that they really do is to repeat the words to them-
selves without any real understanding of their content. For they
have no content. Hobbes explicitly asserts that words such as
hypostatical, transubstantiate, eternal-now and so on ‘signify
nothing’.? ‘Words whereby we conceive nothing but the sound
are those we call absurd, insignificant and nonsense. And therefore
if a man should talk to me of a round quadrangle . . . or immaterial
substances . . . or of a free subject . . . I should not say he were in
an error, but that his words were without meaning, that is to say,
absurd.’* He makes it abundantly clear that theology, if offered
as a science or coherent body of true propositions, is absurd and
irrational. And to say this is to say very much more than that one
proposes to confine one’s attention in philosophy to the realm of
the corporeal.

At the same time one cannot legitimately conclude without
more ado that Hobbes is an atheist. It would indeed appear to
follow from his empiricist analysis of the meaning of names that
all talk about God is so much gibberish and that belief is simply a
matter of emotion, that is, of an emotive attitude. But this is not
precisely what Hobbes says. As regards natural religion he says
that curiosity or love of the knowledge of causes naturally draws
a man to conceive a cause which itself has no cause, ‘so that it is
impossible to make any profound inquiry into natural causes
without being inclined thereby to believe that there is one God
eternal; though they (men) cannot have any idea of him in their
mind, answerable to his nature’.5 For ‘by the visible things in this
world, and their admirable order, a man may conceive there is a
cause of them, which men call God; and yet not have an idea or
image of him in his mind’.® In other words, Hobbes emphasizes

! Leviathan, 1, 3; EW., 1, p. 17. ¥ Leviathan, 1, 4; E.W., 111, p. 27.
? Leviathan, 1, 5, E.W., 111, pp. 34-5. i Ibid., pp. 32-3.
* Leviathan, 1, 11; E.W,, 11, p. 92. ¢ Ibid., p. 93.
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the incomprehensibility of God. If a word such as ‘infinite’ is
predicated of God, it does not stand for any positive idea of God
but expresses our inability to conceive Him. ‘And therefore the
name of God is used, not to make us conceive him, for he is incom-
prehensible; and his greatness and power are inconceivable, but
that we may honour him.’! Similarly, terms such as spirst and
sncorporeal are not in themselves intelligible. ‘And therefore, men
that by their own meditation arrive to the acknowledgement of
one infinite, omnipotent, and eternal God, choose rather to confess
he is incomprehensible and above their understanding than to
define his nature by spirit smcorporeal, and then confess their
definition to be unintelligible: or if they give him such a title, it is
not dogmatically, with intention to make the divine nature under-
stood; but prously, to honour him with attributes, or significations,
as remote as they can from the grossness of bodies visible.’* As
for Christian revelation, expressed in the Scriptures, Hobbes does
not deny that there is a revelation, but he applies the same
principles in his interpretation of the terms used. The word spirit
either signifies a subtle and fluid body or is used metaphorically
or is purely unintelligible. ‘For the nature of God is incompre-
hensible; that is to say, we understand nothing of what ke ¢s, but
only that he is; and therefore the attributes we give him are not to
tell one another what he is, nor to signify our opinion of his nature,
but our desire to honour him with such names as we conceive most
honourable amongst ourselves.’®

Some commentators have seen in all this a continuation and
intensification of the tendency, already visible in fourteenth-
century thinkers such as Ockham and those who belonged to the
movement of which he was the most eminent representative, to
draw a sharp distinction between theology and philosophy and to
1elegate all theology, including natural theology, to the sphere of
faith, so that philosophy would have little or nothing to say about
God. And there is certainly a good deal to be said in favour of this
interpretation. As we have seen, Hobbes makes explicit use of the
famous distinction, common enough in the Middle Ages, between
knowing of God that He is and knowing what He is. But the
mediaeval theologians and philosophers who emphasized this
distinction believed that God is incorporeal substance and infinite
spirit. And this istrue both of a writer such as St. Thomas Aquinas

! Leviathan, 1, 3 E.W., m, p. 17. ? Leviathan, 1, 12; E.W,, U1, p. 97.
? Leviathan, 3, 34; E.W., 111, p. 383.
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who combined the use of the distinction with belief in a philo-
sophical though analogical knowledge of God, and of a fourteenth-
century philosopher such as Ockham, who evidently considered
that philosophy is incapable of telling us much about God.
Hobbes, however, seems to have affirmed the corporeality of God,
at least if one can judge by what he says in the course of his con-
troversy with Bishop Bramhall. For there he says explicitly that
God is ‘a most pure and most simple corporeal spirit’ and that ‘the
Trinity, and the persons thereof, are that one pure, simple and
eternal corporeal spirit’.! The phrase ‘simple, corporeal spirit’
seems at first sight to be a contradiction in terms. But a pure and
simple body is said to be ‘body of one and the same kind in every
part throughout’.? And spirit is said to be ‘thin, fluid, transparent,
invisible body’.? If, then, the terms are given these meanings, the
contradiction disappears. But in this case God’s corporeality is
affirmed. True, this does not mean that God possesses secondary
qualities; but it means that He possesses magnitude. ‘By corporeal
I mean a substance that has magnitude.’* And magnitude, as
will be seen later, is the same as extension. God, therefore, is
infinite, invisible extension. And to make this statement is to say
very much more than that God is incomprehensible and that
because of His incomprehensibility philosophy has nothing to
say about Him. However, if Hobbes, who appeals not only to
Tertullian but also to Scripture in support of his theory, is serious
in all this, as presumably he is, he cannot be called an atheist,
unless under the term ‘atheist’ one includes the man who affirms
God’s existence but denies that He is infinite, incorporeal sub-
stance. And in Hobbes’s opinion to affirm the latter would be itself
atheism; for to say that God is incorporeal substance is to say that
there is no God, since substance is necessarily corporeal.

3. To say, however, that philosophy is concerned exclusively
with bodies and their properties and causes is not to say that it is
concerned exclusively with bodies in the ordinary sense and that
it is coextensive with what we call the natural sciences. ‘For two
chief kinds of bodies, and very different from one another, offer
themselves to such as search after their generation and properties.’s
The one is called a natural body, because it is made by nature; the
other is called a commonwealth, and ‘it is made by the wills and
agreement of men’.® Philosophy can thus be subdivided into two

1E.W., 1v, p. 306. $ Ibid., p. 309. ? Ibid. ¢ Ibid., p. 313.
8 Concerning Body, 1,1, 9; EW., 1, p. 11. ¢ I'bid.
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parts, natural and civil. Further, civil philosophy can be sub-
divided. For in order to understand the nature, function and
properties of a commonwealth we have first to understand the
dispositions, affections and manners of man; and the part of
philosophy which treats of this subject is called ethics, whereas the
part which treats of man’s civil duties is called polstics or takes to
itself alone the general term civil philosophy. And from this
analysis of the subject-matter of philosophy there follows the
division of headings which Hobbes adopted for his systematic
exposition: De corpore, treating of natural bodies, De homine,
treating of man’s dispositions, affections and ‘manners’, and
De cive, treating of the commonwealth and of man’s civic duties.

This division is not, however, complete. In the dedicatory
epistle to the De cive Hobbes remarks that just as the British,
Atlantic and Indian seas make up the ocean, so do geometry,
physics and morals make up philosophy. If we consider the effects
produced by a body in motion and confine our attention exclu-
sively to the motion of the body, we see that the motion of a point
generates a line, the motion of a line a plane surface, and so on.
And from this study there sprang ‘that part of philosophy which
is called geometry’.! We can then consider the effects produced
by one moving body on another when the bodies are considered
as wholes. And we can thus develop a science of motion. We can
also consider the effects produced by the motion of the parts of a
body. We can arrive, for example, at knowledge of the nature of
secondary qualities and of phenomena such as light. And these
‘considerations comprehend that part of philosophy which is
called physics’.? Finally, we can consider the motions of the mind,
such as appetite and aversion, hope, anger and so on, and their
causes and effects. And then we have moral philosophy.

The completest division which Hobbes gives of the subject-
matter of philosophy is derived from applying the definition of
science or philosophical knowledge as the ‘knowledge of con-
sequences’.3 The two main divisions are knowledge of consequences
from the accidents of natural bodiesand knowledge of consequences
from the accidents of political bodies. The former is called natural
Philosophy, the latter politics or civil philosophy. In politics we
study what follows from the institution of commonwealths, first
as regards the rights and duties of the sovereign, secondly as

1 Concerning Body, 1, 6, 6, EW., 1, p. 71. t Ibid 2
*Cf. Leviathan, 1, 9; E.W., 111, pp- 7pz—‘g PP
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regards the duty and rights of subjects. Natural philosophy, how-
ever, comprises a considerable number of further divisions and
subdivisions. If we study the consequences which follow from the
accidents common to all bodies, namely, quantity and motion, we
have either ‘first philosophy’, if it is indeterminate quantity and
motion which are being considered, or mathematics, if we are
considering the consequences from quantity and motion deter-
mined by figure and number, or astronomy or mechanics according
to the special kinds of bodies we are considering. If we study the
consequences from the qualities of bodies, we have physics. And
physics in turn can be subdivided according to the different kinds
of bodies considered. For instance, study of the consequences
from the passions of men yields ethics, which is classified, there-
fore, under the general heading of natural philosophy, since a
human being is a natural and not an artificial body in the sense
in which a commonwealth is an artificial body.?

4. The description of philosophical knowledge or science as
‘knowledge of the consequences of one affirmation to another’,
coupled with the assertion that such knowledge is hypothetical or
conditional, naturally suggests that Hobbes attached great
importance to deduction; that is, to the mathematical method.
And some commentators have given the impression that in his
opinion philosophy is, or rather should be, a purely deductive
system. ‘Rationalism’ or reasoning, which is the essential charac-
teristic of philosophy, is described in mathematical terms. ‘By
ratiocination I mean computation.’® And Hobbes proceeds to say
that to compute is to add or subtract, terms which obviously
suggest arithmetical operations. The whole system of Hobbes, it
has been said, was designed to be a deduction from an analvsis of
motion and quantity, even though he did not in fact succeed in
fulfilling his purpose. In his insistence on the practical function
and end of philosophy or science he was akin to Bacon; but his
concept of the proper method to be employed in philosophy was
very different from Bacon’s. The latter stressed experiment,
whereas Hobbes took a dim view of the experimenters and upheld
an idea of method which clearly resembles that of continental
rationalists such as Descartes.

! The study of the consequences from the qualities of men in particular includes,
besides ethics, study of the functions of speech. Study of, for example, the
technique of persuading gives us rhetoric, while study of the art of reasoning gives
us logic.

* Concerning Body, 1, 1, 2; E.W., 1, p- 3.
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This interpretation of Hobbes’s conception 9f philospppical
method contains a great deal of truth. But I t.hmk.that it is an
over-simplified view and stands in n.eed of qualification. For one
thing, Hobbes certainly never imagined that he. could start with
an abstract analysis of motion and then proceed in a.p.urely dedqc-
tive manner without the introduction of any emplqcal material
drawn from experience. He was, indeed, a systemgtlzer. He was
convinced that there is a continuity between phys_lcs, Psychology
and politics, and that a coherent and sy§temat1f: view of the
different branches of philosophy is possible in the light of general
principles. But he was well aware that one cannot dfzduce man
and society from abstract laws of motion. If anything can.be
deduced, it is the laws governing man’s ‘motion_s’, not man him-
self. As we have already seen, there are empirically given data
which form the remote subject-matter of philosophy, even tl}ough
knowledge of these data, considered as mere given facts, is not
philosophy. ' _

When Hobbes says that ratiocination means computation, and
that computation means addition and subtraction, _he goes on to
explain that he is using these last-mentioned terms in the sense of
‘composition’ and ‘division or resolution’. ‘And the resoh{t{ve
(method) is commonly called analytical method, as Fhe. corqposxtlve
is called synthetical.’* Philosophical method or ratloc1pat10n com-
prises, therefore, analysis and synthesis. In analysis tl}e -mmd
proceeds from the particular to the universal or to first principles.
For example, if a man starts with the idea of gold, he can come by
‘resolution’ to the ideas of solid, visible, heavy ‘and many othgrs
more universal than gold itself; and these he may resolve again,
till he comes to such things as are most universal. . . . I conclude,
therefore, that the method of attaining to the universal knowledge
of things is purely analytical.’® In synthesis, on the contrary, the
mind starts with principles or general causes and proceec_ls.to
construct their possible effects. The whole process of determining
or discovering causal relations and establishing causal explana}-
tions, the method of invention as Hobbes calls it, is partly analyti-
cal and partly synthetical. To use terms which he _b_orrowed
from Galileo, it is partly resolutive and partly compositive. Or,
to use terms more familiar to us, it is partly inductive and partly
deductive. We can say, I think, that Hobbes envisaged the method

! Concerning Body, 1, 6, 1; EW., 1, p. 66.
" Ibid.
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of framing explanatory hypotheses and deducing their conse-
quences. The fact that he asserts that the deduced effects are
‘possible’ effects, at least in what we would call physical science,
shows that he had some awareness of the hypothetical character
of the explanatory theories concerned.

A distinction is made by Hobbes between the method of
invention and the method of teaching or demonstrating. In using
the latter method we start with first principles, which stand in
need of explanation but not of demonstration, since first principles
cannot be demonstrated, and proceed deductively to conclusions.
‘The whole method, therefore, of demonstration is synthetical,
consisting of that order of speech which begins from primary or
most universal propositions, which are manifest of themselves,
and proceeds by a perpetual composition of propositions into
syllogisms, till at last the learner understands the truth of the
conclusion sought after.’?

It is perhaps this ideal of continuous demonstration which has
given the impression that Hobbes aimed at the construction of a
purely deductive system. And if we press this point of view, we
shall have to say that he failed, at least in part, in his attempt. But
in estimating what Hobbes was trying to do it seems reasonable
to take into account what he actually says about the method or
methods which he in fact employs.

Hobbes certainly emphasizes the debt which science and man
owe to mathematics. ‘For whatsoever assistance doth accrue to
the life of man, whether from the observation cf the heavens or
from the description of the earth, from the notation of times or
from the remotest experiments of navigation; finally, whatsoever
things they are in which this present age doth differ from the rude
simpleness of antiquity, we must acknowledge to be a debt which
we owe to geometry.’® The advances in astronomy, for example,
were rendered possible by mathematics, and without mathematics
there would have been no advance. And the benefits conferred by
applied science are also due to mathematics. If moral philosophers
took the trouble to ascertain the nature of human passions and
actions as clearly as mathematicians understand ‘the nature of
quantity in geometrical figures'?® it would be possible to banish
war and secure a stable peace.

This suggests that there is a close link between mathematics and

1 Concerning Body, 1, 6, 12; E.W., 1, p. 81.
:Conceming Government and Society, dedicatory epistle; E.W., 11, p. iv.
Ibid.
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hysics. And in point of fact Hobbes insists on this link. “They
that study natural philosophy study in vain, except th?y begin at
geometry; and such writers or disputers thereof, as are 1g{10r§nt ?f
geometry. do but make their readers and hearers lose their time.’?
But this does not mean that Hobbes endeavoured to deduce from
the abstract analysis of motion and quantity and from mathe-
matics the whole of natural philosophy. When he comes to'the
fourth part of his treatise Cemcerning Body, which he entitles
‘Physics or the Phenomena of Nature’, he remarks that the
definition of philosophy which he gave in the first chapter shows
that there are two methods: ‘one from the generation of things to
their possible effects, and the other from their effects or appear-
ances to some possible generation of the same’.? In the foregoing -
chapters he has followed the first method, affirming nothing but
definitions and their implications.* He is now about to use the
second method, ‘the finding out by the appearances or effects of
nature, which we know by sense, some ways and means by which
they may be, I do not say they are, generated’.¢ He is not now
starting with definitions but with sensible phenomena or appear-
ances, and he is seeking their possible causes.

If, therefore, Hobbes asserts a connection between the use of
these two methods and his own definition of philosophy, it can
reasonably be claimed that his introduction of fresh empirical
material is not properly described as a ‘failure’ to fulfil his aim.
And in this case we are not justified in accusing him of incon-
sistency because he makes, as it were, a fresh start when he comes
to psychology and politics. He does, indeed, say that to obtain a
knowledge of morals and politics by the synthetical method it is
necessary to have first studied mathematics and physics. For the
synthetical method involves seeing all effects as conclusions,
proximate or remote, from first principles. But I do not think
that he means much more by this than following out the exempli-
fication of general principles in progressively particularized
subject-matter according to an architectonic scheme. One cannot
deduce men from the laws of motion, but one can study first the
laws of motion in themselves and their application to body in

! Concerning Body, 1, 6, 6; EW., 1, p. 73.

» Concerning Body, 4, 1, 1; EW., 1, pp. 387-8.

? For example, given a certain definition of motion or a certain definition of
body, motion or body will necessarily possess certain properties. But it does not
follow immediately that there is motion or body. What follows is that if there is
motion or if there is body, it will have these properties.

4 Ibid., p. 388.
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general, secondly their application to different kinds of natural
bodies, inanimate and animate, and thirdly their application to
the artificial body which we call the commonwealth. In any case
Hobbes observes that it is possible to study moral and political
philosophy without previous knowledge of mathematics and
physics if one employs the analytical method. Let us suppose that
the question is asked whether an action is just or unjust. We can
‘resolve’ the notion unjust into the notion fact against law, and the
notion of law into the notion command of him who has coercive
power. And this notion of coercive power can be derived from the
notion of men voluntarily establishing this power that they may
live a peaceful life. Finally we can arriveat the principle that men'’s
appetites and passions are of such a kind that they will be con-
stantly making war on one another unless they are restrained by
some power. And this ‘may be known to be so by any man’s
experience, that will but examine his own mind’.! One can then
decide, by employing the synthetical method, whether the action
in question is just or unjust. And in the total process of ‘resolu-
tion’ and ‘composition’ one remains within the sphere of morals
and politics without introducing remoter principles. Experience
provides the factual data, and the philosopher can show systemati-
cally how they are connected in a rational scheme of cause and
effect without necessarily having to relate the cause or causes to
remoter and more general causes. Hobbes doubtless considered
that a philosopher should show the connections between natural
philosophy and civil philosophy. But the fact that he asserted the
relative independence of morals and politics shows clearly enough
that he was well aware of the need for fresh empirical data when
treating of human psychology and of man’s social and political
life. I have no intention of denying the affinity between Hobbes
and the continental rationalists. Among English philosophers he
is one of the few who have tried to create systems. But it is also
important to emphasize the fact that he was not a fanatical
worshipper of pure deduction.

5. Now, it is obvious that philosophical knowledge, as en-
visaged by Hobbes, is concerned with the universal and not
simply with the particular. Philosophy aims at a coherent and
systematic knowledge of causal relations in the light of first
principles or of universal causes. At the same time Hobbes clearly
asserts a nominalist position when he is treating of names. The

! Concerning Body, 1, 6, 7: E.W., 1, p. 74.
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individual philosopher, he says, requires marks to help him to
remember or recall his thoughts; and these marks are names.
Further, if he is to communicate his thoughts to others, these
marks must be able to serve as signs, which they can do when they
are connected together in what we call ‘speech’. Hence he gives
the following definition. ‘A name is a word taken at pleasure® to
serve for a mark, which may raise in our mind a thought like
to some thought we had before, and which being pronounced to
others, may be to them a sign of what thought the speaker had or
had not before in his mind.’? This does not mean that every name
should be the name of something. The word nothing does not
connote a special kind of something. But of the names which do
designate things some are proper to one thing (such as Homer or
this man), while others are common to many things (such as man
or tree). And these common names are called ‘universal’. That is
to say, the term ‘universal’ is predicated of the name, not of the
object designated by the name. For the name is the name of many
individual things taken collectively. No one of them is a universal;
nor is there any universal thing alongside of these individual
things. Further, the universal name does not stand for any
universal concept. ‘This word universal is never the name of any
thing existent in nature, nor of any idea or phantasm formed in
the mind, but always the name of some word or name; so that
when a living creature, a stone, a spirit, or any other thing, is said
to be unsversal, it is not to be understood that any man, stone,
etc., ever was or can be universal, but only that the words, living
creature, stone, etc., are universal names, that is, names common
to many things; and the conceptions answering them in our mind
are the images and phantasms of several living creatures or other
things.’® As Hobbes tended to identify the conceivable with the
imaginable, he naturally found no place for a universal concept or
idea, and he therefore attributed universality to common names
only. He gives no very thorough explanation of the justification
of our use of common names for sets of individual things, beyond
referring to the likeness between things. ‘One universal name is
imposed on many things, for their similitude in some quality, or
other accident.’® But his statement of a nominalistic position is
unambiguous.

! Hobbes is here referring to the conventional character of language. Names
are conventional marks and signs.

* Concerning Body, 1, 2, 4; E.W., 1, p. 16.

¥ Concerning Body, 1, 2, 9; E.W., 1, p. 20. 4 Leviathan, 1, 4; E-W., m1, p. 21.
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Like Ockham! and other mediaeval predecessors, Hobbes
distinguishes between names or terms of “first intention’ and names
of ‘second intention’. Logical terms such as wumiversal, gemus,
species and syllogism are, he tells us, ‘the names of names and
speeches’; they are terms of second intention. Words such as man
or stone are names of first intention. One might expect perhaps
that Hobbes would follow Ockham in saying that while terms of
second intention stand for other terms, terms of first intention
stand for things, universal terms of first intention standing for a
plurality of individual things, not, of course, for any universal
thing. But this is not what he actually says. He does, indeed,
remark that names such as ‘a man’, ‘a tree’, ‘a stone’, ‘are the
names of things themselves’;2 but he insists that because ‘names
ordered in speech are signs of our conceptions, it is manifest that
they are not signs of the things themselves’.® A name such as
stome is the sign of a ‘conception’, that is, of a phantasm or image.
If John uses this word when speaking to Peter, it is a sign to the
latter of John's thought. ‘The general use of speech is to transfer
our mental discourse into verbal; or the train of our thoughts into
a train of words.’® And if the ‘thought’ or ‘conception’ is an
image, it is obvious that universality can be attributed only to
words. But even if a universal word or term signifies directly a
mental representation or ‘fiction’, as Hobbes sometimes puts it,
this does not necessarily mean that it has no relation to reality.
For it can have an indirect relation, inasmuch as the mental
representation is itself caused by things. A ‘thought’ is ‘a repre-
sentation or appearance of some quality or other accident of a
body without us, which is commonly called object. Which object
worketh on the eyes, ears, and other parts of a man’s body; and by
diversity of working produceth diversity of appearances. The
original of them all is that which we call sense, for there is no
conception in a man’s mind, which hath not at first, totally or by
parts, been begotten upon the organs of sense. The rest are
derived from that original.’® Thus although universality belongs
only to words, which signify ‘thoughts’, there is an indirect
relation between universal statements and reality, even if ‘reality’
must be here taken to mean the sphere of appearances or pheno-
mena. There is, indeed, a great difference between experience,

1 For an account of Ockham’s doctrine on this point, see vol. 111 of this History,
PP- 55f. Y Concerning Body, 1,2,6, EW.,1,p. 17.

3 Concerning Body, 1,2, 5 E.W.,1,p.17. ¢ Leviathan, 1, 4; E.W., 111, p. 19.

8 Leviathan, 1, 1, EEW., 111, p. 1.
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which Hobbes identifies with memory, and science. ‘Experience,’
to quote his famous statement, ‘concludeth nothing universally.’?
But science, which does ‘conclude universally’, is based on sense-
experience.

If, therefore, we press the empiricist aspect of Hobbes'’s philo-
sophy, it is possible to argue that his nominalism is not necessarily
infected with scepticism; that is to say, with doubt about the real
reference of scientific propositions. It may, indeed, follow that
science is concerned with the realm of phenomena. For appear-
ances produce images, and images are translated into words, the
connection of which in speech renders science possible. But the
conclusions of science, it might be said, are applicable within the
realm of phenomena. And of any other realm the philosopher or
scientist can say nothing. On a nominalistic basis constructed
theories and causal explanations would be, as Hobbes says they
are, hypothetical and conditional. But it would be possible to
verify, or at least to test, scientific conclusions in experience,
though Hobbes, who had no great esteem for the experimental
method in science, does not in fact talk about verification.

Hobbes is, of course, very far from being only an empiricist,
though there is certainly an important empiricist element in his
thought. What he emphasizes when speaking of philosophy and
science is deduction of consequences from first principles. As we
have seen, he explicitly recognizes the use of the analytical or
inductive method in arriving at the knowledge of principles; but
what he emphasizes as the mark of scientific procedure is the
deduction of the consequences of affirmations. And it is important
to notice his clear statement that the principles from which
deduction starts are definitions, and that definitions are nothing
but the explication of the meanings of words. Definitions are the
‘settling of significations’ or ‘settled significations of words’.?
More exactly, a definition is ‘a proposition, whose predicate
resolves the subject, when it may; and when it may not, it
exemplifies the same’.3 Definitions are the sole principles of
flemonstration, and they are ‘truths constituted arbitrarily by the
Inventors of speech, and therefore not to be demonstrated’.

If this is taken to mean that definitions are no more than arbi-
trary determinations of the meanings of words, the conclusions

! Human Nature, 1, 4, 10; EW., 1v, p. 18,

* Leviathan, 1, 4 and 5; E.W,, 111, pp. 24 and 33.
? Concerning Body, 1, 6, 14; E.W., 1, pp. 83—4.

¢ Concerning Body, 1, 3, 9; EW., L, p. 37.
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derived from such definitions must partake of their arbitrariness.
And then we are confronted with a divorce between scientific
propositions and reality. There is no guarantee that scientific
propositions are applicable to reality. In Hobbes's objections
against the Meditations of Descartes we find the following remark-
able passage. ‘But what shall we now say if reasoning is perhaps
nothing else but the joining and stringing together of names or
appellations by the word ¢s? In this case reason gives no con-
clusions about the nature of things, but only about their names;
whether,'indeed, or not we join the names of things according to
conventions which we have arbitrarily established about their
meanings. If this is the case, as it may be, reasoning will depend
on names, names on the imagination, and the imagination perhaps,
as I think, on the motion of the bodily organs.”! Even though
Hobbes does not state dogmatically in this passage that reasoning
establishes the connections between words only, he certainly
suggests it. And it is no matter for surprise that a number of
commentators have drawn the conclusion that philosophy or
science is, for Hobbes, inevitably affected by subjectivism, and
that they have spoken of his nominalistic scepticism.

Sometimes, indeed, it is possible to interpret Hobbes’s assertions
in a different light. He says, for example, that ‘the first truths
were arbitrarily made by those that first of all imposed names
upon things, or received them from the imposition of others’.2 But
this statement could at any rate be taken to mean that if people
had used the terms involved to mean something else than what
they have in fact been made to mean, the propositions would not
be true.® ‘For it is true, for example, that man 1s a living creature,
but it is for this reason, that it pleased men to impose both those
names on the same thing.’¢ If the term lfving creature had been
made to mean stone, it could not have been true to say that man
is a living creature. And this is obviously the case. Again, when
Hobbes asserts that it is false to say that ‘the definition is the
essence of any thing’,® he is rejecting a form of expression used
by Aristotle. And the remark which immediately follows, that
‘definition is not the essence of any thing, but a speech signifying
what we conceive of the essence thereof’, is not by itself a

1 Objection, 1v; O.L., pp. 257-8. 3 Concerning Body, 1, 3, 8, EW., 1, p. 36.

* Hobbes insists that truth and falsity are predictable of propositions, never of
things. Truth ‘is not any affection of the thing, but of the proposition concerning

it' (Concerning Body, 1, 3, 7; E.W., 1, p. 35).
¢ Ibid. 8 Concerning Body, 1, 5, 7; EW., 1, p. 60.
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‘sceptical’ assertion. For it can be taken to imply that we have
some idea or conception of the essence,! an idea which is signified
by the name that is explained in the definition. Further, it can be
pointed out that when Hobbes says that a word is a ‘mere name’,
he does not necessarily mean that the idea signified by the word
is without any relation to reality. For example, when he adopts
for his own purposes the Aristotelian term ‘first matter’, he asks
what this first matter or materia prima is, and he answers that it
is a ‘mere name’.2 But he immediately adds, ‘yet a name which is
not of vain use; for it signifies a conception of body without the
consideration of any form or other accident except only magni-
tude or extension, and aptness to receive form and other accident’.?
‘First matter’ and ‘body in general’ are for Hobbes equivalent
terms. And there is no body in general. ‘Wherefore materia prima
is nothing.’4 That is to say, there is no thing which corresponds to
the name. In this sense the term is a ‘mere name’. But it signifies
a way of conceiving bodies; and bodies exist. Therefore, even
though the name is not the name of any ¢hing, it has some relation
to reality.

However, even if the statement that Hobbes is a sceptic con-
stitutes an exaggeration, it remains true that whether we proceed
from cause to effect or from effect to cause, we attain knowledge
only of possible effects or of possible causes. The only certain
knowledge we can acquire is knowledge of the implications of
propositions. If 4 implies B, then if 4 is true, B is true.

It seems to me that in Hobbes's interpretation of philosophy or
science there are different strands of thought which he failed to
distinguish clearly. The idea that in what we would call ‘natural
science’ explanatory theories are hypothetical in character and
that we can at best attain only a very high degree of probability
may perhaps be said to represent one strand of thought. The idea
that in mathematics we start with definitions and develop their
implications, so that in pure mathematics we are concerned only
with formal implications and not with the ‘real world’, represents
another strand. And both these ideas reappear in modern
empiricism. But Hobbes was also influenced by the rationalist
ideal of a deductive philosophical system. For him the first
principles of mathematics are ‘postulates’ and not true first

1 The ‘essence’ of a thing is ‘that accident for which we give a certain name to

a body, or the accident which denominates its subject . . . as extension is the
essence of a body’ (Concerning Body, 2, 8, 23, E.W., 1, p. 117).
1 Concerning Body, 2, 8, 24; EW., 1, p. 118. ¥ Ibid. 4 Ibid.
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principles, because he considered them to be demonstrable. There
are ultimate first principles, antecedent to mathematics and to
physics. Now, for a rationalism of the continental type the truth
of first principles must be known intuitively, and all the proposi-
tions which can be deduced from them will be certainly true. And
sometimes Hobbes appears to indicate that this is what he thinks.
But at other times he speaks as though the first principles or
definitions were ‘arbitrary’, in the sense in which a modern
empiricist might say that mathematical definitions are arbitrary.
And then he draws the conclusion that the whole of science or
philosophy is nothing but a reasoning about ‘names’, about the
consequences of definitions or meanings which have been arbi-
trarily established. We are then confronted with a divorce between
philosophy and the world which was alien to the spirit of con-
tinental rationalism. Further, we can find in Hobbes a monolithic
idea of science, according to which there is a progressive develop-
ment from first principles in a deductive manner, and which, if
consistently maintained, would neglect the important differences
between, for example, pure mathematics and empirical science.
And at the same time we find a recognition of the relative
independence of ethics and politics, on the ground that their
principles can be known experimentally without reference to the
parts of philosophy which logically precede.

If, therefore, these diverse ideas and lines of thought are present
together in Hobbes’s mind, it is not surprising that different
historians have interpreted him in different ways according to the
varying degrees of emphasis which they have placed on this or that
aspect of his philosophy. As regards the view that he was a
‘sceptical nominalist’, his nominalism, as we have seen, is clearly
stated, and the charge of ‘scepticism’ is not without support in his
writings. But I do not think that anyone who reads his philo-
sophical writings as a whole would naturally form the impression
that ‘sceptic’ is the most appropriate label to give to Hobbes. It
is doubtless arguable that nominalism leads, or should lead, to
scepticism. But Hobbes happily combined his nominalism with
points of view that are scarcely compatible with it. A great deal
of the confusion arose, no doubt, from the failure to distinguish
adequately between philosophy, mathematics and empirical
science. But we can hardly blame Hobbes for this. In the
seventeenth century, philosophy and science were not clearly
distinguished, and it is no matter for surprise that Hobbes failed
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to distinguish them adequately. But, of course, by cor}ﬁning
philosophy to the study of bodies he made it even more difficult
for him to do so than it would have been in any case.

6. Philosophy, as we have seen, is concerned with the discovery
of causes. What does Hobbes understand by ‘cause’? ‘A cause is
the sum or aggregate of all such accidents, both in the agents and
the patient, as concur to the producing of the effect propounded;
all which existing together, it cannot be understood but that the
effect existeth with them; or that it can possibly exist if any one
of them be absent.’! But to understand this definition we must
first understand what Hobbes means by ‘accident’. He defines the
latter as ‘the manner of our conception of body’.? And this is, he
asserts, the same as saying that ‘an accident is that faculty of any
body by which it works in us a conception of itself’.? If, therefore,
we choose to call accidents ‘phenomena’ or ‘appearances’, we can
say that for Hobbes the cause of any given effect i§ the sum 9f
phenomena, both in the agent and in the patient, which concur in
the following way in producing the effect. If the whole set of
phenomena is present, we cannot conceive the absence of the
effect. And if any one of the set of phenomena is absent, we
cannot conceive the production of the effect. The cause of any
thing is thus the sum of all the conditions required for the exis:tence
of that thing; the conditions required, that is to say, both in the
agent and in the patient. If body A generates motion in body B,
A is the agent and B is the patient. Thus if fire warms my hand,
fire is the agent and the hand is the patient. The accident
generated in the patient is the effect of the action of the fire. And
the cause (that is, entire cause) of this effect is to vary the
definition slightly, ‘the aggregate of all the accidents both of the
agents, how many soever they be, and of the patient, put together;
which when they are all supposed to be present, it cannot be
understood but that the effect is produced at the same instant:
and if any one of them be wanting, it cannot be understood but
that the effect is not produced’.

Within the ‘entire cause’, as defined above, Hobbes distinguishes
between ‘efficient cause’ and ‘material cause’. The former is the
aggregate of accidents in the agent or agents which are required
for the production of an effect which is actually produced, while

1 Concerning Body, 1, 6, 10; EW,, 1, p. 77.

* Concerning Body, 2, 8, 2; EW., 1, p. 104.

? Ibid., p. 103.

4 Concerning Body, 2, 9, 3; EW., 1, pp. 121-2.
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the latter is the aggregate of requisite accidents in the patient.
Both together make up the entire cause. We can, indeed, talk
about the power of the agent and the power of the patient, or,
rather, about the active power of the agent and the passive power
of the patient. But these are objectively the same as the efficient
cause and the material cause respectively, though different terms
are used because we can consider the same things from different
points of view. The aggregate of accidents in the agent, when
considered in relation to an effect already produced, is called the
efficient cause, and when considered in relation to future time, to
the effect to be produced later, it is called the active power of the
agent. Similarly, the aggregate of actions in the patient is called
the material cause when it is considered in relation to the past, to
the effect already produced, and the passive power of the patient
when it is considered in relation to the future. As for the so-called
‘formal’ and ‘final’ causes, these are both reducible to efficient
causes. ‘For when it is said that the essence of a thing is the cause
thereof, as to be rational is the cause of man, it is not intelligible;
for it is all one, as if it were said, o be a man is the cause of man,
which is not well said. And yet the knowledge of the essence of
anything is the cause of the knowledge of the thing itself; for, if I
first know that a thing is rational, I know from thence that the
same is man; but this is no other than an efficient cause. A final
cause has no place but in such things as have sense and will; and
this also I shall prove hereafter to be an efficient cause.’! For
Hobbes final causality is simply the way in which efficient causes
operate in man, with deliberation.

In the foregoing account of Hobbes’s analysis of causality we
can note how he uses Scholastic terms, interpreting them or
assigning them meanings in accordance with his own philosophy.
To all intents and purposes we are left with efficient causality
alone. Now, if the entire efficient cause is present, the effect is
produced. Indeed, this statement is necessarily true, once given
Hobbes's definition of a cause. For if the effect were not produced,
the cause would not be an entire cause. Furthermore, ‘in what-
soever instant the cause is entire, in the same instant the effect is
produced. For if it be not produced, something is still wanting,
which is requisite for the production of it; and therefore the cause
was not entire, as was supposed.’?

} Concerning Body, 2, 10, 7; EW., 1, pp. 131-2.
2 Concerning Body, 2, 9, 5; E.W., 1, p. 123.
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From these considerations Hobbes draws an important con-
clusion. We have seen that when the cause is present, the effect
always and instantaneously follows. Therefore it cannot but be
produced, once given the cause. Therefore the effect follows
necessarily from the cause. Hence the cause is a necessary cause.
The conclusion is, then, that ‘all the effects that have been, or shall
be produced, have their necessity in things antecedent’.? This at
once rules out all freedom in man, at least if freedom is taken to
imply absence of necessity. If, indeed, to call an ager}t free is
simply to say that he is not hindered in his activity, this way of
speaking has a meaning; but if anyone means by the epithet some-
thing more than ‘free from being hindered by opposition, I shquld
not say he were in error, but that his words were without meaning,
that is to say, absurd’.? Once given the cause, the effect neces-
sarily follows. If the effect does not follow, the cause (that is, the
entire cause) was not present. And that is all there is to it.

Philosophy, therefore, is concerned with necessary causality;
for there can be no other. And causal activity consists in the
production of motion by an agent in a patient, both a.gent and
patient being bodies. Creation out of nothing, immaterial causal
activity, free causes; such ideas have no place in philosophy. We
are concerned simply with the action of bodies in motion on con-
tiguous bodies in motion, with the laws of dynamics operating
necessarily and mechanically. And this applies to human activity
as much as to the activity of unconscious bodies. True, the
deliberate activity of rational beings differs from the activity of
inanimate bodies; and in this sense the laws operate in different
ways. But for Hobbes mechanistic determinism has the last word,
in the human as in the non-human sphere. In this respect it can
be said that his philosophy is an attempt to see how far the Gali-
lean dynamics can be pushed as an explanatory principle.

7. The fact that Hobbes believed that every effect has a
necessary antecedent cause does not mean that he believed that
we can determine with certainty what is the cause of a given
event. As we have already seen, the philosopher argues from
effects to possible causes and from causes to possible effects. And
all our knowledge of the ‘consequences’ of facts is hypothetical or
conditional. That this must be so is, indeed, indicated by the use
of the word ‘accident’ in the definition of a cause. For accident is

! Concerning Body, 2, 9, 5; E.W., 1, p. 123.
Y Leviathan, 1, 5, E.W., 111, p. 33.
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itself defined as ‘the manner of our conception of body’. Thus
acciden:s, the aggregate of which form the entire cause, are
defined as having a relation to the mind, to our way of looking at
things. We cannot attain absolute certainty that causal relations
are in fact what we think them to be.

A similar tendency towards subjectivism (I should not care to
put it more strongly) can be seen in Hobbes’s definitions of space
and time. For space is defined as ‘the phantasm of a thing existing
without the mind simply’? and time as ‘the phantasm of before
and after in motion’.2 Hobbes does not mean, of course, that the
thing existing outside the mind is a phantasm or image: he did not
doubt the existence of bodies. But we can have a phantasm or
image of a thing ‘in which we consider no other accident, but only
that it appears without us’ (that is, the fact of its externality); and
space is defined as being this image. The image has, indeed, an
objective foundation, and Hobbes has no intention of denying
this. But this does not alter the fact that he defines space in terms
of a subjective modification. Time too has an objective founda-
tion, namely, the movement of bodies; but it is none the less defined
as a phantasm and so is said to be ‘not in the things without us,
but only in the thoughts of the mind’.?

Given these definitions of space and time, Hobbes naturally
answers the question whether space and time are infinite or finite
by remarking that the reply depends simply on our imagination;
that is, on whether we imagine space and time as terminated or
not. We can imagine time as having a beginning and an end, or
we can imagine it without any assigned limits, that is, as extend-
ing indefinitely. (Similarly, when we say that number is infinite,
we mean only that no number is expressed, or that number is an
indefinite name.) As for the infinite divisibility of space and time,
this is to be taken in the sense that ‘whatsoever is divided, is
divided into such parts as may again be divided’ or as ‘the least
divisible thing is not to be given, or, as geometricians have it, no
quantity is so small, but a less may be taken’.4

8. The objective foundation of space is, as we have seen,
existent body, which can be considered in abstraction from all
accidents. It is called ‘body’ because of its extension, and ‘exist-
ing’ because it does not depend on our thought. ‘Because it depends
not upon our thoughts, we say (it) is a thing subsisting of itself; as

Y Concerning Body, 2, 7, 2, EW., 1, p. 04. 3 Ibid., p. 95.
¥ Concerning Body, 2, 7, 3; P- 94- $ Concerning Body, 2,7,13; E.W., 1, p. 100,
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also existing, because without us.’? It is also called the 'subject.',
‘because it is so placed in and subjected to imaginary space, that it
may be understood by reason, as well as perceived b_y sense. T}le
definition, therefore, of body may be this, a bf)dy is that, which
having no dependence upon our thought, is coincident or coextended
with some part of space.’s Objectivity or independence of human
thinking thus enters into the definition of body. But at the same
time the latter is defined in relation to our thought, as not
dependent upon it and as knowable because subjected to ixnagma}ry
space. If one takes this idea by itself, it has a remarkably Kantian
flavour. .

A body possesses accidents. The definition of an acmder}t as
‘the manner of our conception of body’ has already been given.
But some further explanation may be appropriate here. If we ask
‘what is hard?’, we are asking for the definition of a concrete name.
“The answer will be, hard is that, whereof no part gives place, but
when the whole gives place.’® But if we ask ‘what is hardness?’,
we are asking a question about an abstract name, namely, why a
thing appears hard. And therefore ‘a cause must be shown why a
part does not give place, except the whole give place’.4 And to ask
this is to ask what it is in a body which gives rise in us to a
certain conception of body. According to Hobbes, as has been
mentioned before, to say that an accident is the manner in which
we conceive a body is the same as to say that an accident is the
faculty in a body of producing in us a certain conception of itself.
The force of this assertion comes out most clearly in Hobbes’s
theory of secondary qualities.

A distinction must be made between accidents which are com-
mon to all bodies and which cannot perish unless the body also
perishes and accidents which are not common to all bodies and
which can perish and be succeeded by others without the body
itself perishing. Extension and figure are accidents of thg first
kind, ‘for no body can be conceived to be without extension or
without figure’.® Figure varies, of course; but there is not, and
cannot be, any body without figure. But an accident such as
hardness can be succeeded by softness without the body itself
perishing. Hardness, therefore, is an accident of the second type.

Extension and figure are the only accidents of the first type.
Magnitude is not another accident: it is the same as extension. It

1 Concerning Body, 2, 8, 1; E.W., 1, p. 102, * Ibid.
® Concerning Body, 2, 8, 2; EW., 1, p. 103. ¢ Ibid.
$ Concerning Body, 2, 8, 3; E.W., 1, p. 104. .
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is also called by some ‘real space’. It is not, as is imaginary space,
‘an accident of the mind': it is an accident of body. We can say,
therefore, if we like, that there is real space. But this real space
is the same as magnitude, which is itself the same as extension.
Is magnitude also the same as place? Hobbes answers that it is
not. Place is ‘a phantasm of any body of such and such quantity
and figure’ and is ‘nothing out of the mind’.! It is ‘feigned
extension’, whereas magnitude is ‘true extension’,2 which causes
the phantasm that is place.

Accidents of the second type, however, do not exist in bodies
in the form in which they are present to consciousness. Colour and
sound, for example, as also odour and savour, are ‘phantasms’;
they belong to the sphere of appearance. ‘The phantasm, which is
made by hearing, is sound; by smell, odour; by taste, savour. ...'3
‘For light and colour, and heat and sound, and other qualities
which are commonly called sensible, are not objects, but phan-
tasms in the sentients.’* ‘As for the objects of hearing, smell,
taste and touch, they are not sound, odour, savour, hardness, etc.,
but the bodies themselves from which sound, odour, savour,
hardness, etc., proceed.”® Bodies in motion generate motion in the
organs of sense, and thence arise the phantasms which we call
colour, sound, savour, odour, hardness and softness, light and so
on. A contiguous and moving body effects the outermost part of
the organ of sense, and pressure or motion is transmitted to the
innermost part of the organ. At the same time, by reason of the
natural internal motion of the organ, a reaction against this
pressure takes place, an ‘endeavour outwards’ stimulated by the
‘endeavour inwards’. And the phantasm or ‘idea’ arises from the
final reaction to the ‘endeavour inwards’. We can thus define
‘sense’ as ‘a phantasm, made by the reaction and endeavour out-
wards in the organ of sense, caused by an endeavour inwards from
the object, remaining for some time more or less’.® Colour, for
instance, is our way of perceiving an external body, or, objectively,
it is that in a body which causes our ‘conception’ of the latter. And
this ‘faculty’ in the body is not itself colour. In the case of exten-
sion, on the contrary, it is extension itself which causes our
conception of it.

! Concerning Body, 2, 8, 5; E.W., 1, p. 105. Y Ibid.
3 Concerning Body, 4, 25, 10; E.W., 1, p. 405.
4 Concerning Body, 4, 25, 3; E.W., 1, pp. 391-2.

$ Concerning Body, 4, 25, 10; E.W., 1, p. 405.
¢ Concerning Body, 4, 25, 3; E.W., 1, p. 301.
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The world of colour, sound, odour, savour, tactile qualities and
light is thus the world of appearance. And philosophy is to a great
extent the endeavour to discover the causes of these appearances,
that is, the causes of our ‘phantasms’. Behind appearances there
are, for Hobbes, at least as far as philosophy is concerned, only
extended bodies and motion.

. Motion means for Hobbes local motion. ‘Motion is a con-
tinual relinquishing of one place and acquiring of another.”! And
a thing is said to be at rest when for any time it is in one place. It
follows, therefore, from these definitions that anything which is in
motion has been moved. For if it has not been moved, it is in the
same place in which it formerly was. And thus it follows from the
definition of rest that it is at rest. Similarly, that which is moved
will yet be moved. For that which is in motion is continually
changing place. Lastly, whatever is moved is not in one place
during any time, however brief. If it were, it would, by definition,
be at rest.

Any thing which is at rest will always be at rest, unless some
other body ‘by endeavouring to get into its place by motion suffers
it no longer to remain at rest’.? Similarly, if any thing is in motion,
it will be always in motion, unless some other body causes it to be
at rest. For if there were no other body, ‘there will be no reason
why it should rest now rather than at another time’.? Again, the
cause of motion can only be a contiguous and already moving body.

If motion is reduced to local motion, change is also reducible
to local motion. ‘Mutation can be nothing else but motion of the
parts of that body which is changed.’* We do not say that any
thing is changed unless it appears to our senses otherwise than it
did before. But these appearances are effects produced in us by
motion.

10. In animals there are two kinds of motion which are peculiar
to them. The first is vital motion. This is ‘the motion of the
blood, perpetually circulating (as hath been shown from many
infallible signs and marks by Doctor Harvey, the first observer of
it) in the veins and arteries’.5 Elsewhere Hobbes describes it as
‘the course of the blood, the pulse, the breathing, the concoction,
nutrition, excretion, etc., to which motions there needs no help of

Y Concerning Body, 2, 8, 10; EW., 1, p. 109.
:(I:g:icsming Body, 2, 8, 18; E.W., 1, p. 115.

4 Concerning Body, 2, 9, 9; EW., 1, p. 126.
8 Concerning Body, 4, 25, 12, EW ., 1, p. 407.
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imagination’.? In other words, vital motions are those vital
processes in the animal organism which take place without any
deliberation or conscious effort, such as circulation of the blood,
digestion and respiration.

The second kind of motion which is peculiar to animals is
‘animal motion, otherwise called voluntary motion’.? As examples
Hobbes gives, going, speaking, moving the limbs, when such actions
are ‘first fancied in our minds’.3 The first internal beginning of all
voluntary motions is imagination, while the ‘small beginnings of
motion within the body of man, before they appear in walking,
speaking, striking, and other visible actions are commonly called
endeavour’.4 Here we have the notion of conatus, which plays a
prominent part in the philosophy of Spinoza.

This endeavour, directed towards something which causes it, is
called appetite or desire. When it is directed away from something
(‘fromward something’, as Hobbes puts it) it is called aversion.
The fundamental forms of endeavour are thus appetite or desire
and aversion, both being motions. They are objectively the same
as love and hate respectively; but when we talk of desire and
aversion, we think of the objects as absent, whereas in talking of
love and hate we think of the objects as present.

11. Some appetites are innate or born with men, such as the
appetite for food. Others proceed from experience. But in any
case ‘Whatsoever is the object of any man’s appetite or desire, that
is it which he for his part calleth good: and the object of his hate
and aversion, evil; and of his contempt, vile and inconsiderable’ .5

Good and evil are, therefore, relative notions. There is no
absolute good and no absolute evil; and there is no common
objective norm, taken from the objects themselves, to distinguish
between good and evil. The words ‘are ever used with relation to
the person that useth them’.® The rule for distinguishing good and
evil depends on the individual; that is, or his ‘voluntary motions’,
if we consider man as he is apart from the commonwealth or
State. In the commonwealth, however, it is the person who
represents it; that is, the sovereign, who determines what is good
and what is evil.

12. The different passions are different forms of appetite and
aversion, with the exception of pure pleasure and pain, which are
‘a certain fruition of good or evil’.? Consequently, as appetite and

! Leviathan, 1, 6; E.W., 11, p. 31. $ Ibid. 3 Ibid. ¢ Ibid.
8 Ibid., p. 4. 9 Thid. Y Concerning Body, 4, 25, 13; E.W., 1, pp. 409~I0.
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aversion are motions, so are the different passions. External
objects affect the crgans of sense and there arises ‘that motion and
agitation of the brain which we call conception’.? This motion of
the brain is continued to the heart, ‘there to be called passion’.?

Hobbes finds a number of simple passions, namely, appetite,
desire, love, aversion, hate, joy and grief.8 These take different
forms; or at least they are given different names according to
different considerations. Thus if we consider the opinion which
men have of attaining what they desire, we can distinguish hope
and despair. The former is appetite with an opinion of attaining
the desired object, while the latter is appetite without this opinion.
Secondly, we can consider the object loved or hated. And then
we can distinguish, for example, between covetousness, which is
the desire of riches, and ambition, which is the desire of office or
precedence. Thirdly, the consideration of a number of passions
together may lead us to use a special name. Thus ‘love of one
singularly, with desire to be singularly beloved, is called the passion
of love’, whereas ‘the same, with fear that the love is not mutual,
(is called) jealousy’.* Finally, we can name a passion from the
motion itself. We can speak, for instance, of ‘sudden dejection’,
‘the passion that causeth weeping’, and which is caused by events
which suddenly take away some vehement hope or some ‘prop of
power’.8

But however many the passions of man may be, they are all
motions. And Hobbes speaks in an oft-quoted sentence of delight
or pleasure as being ‘nothing really but motion about the heart, as
conception is nothing but motion in the head’.®

13. Hobbes does not overlook the fact that human beings per-
form some actions with deliberation. But he defines deliberation
in terms of the passions. Let us suppose that in a man’s mind
desire to acquire some object alternates with aversion and that
thoughts of the good consequences of acquiring it alternate with
thoughts of the evil consequences (that is, undesirable con-
sequences). ‘The whole sum of desires, aversions, hopes and fears
continued till the thing be either done, or thought impossible, is
that we call deliberation.’” And Hobbes draws the conclusion that

1 Human Nature, 8, 1; E.W., 1v, p. 34. * Tbid.

? Hobbes distinguishes between pleasures and displeasures of sense and pleasures
and displeasures of the mind. The latter arise from expectation of an end or of
consequences. Pleasures of the mind are called joy, while displeasures of the mind
are called grief (in distinction from displeasures of sense, which are called pain).

¢ Leviatham, 1, 6; E.W., 111, p. 44. ¥ Ibid., p. 46.

* Human Nature, 7, 1; EZW., v, p. 31. 1 Leviathan, 1, 6; E.W., 111, p. 48.
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beasts also must be said to deliberate, inasmuch as this alternate
succession of appetites, aversions, hopes and fears is found in them
as well as in man.

Now, in deliberation the last appetite or aversion is called will;
that is, the act of willing. ‘Will therefore is the last appetite in
deliberating’;! and the action depends on this final inclination or
appetite. From this Hobbes again concludes that since the beasts
have deliberation they must necessarily also have will.

It follows that the freedom of willing or not willing is no greater
in man than in the beasts. ‘And therefore such a liberty as is free
from necessity is not to be found in the will either of men or
beasts. But if by liberty we understand the faculty or power, not
of willing, but of doing what they will, then certainly that liberty
is to be allowed to both and both may equally have it, whensoever
it is to be had.’?

14. When treating of the ‘intellectual virtues’ Hobbes dis-
tinguishes between natural and acquired mental capacity or ‘wit’.
Some men are naturally quick, others slow. And the principal
cause of these differences is ‘the difference of men’s passions’.3
Those, for example, whose end is sensual pleasure, are necessarily
less delighted with the ‘imaginations’ which do not conduce to this
end, and they pay less attention than others to the means of
acquiring knowledge. They suffer from dullness of mind, which
‘proceedeth from the appetite of sensual or bodily delight. And it
may well be conjectured, that such passion hath its beginning from
a grossness and difficulty of the motion of the spirit about the
heart.’¢ Differences in natural mental capacity are therefore
ultimately caused by differences in motion. As for differences in
acquired ‘wit’, which is reason, there are other causal factors, such
as education, which have to be taken into consideration.

‘The passions that most of all cause the difference of wit are
principally the more or less desire of power, of riches, of know-
ledge, and of honour. All which may be reduced to the first, that
is, desire of power. For riches, knowledge and honour are but
several sorts of power.’”® The desire for power is thus the
fundamental factor in causing a man to develop his mental
capacities.

1 Leviathan, 1, 6; E.W., 111, p. 48.
! Concerning Body, 4, 25, 13; E.W., 1, p. 409.
3 Leviathan, 1, 8; EW. 1, p. 57.

¢ Human Nature, 10, 3, E.W., 1v, p. 55.
¥ Leviathan, 1, 8: E.W. m, p. 61.
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15. We are presented, therefore, with a multiplicity of indi-
vidual human beings, each of whom is driven by his passions,
which themselves are forms of motion. And it is the appetites and
aversions of the individual which determine for him what is good
and what is evil. In the next chapter we shall consider the
consequences of this state of affairs and the transition from this
atomic individualism to the construction of that artificial body,
the commonwealth or State.



CHAPTER II
HOBBES (2)

The natural state of war—The laws of nature—The generation
of a commonwealth and the theory of the covenant—The rights of
the soveresgn—The liberty of subjects—Reflections on Hobbes’s
political theory.

I. MEN are by nature equal in bodily and mental capacities; not,
indeed, in the sense that all possess the same degree of physical
strength and of quickness of mind, but in the sense that, by and
large, an individual's deficiencies in one respect can be com-
pensated by other qualities. The physically weak can master the
physically strong by craft or by conspiracy; and experience
enables all men to acquire prudence in the things to which they
apply themselves. And this natural equality produces in men an
equal hope of attaining their ends. Every individual seeks and
pursues his own conservation, and some set their hearts on delecta-
tion or pleasure. Nobody resigns himself to making no effort to
attain the end to which he is naturally impelled, on the ground
that he is not equal to others.

Now, this fact that every individual seeks his own conservation
and his own delectation leads to competition and mistrust of
others. Further, every man desires that others should value him
as he values himself; and he is quick to resent every slight and
all signs of contempt. ‘So that in the nature of man we find
three principal causes of quarrel. First, competition; secondly,
diffidence (that is, mistrust); thirdly, glory.”

From this Hobbes draws the conclusion that until such time as
men live under a common power, they are in a state of war with
one another. ‘For war consisteth not in battle only, or the act of
fighting; but in a tract of time, wherein the will to contend by
battle is sufficiently known: and therefore the notion of tme is to
be considered in the nature of war; as it is in the nature of weather.
For as the nature of foul weather lieth not in a shower or two of
rain; but in an inclination thereto of many days together: so the
nature of war consisteth not in actual fighting; but in the known
disposition thereto, during all the time there is no assurance to the
contrary. All other time is peace.’?

! Leviathan, 1, 13; E.W., 111, p. 112, * Ibid., p. 113.
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The natural state of war, therefore, is the state of affairs in
which the individual is dependent for his security on his own
strength and his own wits. ‘In such condition there is no place for
industry; because the fruit thereof is uncertain: and consequently
no culture of the earth; no navigation, nor use of the commodities
that may be imported by sea; no commodious building; no
instruments of moving and removing such things as require much
force; no knowledge of the face of the earth; no account of time;
no arts; no letters; no society; and, which is worst of all, continual
fear and danger of violent death; and the life of man, solitary,
poor, nasty, brutish, and short.’! In this frequently quoted
passage Hobbes depicts the natural state of war as a condition in
which civilization and its benefits are absent. The conclusion is
obvious, namely, that it is only through the organization of society
and the establishment of the commonwealth that peace and
civilization can be attained.

The natural state of war is a deduction from consideration of
the nature of man and his passions. But if anyone doubts the
objective validity of the conclusion, he has only to observe what
happens even in a state of organized society. Everyone carries
arms when he takes a journey; bars his door at night; he locks up
his valuables. And this shows clearly enough what he thinks of
his fellow men. ‘Does he not there as much accuse mankind by
his actions, as I do by my words? But neither of us accuse man’s
nature in it. The desires and other passions of man are themselves
no sin. No more are the actions that proceed from those passions,
till they know a law that forbids them; which till laws be made
they cannot know: nor can any law be made, till they have agreed
upon the person that shall make it.’2

This quotation suggests that in the natural state of war there
are no objective moral distinctions. And this is precisely Hobbes’s
view. In this state ‘the notions of right and wrong, justice and
injustice, have no place. Where there is no common power, there
is no law, where no law, no injustice. Force and fraud are in war
the two cardinal virtues.”® Further, there is ‘no dominion, no
mine and thine distinct; but only that to be every man’s, that he
can get: and for so long as he can keep it’.4

Does Hobbes mean that this state of war was an historical fact,
in the sense that it universally preceded the organization of

! Leviathan, 1, 13; E.W., 11, p. 113, 8 Ibid., p. 114.
2 Ibid., p. 115. 4 Ibid.
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society? Or does he mean that it precedes the organization of
society only logically, in the sense that if we prescind from what
man owes to the commonwealth or State, we arrive by abstraction
at this layer, as it were, of atomic individualism, which is rooted in
the human passions and which would obtain, were it not for other
factors which naturally impel men from the beginning to organize
societies and subject themselves to a common power? He means,
of course, at least the latter. The state of war was never, in his
opinion, universal ‘over all the world’; but the idea of this con-
dition of affairs represents the condition which would obtain, were
it not for the foundation of commonwealths. There is plenty of
empirical evidence for this, apart from a priors deduction from the
analysis of the passions. We have only to look at the behaviour
of kings and sovereigns. They fortify their territories against
possible invaders, and even in peace-time they send spies into their
neighbours’ realms. They are, in fine, in a constant ‘posture of
war’. Again, we have only to look at what happens when peaceful
government breaks down and civil war occurs. This shows clearly
‘what manner of life there would be, where there were no common
power to fear’.! At the same time, the natural state of war is,
according to Hobbes, an historical fact in many places, as
can be seen in America, where the savages ‘live at this day
in that brutish manner’, if we except the internal government
of small families, the harmony of which depends on ‘natural
lust’.

2. It is obviously in man’s interest to emerge from this natural
state of war; and the possibility of doing so is provided by nature
itself. For by nature men have their passions and their reason. It
is, indeed, their passions which bring about the state of war. But
at the same time fear of death, desire of such things as are
necessary to ‘commodious’ living, and hope of obtaining these
things by industry are passions which incline men to seek for
peace. It is not that the passions simply lead to war, whereas
reason counsels peace. Some passions incline men to peace; and
what reason does is to show how the fundamental desire of
self-conservation can be made effective. It suggests first of all
‘convenient articles of peace, upon which men may be drawn to
agreement. These articles are they, which otherwise are called the
Laws of Nature.’s

! Leviathan, 1, 13; EEW., 111, p. 114.
% Leviathan, 1, 14; E.W., 1y, p. 116.
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Hobbes defines a law of nature as ‘the dictate of right reason,!
conversant about those things which are either to be done or
omitted for the constant preservation of life and member, as
much as in us lies’.? Again, ‘a law of nature, lex naluralis, is a
precept, or general rule, found out by reason, by which a man is
forbidden to do that which is destructive of his life or taketh away
the means of preserving the same; and to omit that, by which he
thinketh it may be best preserved’.? In interpreting these
definitions we have, of course, to avoid attaching to the word ‘law’
any theological or metaphysical significance or reference. A law
of nature in this context is for Hobbes a dictate of egoistic
prudence. Every man instinctively pursues self-preservation and
security. But man is not merely a creature of instinct and blind
impulse; and there is such a thing as rational self-preservation.
The so-called laws of nature state the conditions of this rational
self-preservation. And as Hobbes goes on to argue that the
rational pursuit of self-preservation is what leads men to form
commonwealths or states, the laws of nature give the conditions
for the establishment of society and stable government. They are
the rules a reasonable being would observe in pursuing his own
advantage, if he were conscious of man’s predicament in a con-
dition in which impulse and passion alone ruled and if he himself
were not governed simply by momentary impulse and by pre-
judices arising from passion. Furthermore, Hobbes believed that
by and large man, who is essentially egoistic and self-regarding,
does in fact act according to these rules. For in point of fact men
do form organized societies and subject themselves to govern-
ments. Hence they do in fact observe the dictates of enlightened
egoism. It follows that these laws are analogous to the physical
laws of nature and state the way in which enlightened egoists do
in fact behave, the way in which their psychological make-up
determines them to behave. Certainly, Hobbes frequently speaks
as though these rules were teleological principles, and as though
they were what Kant would call hypothetical imperatives; that
is, assertoric hypothetical imperatives, since every individual
necessarily seeks his own preservation and security. Indeed,
Hobbes could hardly avoid speaking in this way. But he is dealing

1 Right reason, Hobbes explains, means here ‘the peculiar and true ratiocination
of every man concerning those actions of his, which may either redound to the
damage or benefit of his neighbours’. ‘Peculiar’, because in the ‘state of natura"
the individual’s reason is for him the only rule of action.

3 Philosophical Elements of a True Citizen, 2, 1; EIW., 11, p. 16.

3 Leviathan, 1, 14; E.W., 111, pp. 116-17.
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with the interplay of motions and forces which lead to the creation
of that artificial body, the commonwealth; and the tendency of his
thought is to assimilate the operation of the ‘laws of nature’ to the
operation of efficient causality. The State itself is the resultant of
the interplay of forces; and human reason, displayed in the
conduct expressed by these rules, is one of these determining
forces. Or, if we wish to look at the matter from the point of view
of the philosophical deduction of society and government, the
laws of nature can be said to represent axioms or postulates which
render this deduction possible. They answer the question, what
are the conditions under which the transition from the natural
state of war to the state of men living in organized societies
becomes intelligible. And these conditions are rooted in the
dynamics of human nature itself. They are not a system of God-
given laws (except, indeed, in the sense that God created man
and all that is in him). Nor do they state absolute values; for,
according to Hobbes, there are no absolute values.

The list of the laws of nature is given differently by Hobbes in
different places. Here I confine myself to the Leviathan, where we
are told that the fundamental law of nature is the general rule of
reason that ‘every man ought to endeavour peace, as far as he has
hope of obtaining it; and when he cannot obtain it, that he may
seek, and use, all helps and advantages of war’.1 The first part, he
asserts, contains the fundamental law of nature, namely, to seek
peace and follow it, while the second part contains the sum of
naturalright, namely, to defend ourselves by all means that we can.

The second law of nature is ‘that a man be willing, when others
are so too, as far-forth, as for peace and defence of himself he shall
think it necessary, to lay down this right to all things; and be
contented with so much liberty against other men, as he would
allow other men against himself’.? To lay down one’s right to
anything is to divest oneself of the liberty of hindering another
from enjoying his own right to the same thing. But if a man lays
down his right in this sense, he does so with a view to his own
advantage. And it follows from this that there are ‘some rights
which no man can be understood by any words, or other signs, to
have abandoned or transferred’.? For example, a man cannot lay
down the right to defend his own life, ‘because he cannot be under-
stood to aim thereby at any good to himself’.

Hobbes proceeds, in accordance with his declared method, to

Y Leviathan, 1, 14; EZW., 111, p. 117, $Ibid., p. 118. 1 Ibid., p. 120. ¢ Ibid.
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lay down some definitions. First a contract is defined as ‘the
mutual transferring of right’.! But ‘one of the contractors may
deliver the thing contracted for on his part, and leave the other to

erform his part at some determinate time after, und in the mean-
time be trusted; and then the contract on his part is called pact
or covenant’.? This definition is of importance because, as will be
seen presently, Hobbes founds the commonwealth on a social
covenant.

The third law of nature is ‘that men perform their covenant
made’.? Without this law of nature ‘covenants are in vain, and
but empty words; and the right of all men to all things remaining,
we are still in the condition of war’.¢ Further, this law is the
fountain of justice. When there has been no covenant, no action
can be unjust. But when a covenant has been made, to break it is
unjust. Indeed, injustice can be defined as ‘the not performance
of covenant. And whatsoever is not unjust, is just.’s

It may appear to be an instance of gross inconsistency on
Hobbes’s part if he now talks about justice and injustice when
earlier he has asserted that such distinctions do not obtain in the
state of war. But if weread carefully what he says, we shall see that
on this point at least he is not guilty of contradicting himself. For
he adds that covenants of mutual trust are invalid when there is
fear of non-performance on either part, and that in the natural
condition of war this fear is always present. It follows, therefcre,
that there are no valid covenants, and hence no justice and
injustice, until the commonwealth is established; that is, until a
coercive power has been established which will compel men to
perform their covenants.

In the Leviathan Hobbes states nineteen laws of nature in all;
and I omit the rest of them. But it is worth noting that after
completing his list he asserts that these laws, and any others
which there may be, bind in conscience. And if we take this
statement in a moral sense, we can only conclude that Hobbes has
suddenly adopted a point of view very different from the one
which he has hitherto expressed. In point of fact, however, he
appears to mean simply that reason, considering man'’s desire for
security, dictates that he should (that is, if he is to act rationally)
desire that the laws should be observed. The laws are only
improperly called ‘laws’, Hobbes tells us; ‘for they are but

! Leviathan, 1, 14; E.W., 111, p. 120. 1 Ibid., p. 121.
¥ Leviathan, 1, 15; E.W., 1z, p. 130. ¢ Ibid. § Ibid., p. 131.
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abode, their own diet, their own trade of life, and institute their
children as they themselves think fit, and the like."

So far as Hobbes is not simply making the tautological pro-
nouncement that actions unregulated by law are unregulated by
law, he is here drawing attention to the actual state of affairs,
namely, that in a very wide field of human activity subjects can,
as far as the law is concerned, act according to their will and
inclination. And such liberty is found, he tells us, in all forms of
commonwealth. The further question arises, however, whether
there are any cases in which the subject is entitled to resist the
sovereign.

The answer to this question can be obtained by considering the
purpose of the social covenant and what rights cannot be trans-
ferred by the covenant. The covenant is made with a view to
peace and security, the protection of life and limb. It follows,
therefore, that a man does not and cannot transfer or lay down
his right to save himself from death, wounds and imprisonment.
And from this it follows that if the sovereign commands a man
kill or maim himself, or to abstain from air or food, or not to
to resist those who assault him, ‘yet hath that man the liberty to
disobey’.? Nor is a man obliged to confess his own crimes. Nor
is a subject obliged to kill any other man at command or to take
up arms, unless refusal to obey frustrates the end for which
sovereignty was instituted. Hobbes does not mean, of course, that
the sovereign may not punish a subject for refusing to obey: he
means that subjects, having made mutual covenants with one
another, and having thus instituted sovereignty with a view to
self-protection, cannot legitimately be considered as having bound
themselves by covenant to injure themselves or others simply
because the sovereign commands it. ‘It is one thing to say, Ksll
me, or my fellow, if you please; another thing to say, I will kil
myself or my fellow.’®

A point of greater importance is that subjects are absolved from
their duty of obedience to the sovereign, not only if the latter
relinquishes his sovereignty, but also if he has, indeed, the will to
retain his power but cannot in fact protect his subjects any
longer. ‘The obligation of subjects to the sovereign is understood
to last as long, and no longer, than the power lasteth, by which he
is able to protect them.’¢ According to the intention of those who

! Leviathan, 2, 21, E.W., 111, p. 199. 8 Ibid., p. 142.
2 Jbid., p. 204. 4 Ibid., p. 208.
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institute it, sovereignty may be immortal; but in actual fact it has
in itself ‘many seeds of a natural mortality’.! If the sovereign is
conquered in war and surrenders to the victor, his subjects
become subjects of the latter. If the commonwealth is torn
asunder by internal discord and the sovereign no longer possesses
effective power, the subjects return to the state of nature, and a
new sovereign can be set up.

6. A good deal has been written about the significance of
Hobbes’s political theory and about the comparative importance of
the various points which he makes. And different estimates are

ssible.

The point which is most likely to strike modern readers of the
Leviathan is, very naturally, the power and authority attributed
to the sovereign. This emphasis on the sovereign’s position was,
in part, a necessary counterbalance in Hobbes’s political theory
to his theory of atomic individualism. If according to Marxists
the State, the capitalist State at least, is the means of binding
together conflicting economic interests and classes, the State
for Hobbes is the means of uniting warring individuals; and
the State cannot perform this function unless the sovereign
enjoys complete and unlimited authority. If men are naturally
egoistic and always remain so, the only factor which can
hold them together effectively is centralized power, vested in the
sovereign.

This is not to say that Hobbes's insistence on the power of the
sovereign was simply and solely the result of an inference from an
aprioristic theory of human nature. He was also undoubtedly
influenced by contemporary events. In the civil war he saw a
revelation of man’s character and of the centrifugal forces opera-
tive in human society. And he saw in strong and centralized power
the only remedy for this state of affairs. ‘If there had not first
been an opinion received of the greatest part of England, that
these powers (of legislating, administering justice, raising taxes,
controlling doctrines and so on) were divided between the King,
and the Lords, and the House of Commons, the people had never
been divided and fallen into this civil war; first between those that
disagreed in politics; and after between the dissenters about the
liberty of religion. . . ."> Hobbes’s absolutism and his Erastianism
were greatly strengthened by his reflections on concrete political
and religious dissensions.

1 Leviathan, 2, 21; E.W., u1, p. 202. V Leviathan, 2, 18; E.W., 1, p. 168.
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At this point it may be advisable to remark that it is authori-
tarianism rather than ‘totalitarianism’ in a modern sense which is
characteristic of Hobbes’s political theory. Of course, there are
certainly obvious elements of what we call totalitarianism in his
theory. For example, it is the State, or more precisely the
sovereign, that determines good and evil. In this sense the State
is the fount of morality. Against this interpretation it has been
objected that Hobbes admits ‘natural laws’ and that he allows
also that the sovereign is responsible to God. But even if we are
prepared to concede that he accepts the notion of natural law in
any sense which is relevant to the matter under discussion, it
remains true that for him it is the sovereign who interprets the
natural law, just as it is the Christian sovereign who interprets
the Scriptures. On the other hand, Hobbes did not envisage the
sovereign as controlling all human activities; he thought of him as
legislating and controlling with a view to the maintenance of
peace and security. He was not concerned with exalting the State
as such and in subordinating individuals to the State because it is
the State; he was concerned, first and last, with the interests of
individuals. And if he advocated centralized power and authority,
this was because he saw no other way of promoting and preserving
the peace and security of human beings, which constitute the
purpose of organized society.

But though authoritarianism is certainly a prominent feature
of Hobbes’s political philosophy it should be emphasized that this
authoritarianism has no essential connection with the theory of
the divine right of kings and with the principle of legitimacy.
Hobbes certainly speaks as though the sovereign is in some sense
the representative of God; but in the first place monarchy is not
for him the only proper form of government. For the word
‘sovereign’in Hobbes’s political writings we are not entitled simply
to substitute the word ‘monarch’; but the principle on which he
insists is that sovereignty is indivisible, not that it should neces~
sarily be vested in one man. And in the second place sovereignty,
whether vested in one man or in an assembly of men, is derived
from the social covenant, not from appointment by God. Further,
this fiction of the social covenant would justify any de facto
government. It would justify, for example, the Commonwealth no
less than the rule of Charles I, as long, that is to say, as the latter
possessed the power to rule. It is therefore easy to understand the
charge brought against Hobbes that he wrote the Leviathan when
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he had a mind to go home and that he wished to win the favour
of Cromwell. Thus Dr. John Wallis declared that the Leviathan
‘was written in defence of Oliver’s title, or whoever, by whatso-
ever means, can get to be upmost; placing the whole right of
government merely in strength and absolving all his Majesty’s
subjects from their allegiance, whenever he is not in a present
capacity to force obedience’.? Hobbes roundly denied that he had
published his Leviathan ‘to flatter Oliver, who was not made
Protector till three or four years after, on purpose to make way
for his return’,? adding ‘it is true that Mr. Hobbes came home, but
it was because he would not trust his safety with the French
clergy’.3 But though Hobbes was justified in saying that he had
not written his work to flatter Oliver Cromwell and that he had
not intended to defend rebellion against the monarch, it remains
true that his political theory is favourable neither to the idea of
the divine right of kings nor to the Stuart principle of legitimacy.
And commentators are right in drawing attention to the ‘revolu-
tionary’ character of his theory of sovereignty, an aspect of
his thought which is apt to be overlooked precisely because of
his authoritarian conception of government and his personal
predilection for monarchy.

If one had to find an analogy to Hobbes’s theory of the State in
mediaeval philosophy, it might perhaps be suggested that it is
provided by St. Augustine much more than by St. Thomas
Aquinas.4 For St. Augustine regarded the State, or at least tended
to do so, as a consequence of original sin; that is, as a necessary
means of restraining man’s evil impulses which are a result of
original sin. And this view bears at any rate some likeness to
Hobbes’s conception of the State as the remedy for the evils
consequent on man'’s natural condition, the war of all against all.
Aquinas, on the other hand, adhering to the Greek tradition,
regarded the State as a natural institution, the primary function
of which is to promote the common good and which would be
necessary even if man had not sinned and possessed no evil
impulses.

This analogy is, of course, only partial, and it should not be
pressed. St. Augustine certainly did not believe, for instance, that
the sovereign determines moral distinctions. For him there is an

1E.W., 1v, p. 413. Y Ibid., p. 415. 3 Ibid.
¢ For the political theories of St. Augustine and St. Thomas Aquinas, Chapters
VIII and XL of vol. 11 of this Hisfory may be consulted.



50 A HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY—V

objective moral law, with transcendent foundations, which is
independent of the State and to which all sovereigns and subjects
are morally obliged to conform their conduct. For Hobbes, how-
ever, there is no such moral law. It istrue that he allowed that the
sovereign is responsible to God and that he did not admit that he
had eliminated any idea of objective morality apart from the
sovereign’s legislation. But at the same time philosophy, accord-
ing to his own assertion, is not concerned with God, and he
explicitly asserted that it is the sovereign who determines what is
good and what is evil. In the state of nature good and evil are
simply relative to the desires of individuals. On this point Hobbes
gets rid of all metaphysical and transcendental theories and ideas.
He acts in a similar way with regard to the State considered as
an institution. For Aquinas the State was demanded by the
natural law, which was itself a reflection of the eternal law of God.
It was therefore divinely willed, irrespective of man’s sin and of
his evil impulses. But this transcendent foundation of the State
disappears in Hobbes’s theory. In so far as we can speak of him
as deducing the State, he deduces it simply from the passions of
man, without reference to metaphysical and transcendental con-
siderations. In this sense his theory is thoroughly naturalistic in
character. If Hobbes devotes a considerable part of the Leviathan
to religious and ecclesiastical questions and problems, he does so
in the interests of a defence of Erastianism, not in order to supply
a metaphysical theory of the State. A great deal of the importance
of Hobbes's theory is due to the fact that he tries to set political
philosophy on its own feet, so to speak, connecting it, indeed, with
human psychology and, in intention at least, with his general
mechanistic philosophy, but cutting it adrift from metaphysics
and theology. Whether this was a profitable step is open to dis-
pute; but it was certainly a step of considerable importance.
Hobbes’s deduction of the State from a consideration of the
passions of man goes a long way towards explaining his authori-
tarianism and his insistence on the power of the sovereign. But
we have seen that his authoritarian ideas were not simply
the result of a philosophical deduction; for they were greatly
strengthened by his reflections on concrete historical events in his
own country and by his fear and hatred of civil war. And, in
general, he can be regarded as having discerned the great part
played by power in the dynamics of political life and history. In
this respect he can be called a ‘realist’. And we can link him up
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with the Renaissance writer, Machiavelli.! But whereas the latter
had been primarily concerned with political mechanics, with the
means of attaining and preserving power, Hobbes provides a
general political theory in which the concept of power and its
function plays a supremely important part. Much in this theory
is dated, historically conditioned, as is indeed inevitable in any

litical theory which goes beyond principles which can be con-
sidered ‘eternal’, that is, of lasting applicability, precisely because
they are too general and abstract to be intrinsically related to a
given epoch. But his conception of the role of power in human
affairs is of lasting significance. To say this is not to subscribe to
his theory of human nature (which, in its nominalistic aspects,
connects him with fourteenth-century nominalism) or to pronounce
adequate his account of the function of the State and of
sovereignty. It is simply to say that Hobbes recognized very
clearly factors which have undoubtedly helped to determine the
course of human history as we know it up to date. In my opinion,
Hobbes’s political philosophy is one-sided and inadequate. But
precisely because it is one-sided and inadequate it throws into
clear relief features of social and political life of which it is
important to take account.

1 For Machiavelli, pp. 315-20 of vol. 11 of this History may be consulted.



CHAPTER III
THE CAMBRIDGE PLATONISTS

Introductory remarks—Lord Herbert of Cherbury and his theory
of natural religion — The Cambridge Platonssts — Richard
Cumberiand.

1. Francis Bacon! had admitted a philosophical or natural
theology, which treats of God’s existence and of His nature, so
far as this is manifested in creatures. Hobbes, however, excluded
from philosophy all consideration of God, since he regarded
philosophy as concerned with bodies in motion. Indeed, if by the
term ‘God’ we mean an infinite spiritual or immaterial Being,
reason can tell us nothing at all about Him; for terms such as
‘spiritual’ and ‘immaterial’ are not intelligible, unless they are
used to connote invisible body. But this attitude was not common
among the seventeenth-century British philosophers. The general
tendency was rather to hold that reason can attain to some
knowledge of God, and at the same time to maintain that reason
is the judge of revelation and of revealed truth. Associated with
this outlook we find in a number of writers the tendency to play
down dogmatic differences and to belittle their importance in
comparison with the general truths which are attainable by reason
alone. And those who thought in this way were obviously more
inclined towards a certain broadness of outlook and towards the
promotion of toleration in the field of dogmatic religion than were
the theologians of the diverse schools and traditions.

This general point of view may be said to have been charac-
teristic of John Locke and his associates. But in this chapter I
intend to treat of the group of writers who are known as the Cam-
bridge Platonists. They fit in well enough at this point because,
though some of them refer little or not at all to Hobbes, Ralph
Cudworth regarded the latter as the principal enemy of true
religion and of a spiritualist philosophy and consciously en-
deavoured to combat his influence. To say this is not to say,
however, that the Cambridge Platonists should be estimated
simply in terms of a reaction to Hobbes. For they represent a

1 The philosophy of Francis Bacon is discussed in Chapter XIX of vol. 111 of this
History.

52

THE CAMBRIDGE PLATONISTS 53

ositive and independent current of thought which is not without

interest, even though none of them were philosophers of the first
k.

raJIIBut before treating of the Cambridge Platonists I wish to say
something about an earlier writer, Lord Herbert of Cherbury. He
is, indeed, generally regarded as the predecessor of the eighteenth-
century deists, who will be mentioned in a later chapter; but his
philosophy of religion can be dealt with briefly here. On certain
points his philosophical ideas have an affinity with those of the
Cambridge Platonists.

2. Lord Herbert of Cherbury (1583-1648) was the author of
Tractatus de Veritate (1624), De causis errorum (1645) and De
religione gentilium (1645; complete version 1663). In his view in
addition to the human cognitive faculties we must postulate a
number of ‘common notions’ (notitiae communes). These ‘common
notions’, to use the Stoic term employed by Lord Herbert, are in
some sense at least innate truths, characterized by ‘apriority’
(prioritas), independence, universality, certainty, necessity (that
is, necessity for life) and immediacy. They are implanted by God
and are apprehended by ‘natural instinct’, being the pre-
suppositions, not the products, of experience. The human mind is
not a tabula rasa; rather does it resemble a closed book which is
opened on the presentation of sense-experience. And experience
would not be possible without these ‘common notions’.

On this last point Lord Herbert, as commentators have pointed
out, anticipated in some degree a conviction which at a much later
date was defended by Kant. But Lord Herbert does not provide
any systematic deduction of these a prior: notions or truths; nor
does he attempt to tell us what they all are. That he does not
attempt to give any exhaustive list of them is not, however,
surprising if we bear in mind the fact that in his view there are
impediments (for example, lack of talent) which prevent men
from recognizing more than a fraction of them. In other words,
to say that these truths are implanted by God or by nature is not
to say that they are all consciously and reflectively apprehended
from the start. When recognized, they win universal consent; so
that universal consent is a mark of a recognized ‘common notion’.
But there can be growth in insight into these virtually innate ideas
or truths; and many of them come to light only in the process of
discursive thought. Hence one cannot give a complete list of them
a priori. If men follow the path of reason alone, unhampered by
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prejudice and passion, they will come to a fuller reflective appre-
hension of the ideas implanted by God.

Another reason why Lord Herbert does not attempt to list the
‘common notions’ is that he is primarily interested in those which
are involved in religious and moral knowledge. According to him
there are five fundamental truths of natural religion; that there is
a supreme Being, that this supreme Being ought to be worshipped,
that a moral life has always been the principal part of divine
worship, that vices and crimes should be expiated by repentance,
and that in the next life our deeds on earth are rewarded or
punished. In his De religione gentslium Lord Herbert tried to show
how these five truths are recognized in all religions and form their
real essence, in spite of all accretions due to superstition and
fantasy. He does not deny that revelation is capable of supple-
menting natural religion; but he insists that alleged revelation
must be judged at the bar of reason. And his reserved attitude
towards dogma is evident. His interest, however, lies in defending
the rationality of religion and of a religious outlook rather than in
purely negative criticism of the different positive religions.

3. The first word in the name ‘Cambridge Platonists’ is due to
the fact that the group of men to whom it is applied were all
associated with the University of Cambridge. Benjamin Which-
cote (1609-83), John Smith (1616-52), Ralph Cudworth (1617-88),
Nathaniel Culverwel (c. 1618-c. 1651) and Peter Sterry (1613-72)
were all graduates of Emmanuel College, while Henry More
(1614-87) was a graduate of Christ’s College. Some of them were
also Fellows of their college; and all were Anglican clergymen.

In what sense were these men ‘Platonists’? The answer is, I
think, that they were influenced by and drew inspiration from
Platonism as being a spiritualist and religious interpretation of
reality. But Platonism did not mean for them simply the philo-
sophy of the historic Plato: it meant rather the whole tradition
of spiritualist metaphysics from Plato to Plotinus. Moreover,
though they utilized Platonism in this sense and referred to
philosophers such as Plato and Plotinus, and though they regarded
themselves as continuing the Platonic tradition in contemporary
thought, they were concerned to expound a religious and Christian
philosophy in opposition to materialistic and atheistic currents of
thought rather than to propound the philosophy of Plato or that
of Plotinus, between which, indeed, they made no clear distinc-
tion. Cudworth in particular was a determined opponent of
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Hobbes. But though Hobbes was the chief enemy, the Cambridge
Platonists also rejected Descartes’ mechanistic view of nature.
They did not perhaps give sufficient weight to the fact that
Cartesianism possesses another and different aspect; but his views
of nature seemed to them to be incompatible with a spiritual
interpretation of the world and to pave the way for the more
radical philosophy of Hobbes.

Emmanuel College was, in effect, a Puritan foundation and a
stronghold of Calvinism. The Cambridge Platonists, however,
reacted against this narrow Protestant dogmatism. Whichcote, for
example, rejected the Calvinist (and, one might add, Hobbesian)
view of man. For man is an image of God, gifted with
reason, which is ‘the candle of the Lord, lighted by God, and
leading us to God’; and he should not be belittled or denigrated.
Again, Cudworth rejected the doctrine that some men are pre-
destined to hell and eternal torment antecedently to any fault of
their own. His study of the ancient philosophers and of ethics
liberated him from the Calvinism in which he had been educated
and which he had brought with him to the university. It would,
indeed, be inaccurate if one asserted that all the Cambridge
Platonists rejected Calvinism and liberated themselves from its
influence. Culverwel certainly did not do so. While agreeing with
Whichcote in extolling reason, he at the same time emphasized the
diminution of its light and the weakness of the human mind in a
way which shows the influence of the Calvinist theology. None
the less one can say in general that the Cambridge Platonists
disliked the Calvinist denigration of human nature and its sub-
ordination of reason to faith. In fact, they were not concerned
with supporting any one dogmatic system. They aimed rather at
revealing the essential elements of Christianity; and they regarded
a good deal in the Protestant systems as being little more than
matter of opinion. With regard to dogmatic differences they thus
tended to adopt a tolerant and ‘broad’ outlook and were known as
‘Latitudinarians’. This is not to say that they rejected the idea of
revealed truth or that they refused to admit ‘mysteries’. They
were not rationalists in the modern sense. But they strongly
objected to insistence on obscure doctrines, the relevance of which
to the moral life was not clear. The essence of Christianity, and
indeed of all religion, they found in the moral life. Doctrinal
disputes and disputes about ecclesiastical government and
institution they regarded as being of secondary importance in
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comparison with a sincerely moral and Christian life. Religious
truth is of value if it reacts on life and produces practical
fruit.

By saying this I do not mean to imply that the Cambridge
Platonists were pragmatists. They believed in the power of the
human reason to attain to objective truth about God and to give
us insight into absolute and universal moral laws. But they in-
sisted on two points; first, that a sincere attempt to lead a moral
life is a necessary condition for obtaining insight into truth about
God and, secondly, that the truths which are of most importance
are those which form the clearest basis for a Christian life. In their
dislike for sectarian wrangling and bitter controversy about
obscure theoretical problems they bear some resemblance to those
fourteenth-century writers who had deplored the wrangling of the
schools and all preoccupation with logical subtleties to the neglect
of the ‘one thing necessary’.

At the same time the Cambridge Platonists emphasized the
contemplative attitude. That is to say, although they stressed the
close connection between moral purity and the attainment of
truth, they emphasized the understanding of reality, the personal
appropriation and contemplation of truth, rather than the mani-
pulation of reality. In other words, their attitude was different
from the attitude insisted on by Francis Bacon and summed up
in the aphorism ‘Knowledge is power’. They had little sympathy
with the subordination of knowledge to its scientific and practical
exploitation. For one thing, they believed, whereas Bacon had
not, that rational knowledge of supersensible reality is attainable;
and this knowledge cannot be exploited scientifically. Nor, for the
matter of that, had they much sympathy with the Puritan sub-
ordination of knowledge of religious truth to ‘practical’ purposes.
They emphasized rather the Plotinian idea of the conversion of
the mind to the contemplation of divine reality and of the world
in its relation to God. As historians have pointed out, they were
not in tune with either the empiricist or the religious movements
of their time and country. It may very well be true that, as Ernst
Cassirer has argued,® there is a historical connection between the
Platonism of the Italian renaissance and the Platonism of the
Cambridge divines; but as Cassirer also argues, this Cambridge
Platonism stood apart from the dominant movements in con-

 The Platonic Remaissance in England, translated by James P. Pettegrove
(Edinburgh, Nelson, 1953).
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temporary British philosophical and theological thought. The
Cambridge men were neither empiricists nor Puritans.

The Cambridge Platonists, therefore, were concerned with
defending a spiritualist interpretation of the universe as a founda-
tion for the Christian moral life. And the most elaborate defence
of such an interpretation of the universe is given by Ralph Cud-
worthin his work The True Intellectual System of the Universe (1678).
It is a tedious piece of writing, because the author discusses at
length the views of different ancient philosophers to the detriment
of a clear statement of his own position. But behind the welter
of quotations and of expositions of Greek philosophers there
appears clearly enough the figure of Hobbes, whom Cudworth
interprets as a sheer atheist. In answer to Hobbes he argues that
we do in fact possess an idea of God. He reduces materialism to
sensationalism and then observes that sense-perception is not
knowledge, thus reaffirming the position of Plato in the Theaetetus.
Moreover, it is evident that we have ideas of many things which
are not perceptible by the senses. It follows, therefore, that we
cannot legitimately deny the existence of a being simply because
it cannot be perceived by the senses; nor are we entitled to say
that a name which purports to connote an incorporeal object is
necessarily devoid of significance. ‘Were existence to be allowed
to nothing, that doth not fall under corporeal sense, then must
we deny the existence of soul and mind in ourselves and others,
because we can neither feel nor see any such thing. Whereas we
are certain of the existence of our own souls, partly from an in-
ward consciousness of our own cogitations, and partly from that
principle of reason, that nothing cannot act. And the existence of
other souls is manifest to us, from their effects upon their respec-
tive bodies, their motions, actions, and discourse. Wherefore
since the Atheists cannot deny the existence of soul or mind in
men, though no such thing fall under external sense, they have as
little reason to deny the existence of a perfect mind, presiding over
the universe, without which it cannot be conceived whence our
imperfect ones should be derived. The existence of that God,
whom no eye hath seen nor can see, is plainly proved by reason
from his effects, in the visible phenomena of the universe, and
from what we are conscious of within ourselves.’! Nor can we

Y The True Intellectual System of the Universe, 1, 5, 1; edit. Harrison, 1845, vol. 11,
P- 515. All quotations from this work of Cudworth are taken from Harrison's
edition.
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argue validly from the fact that even the theists admit the in-
comprehensibility of God to the conclusion that God is altogether
inconceivable and that the term ‘God’ has no meaning. For the
statement that God is incomprehensible means that the finite
mind cannot have an adequate idea of Him, not that it can have
no idea of Him at all. We cannot comprehend the divine per-
fection; but we can have an idea of absolutely perfect Being. This
can be shown in various ways. For example, ‘that we have an idea
or conception of perfection, or a perfect Being, is evident from the
notion that we have of imperfection, so familiar to us; perfection
being the rule and measure of imperfection, and not imperfection
of perfection . . .: so that perfection is first conceivable, in order of
nature, as light before darkness, a positive before the privative
or defect’.! And the same applies to the idea of the infinite.
Further, it is useless to assert that the idea of God is a construction
of the imagination, like the idea of a centaur, or that it isimplanted
in the mind by lawgivers and politicians for their own,ends. For
a finite and imperfect mind could not have constructed the idea
of an infinitely perfect Being. ‘Were there no God, the idea of an
absolutely or infinitely perfect Being could never have been made
or feigned, neither by politicians, nor by poets, nor philosophers,
nor any other.’? ‘The generality of mankind in all ages have had
a prolepsis or anticipation in their minds concerning the real and
actual existence of such a being.’® And it is possible to demon-
strate the existence of God by means of the idea of God. For
example, ‘because we have an idea of God, or a perfect Being,
implying no manner of contradiction in it, therefore must it needs
have some kind of entity or other, either an actual or possible one;
but God, if he be not, is possible to be, therefore he doth actually
exist’.4

The influence of Descartes on Cudworth’s mind is evident from
what has just been said about the idea of the perfect. Cudworth
does, indeed, give other lines of argument. For example, he argues
that from nothing there can come nothing, so that ‘if once there
had been nothing, there could never have been any thing’.5 There
must, therefore, be something which existed from all eternity,
itself unmade; and this something must exist by the necessity of
its own nature. But there is nothing which exists necessarily and
eternally save an absolutely perfect Being. Hence either God

1 The True Intellectual System of the Universe, 1, 5, 1; U, pp. 537-8.
Y Ibdd., p. 63s. 8 Ibid., p. 509.
4 Ibid., w1, pp. 49-50. 8 Ibid., p. 54.
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exists or nothing at all exists. But though Cudworth givesa variety
of arguments, the influence of Descartes is undeniable. Nor does
Cudworth attempt to deny it. He criticizes Descartes’ use of our
knowledge of God’s existence on the ground that it involves us in
a scepticism from which we can never escape. Interpreting
Descartes as saying that we cannot be sure of anything, even of
the trustworthiness of our reason, until we have proved that God
exists, he argues that the attainment of such a proof is rendered
impossible, because it presupposes the very fact which it is
afterwards used to establish, namely, that we can trust our
reason and the first principles of reason. But this does not alter the
fact that Cudworth drew inspiration from the writings of Descartes.

However, though Cudworth was certainly influenced by
Descartes, he viewed with sharp disfavour the latter’s mechanistic
theory of the material world. Descartes belongs to the class of
those who have ‘an undiscerned tang of the mechanic Atheism
hanging about them’, because of ‘their so confident rejecting of
all final and intending causality in nature, and admitting of no
other causes of things, as philosophical, save the material and
mechanical only’.? Cudworth calls the Cartesians ‘mechanic
Theists’ and rejects Descartes’ contention that we should not
claim the power of discerning God’s purposes in nature. That eyes
were made for seeing and ears for hearing is so plain that ‘nothing
but sottish stupidity or atheistic incredulity can make any doubt
thereof’.? Cudworth argues also against the notion that animals
are machines and favours attributing to them sensitive souls. ‘If
it be evident from the phenomena that brutes are not mere sense-
less machines or automata, and only like clocks or watches, then
ought not popular opinion and vulgar prejudice so far to prevail
with us, as to hinder our assent to that which sound reason and
philosophy clearly dictate, that therefore they must have some-
thing more than matter in them.’3

Cudworth thus rejects altogether the sharp dichotomy made by
Descartes between the spiritual and material worlds. I do not
mean by this that he postulated an evolutionary continuity
between inanimate matter, plants, sensitive life and rational life.
On the contrary, he denied that life can proceed from inanimate
matter, and he denounced Hobbes’s account of consciousness and
thought in materialist terms. ‘There is nothing in body or matter,

) The True Inicllectual System of the Universe, 3, 37: 1, p. 217.
* Ibid., 5, 1; 11, p. 616. 3 Ibid., 5, 4; 111, P. 441.
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but magnitude, figure, site, and motion or rest: now it is mathe-
matically certain, that these, however combined together, can
never possibly compound, or make up life or cogitation.’! More-
over the rational soul of man is naturally immortal, whereas the
sensitive souls of brutes are not. There are, therefore, essential
differences of degree in nature. ‘There is a scale, or ladder of
entities and perfections in the universe, one above another, and
the production of things cannot possibly be in way of ascent from
lower to higher, but must of necessity be in way of descent from
higher to lower.’? But precisely because there are these various
degrees of perfection in nature we cannot make a simple division
between the spiritual sphere on the one hand and, on the other,
the material sphere, from which final causality is banished and
where vital phenomena are interpreted in purely mechanistic terms.

A more pronounced hostility towards the Cartesian dualism was
shown by Henry More. In his younger days he had been an
enthusiastic admirer of Descartes. Thus in a letter to Clerselier,
written in 1655, he remarks not only that Cartesianism is useful
for promoting the highest end of all philosophy, namely, religion,
but also that the reasoning and method of demonstration concern-
ing God and man is soundest if it is based on Cartesian principles.
Indeed, if exception is made perhaps for Platonism, there is no
system of philosophy besides Cartesianism, properly understood,
which so stoutly bars the way to atheism.® But in his Enchiridion
metaphysicum (1671) More depicted the Cartesian philosophy as an
enemy of religious belief. Inclined as he was to mysticism and
theosophy he found Descartes’ intellectualism repugnant. The
notion of a material world sharply separated from spiritual reality
and consisting of extension which can be adequately treated in
terms of mathematics was unacceptable to a man who regarded
nature as permeated by vitality, by soul. In nature we see the
creative activity of the world-soul, a vital dynamic principle, not
to be identified with God but operating as the divine instrument.
Cudworth, too, speaks of ‘Plastic Nature’, which, as the instru-
ment of God, is the immediate agent in producing natural effects.
In other words, Cudworth and More turned their backs on the
Cartesian interpretation of nature and on its developments and
attempted to reinstate a philosophy of nature of the type which
was popular at the time of the Renaissance.

1 The True Intellectual System of the Universe, 5, 4; 111, D. 440.

3 Ibid. ® (Euvres de Descartes, A.T., v, PP. 2491.
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What has been said about Cudworth’s theory of the idea of the
perfect as being prior to the idea of imperfection indicates clearly
enough his opposition to empiricism. Indeed, he does not hesitate
to declare that the statement that the human mind is originally
‘a mere blank or white sheet of paper that hath nothing at all in
it, but what was scribbled upon it by the objects of sense’,! implies
that the human soul is generated from matter or that it is ‘nothing
but a higher modification of matter’.? He is, of course, interpreti.ng
the statement as meaning that the mind is merely the passive
recipient of sense-impressions. But in his writings he makes it
clear that he intends to reject the empiricist principle even when
it is not interpreted in this narrow sense. Thus in the Treatise
concerning eternal and immutable Morality® he states that there are
two kinds of ‘perceptive cogitations’ in the soul. The first 'kmd
consists of passive perceptions of the soul, which may be .elther
sensations or images (or phantasms). The other kind consists of
‘active perceptions which rise from the mind itself without the
body’.4 And these are called ‘conceptions of the mind’ or vorjuara.
They include not only ideas such as those of justice, truth,. know-
ledge, virtue and vice but also propositions such as ‘Nothing can
be and not be at the same time’ or ‘Out of nothing there can come
nothing’. These conceptions of the mind are not abstractec! from
phantasms by any active intellect (a view which, according to
Cudworth, has been erroneously attributed to Aristotle). The idea
that they are so abstracted is due to the fact that they are ‘most
commonly excited and awakened occasionally from the appulse of
outward objects knocking at the door of our senses’,® and men
have failed to distinguish between the outward occasion of these
conceptions and their active, productive cause. In reality ‘they
must needs arise from the innate vigour and activity of the mind
itself’,® which is a created image of the divine mind. These virtually
innate ideas are imprinted on the human mind by God. And by
them we know not only immaterial objects and eternal truths but
also material things. This is not to deny that sense and imagination
have a part to play in our knowledge of material things. But
sensation cannot give us knowledge of the essence of any thing or
of any scientific truth. We cannot have scientific knowledge of the

1 The True Intellectual System of the Universe, s, 4; 11, p. 438. 1 Ibid.

® This treatise is included in vol. 11 of Harrison’s edition of The Trus Intellectual
System of the Universe. And references are given according to pagination in this

edition. )
$4,1,7:11,p.582.  81Ibid., 4,2, 2; 11, p. 587. ¢ Ibid., 4, 3. 1; 111, pp. 601-2.
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material world save by the activity of the mind producing ‘con-
ceptions’ from within itself by virtue of its God-given power.

The criterion of theoretical truth is ‘the clearness of the appre-
hensions themselves’.! ‘Clear intellectual conceptions must of
necessity be truths, because they are real entities.’? Cudworth
accepts, therefore, the Cartesian criterion of truth, clarity and
distinction of idea; but he rejects the use of the hypothesis of the
‘evil genius’ and Descartes’ device to escape from the possibility
of error and deception. Men are, indeed, sometimes deceived and
imagine that they clearly understand what they do not clearly
understand. But, says Cudworth, it does not follow that they can
never be certain that they do clearly comprehend some thing. We
might just as well argue that ‘because in our dreams we think we
have clear sensations we cannot therefore be ever sure, when we
are awake, that we see things that really are’.3 Cudworth evidently
thought that it was absurd to suggest that waking life might be a
dream.

The mind, therefore, can perceive eternal essences and immut-
able truths. And it can do this, as has already been mentioned,
because it derives from and depends on the eternal mind ‘which
comprehends within itself the steady and immutable rationes of all
things and their verities’.4 It can therefore discern eternal moral
principles and values. Good and evil, just and unjust, are not
relative conceptions, as Hobbes imagined. Even if it is possible to
have varying degrees of insight into moral values and principles,
‘these are none the less absolute. Cudworth had therefore no
sympathy with the view, which he ascribes to Descartes, that
moral and other eternal truths are subject to the divine omnipo-
tence and therefore, in principle, variable. Indeed, he goes so far
as to say that ‘if any one did desire to persuade the world, that
Cartesius, notwithstanding all his pretences to demonstrate a
Deity, was indeed but an hypocritical Theist, or personated and
disguised Atheist, he could not have a fairer pretence for it out of
all his writings than from hence; this being plainly to destroy the
Deity, by making one attribute thereof to devour and swallow up
another; infinite will and power, infinite understanding and
wisdom’.8

This belief in the mind’s power of discerning immutable truths,
which bear the evidence of their truth within themselves and which

3 The Tyue Intellectual System of the Universe, 4, 5, 9; 111, p. 637.
L Ibid. 3 Ibid., 4, 5, 12; 111, pp. 638—9. 4 Ibid., 4, 6, 2; 111, p. 639.
$ Ibid., 5, 1; 11, p. 533.
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are in some sense imprinted on the mind, was shared by other
Cambridge Platonists. Whichcote, for example, spoke of ‘truths
of first inscription’, of which we have knowledge ‘by the light of
first impression’. ‘For God made man to them (moral truths of
first inscription), and did write them upon the heart of man, before
he did declare them upon Mount Sinai, before he engraved them
upon the tables of stone, or before they were writ in our Bibles:
God made man to them, and wrought his law upon men'’s hearts;
and as it were, interwove it into the principles of our reason. . ..
(We possess) principles that are concreated. . . . Things of natural
knowledge, or of first impression in the heart of man by God,
these are known to be true as soon as ever they are proposed. . . ."?
Such are, for example, the principles of reverence for the Deity
and the fundamental principles of justice.

Similarly, Henry More, in his Enchiridion ethicum (1668)
enumerates twenty-three moral principles which he calls Noemata
moralia. According to him, they are ‘the fruit of that faculty
which is properly called Nous’,? and their truth is immediately
evident. The first of them is that ‘good is that which is pleasing,
agreeable and fitting to some perceptive life, or to a degree of this
life, and which is conjoined with the conservation of the per-
cipient’.? Another is that ‘what is good should be chosen; but evil
should be avoided. The greater good should be chosen in preference
to the latter, while a lesser evil should be tolerated lest we undergo
a greater.’* But More evidently did not think that his list of
twenty-three fundamental moral principles was exhaustive; for he
speaks of ‘these propositions and their like’.® This laying-down of
a large number of ‘undeniable’ principles links More with Lord
Herbert of Cherbury and anticipates the procedure of the later
‘Scottish School’.

The Cambridge Platonists, as we have seen, were not much in
sympathy with the prevailing philosophical and religious move-
ments of their country and time. Though they certainly did not
deny the part played by experience in human knowledge, they
were not in sympathy with the restricted and narrow concept of
experience which was becoming characteristic of what we call
‘empiricism’. And though they were far from denouncing science,
they showed little understanding of the development and method
of contemporary mathematical physics. They tended to look back
to ‘Platonic’ philosophies of nature rather than to attempt a

A Selected sermons, 1773, pp. 6-7. %1,4,2. dIbid. ¢Ibid. ®Ibid., 1,4, 4.
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forward-looking synthesis or harmonization of physics with meta-
physics. Further, their devotion to a Platonic and Christian
humanism led them to hold aloof from, and to adopt a critical
attitude towards, the theological controversy of the time. It is
understandable, therefore, that their influence was comparatively
slight, particularly if one bears in mind the unattractive literary
presentation of their ideas. This is not to say, of course, that they
exercised no influence at all. For example, in his Enchiridion
metaphysicum Henry More argued that the Cartesian geometrical
interpretation of nature leads us to the idea of absolute space,
indestructible, infinite and eternal. These attributes cannot, how-
ever, be the attributes of material things. Absolute space must be,
therefore, an intelligible reality which is a kind of shadow or
symbol of the divine presence and immensity. More was primarily
concerned with arguing that the mathematical interpretation of
nature, which separated the corporeal from the spiritual, ought
logically to lead to the linking of the one to the other; in other
words, he was concerned with developing an argumentum ad
hominem against Descartes. But his argument appears to have
exercised an influence on the Newtonian conception of space.
Again, Shaftesbury, who will be considered in connection with
ethics, was certainly influenced by Cambridge Platonists such as
Cudworth, More and Whichcote. Yet though Cambridge Platon-
ism did exercise some influence, it obviously stands apart from
what is generally considered to be the chief development in British
philosophy of the period, namely, empiricism.

4. The theory of innate ideas and principles was criticized by
Richard Cumberland (1632-1718), who died as bishop of Peter-
borough. In the introduction to his De legibus naturae (1672) he
makes it clear that in his opinion it is an unjustifiable short-cut if
in order to defend the moral order one simply postulates innate
ideas. To build natural religion and morality on a hypothesis
which has been rejected by the majority of philosophers and which
can never be proved is, he says, an ill-advised procedure.

But though Cumberland rejected the Cambridge Platonists’
hypothesis of innate ideas, he was at one with Cudworth in his
zeal to refute the philosophy of Hobbes. Laws of nature, in the
moral sense, were for him ‘propositions of unchangeable truth,
which direct our voluntary actions about choosing good and evil;
and impose an obligation to external actions even without civil
laws, and laying aside all consideration of those compacts which
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constitute civil government’.! The moral law does not depend,
therefore, on civil law or on the sovereign’s will. And the word
‘good’ has an objective meaning, signifying that which preserves,
develops and perfects the faculties of one or more things. But the
point which Cumberland especially emphasizes is that the good of
the individual is inseparable from that of others. For man is not,
as Hobbes depicted him, a human atom, entirely and incurably
egoistic: he is a social being, and he possesses altruistic and
benevolent, as well as egoistic, inclinations. There is, therefore, no
contradiction between the promotion of one’s own good and the
promotion of the common good. Indeed, the common good com-
prises within itself the good of the individual. It follows, therefore,
that ‘the common good is the supreme law’.? And the laws of
nature prescribe those actions which will promote the common
good, ‘and by which only the entire happiness of particular persons
can be obtained’.?

Cumberland does not work out his ideas in any very precise way.
But because he lays down the promotion of the common good as
the supreme law, in relation to which all other moral rules should
be determined, he has been called the precursor of utilitarianism.
It should be noted, however, that promotion of the common good
includes for him not only promotion of benevolence and love of
other men but also love of God. For perfection of our faculties,
even if Cumberland does not define ‘perfection’, certainly involves
for him the conscious appropriation and expression of our relation-
ship to God. Moreover, the law of benevolence is itself an expression
of the divine will and is furnished with sanctions, even though
disinterested love of God and man provides a higher motive for
obedience to the law than is provided by a self-regarding con-
sideration of sanctions.

In view of the emphasis which is customarily, and rightly,
placed on the development of empiricism in British philosophy, it
is as well not to forget the existence of men such as the Cambridge
Platonists and Richard Cumberland. For they represent what
Professor J. H. Muirhead called ‘the Platonic tradition in Anglo-
Saxon Philosophy’. If we wish to use the term ‘idealism’ in the
very wide sense in which the Marxists are accustomed to use the
word, we can speak of the Cambridge Platonists and kindred
thinkers as representing one phase of the idealist tradition in
British philosophy, the tradition which found an eminent expression

! De legibus naturae, 1. ? I'bid. 3 Ibid., 5.
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(combined with empiricism) in the writings of Berkeley and
which flourished in the latter part of the nineteenth century and in
the first two decades of the twentieth. On the Continent British
philosophy is often supposed to be inherently and constantly
empiricist and even naturalistic in character. The existence of
another tradition needs, therefore, to be emphasized if we are to
form a balanced view of the development of British thought.

CHAPTER 1V
LOCKE (1)

Life and writings—Locke’'s moderation and common sense—
The purpose of the Essay—The altack on innate ideas—The
empiricist principle.

1. JoHN LoCKE was born at Wrington, near Bristol, in 1632. His
father was a country attorney, and he was educated at home until
he went in 1646 to Westminster School, where he remained until
1652. In that year he entered the university of Oxford as a junior
student of Christ Church. After taking in due course the B.A. and
M.A. degrees, he was elected in 1659 to a senior studentship at
Christ Church. In the following year he was made a lecturer in
Greek, and later he was appointed Reader in rhetoric and Censor
of Moral Philosophy.

When Locke started studying philosophy at Oxford, he found
there a debased and rather petrified form of Scholasticism for
which he conceived a great distaste, regarding it as ‘perplexed’
with obscure terms and useless questions. No doubt, like some
other Renaissance and modern philosophers who revolted against
Aristotelian Scholasticism, he was more influenced by it than he
himself was aware; but his interest in philosophy was aroused by
his private reading of Descartes rather than by what was then
being taught at Oxford. This is not to say that Locke was ever a
Cartesian. But on certain points he was influenced by Descartes,
and in any case the latter’s writings showed him that clear and
orderly thinking is as possible inside as it is outside the sphere of
philosophy.

Locke’s studies at Oxford were not confined to philosophy. As
a friend of Sir Robert Boyle and his circle, he interested himself
in chemistry and physics, and he also pursued studies in medicine,
though it was not until a later date (1674) that he obtained his
medical degree and a licence to practise. He did not, however, take
up the practice of medicine as a regular career, nor did he con-
tinue his academic life at Oxford. Instead he became involved, in
a minor way, in public affairs.

In 1665 Locke left England as secretary.to a diplomatic mission,

headed by Sir Walter Vane, to the Elector of Brandenburg. Two
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years later, after his return to England, he entered the service of
Lord Ashley, afterwards the first earl of Shaftesbury, acting as
medical adviser to his patron and as tutor to the latter’s son. But
Shaftesbury evidently held a higher opinion of Locke’s abilities;
for when he became Lord Chancellor in 1672, he appointed his
friend to the post of secretary for the presentation of ecclesiastical
benefices. In 1673 Locke was made secretary to the council of
trade and plantations; but Shaftesbury’s political fortunes suffered
a reverse, and Locke retired to Oxford, where he still held his
studentship at Christ Church. Ill-health, however, led him to go
to France in 1675, and he remained there until 1680. During this
period he met Cartesians and anti-Cartesians and was influenced
by the thought of Gassendi.

On his return to England Locke re-entered the service of
Shaftesbury. But the latter was engaged in intrigue against
King James II, then Duke of York, and he was finally forced to
take refuge in Holland, where he died in the January of 1683.
Locke, believing that his own safety also was menaced, fled to
Holland in the autumn of the same year. Charles II died in 1685,
and Locke’s name was placed on a list of people wanted by the
new government in connection with Monmouth’s rebellion. He
therefore lived under an assumed name and did not return to
England even when his name had been removed from the list of
wanted persons. However, as Locke was aware, plans were afoot
for placing William of Orange on the throne of England, and
shortly after the revolution of 1688 Locke returned to his own
country, the Dutchman having been safely installed in London.

For reasons of health Locke declined the proffered post of
ambassador to the Elector of Brandenburg; but he retained a
minor office in London until in 1691 he retired to Oates in Essex,
where he lived as guest of the Masham family, though from 1696
until 1700 his duties as Commissioner of Trade forced him to
spend part of the year in the capital. He died in October 1704,
while Lady Masham was reading the Psalms to him. Incidentally,
this lady was the daughter of Ralph Cudworth, the Cambridge
Platonist, with whom Locke had been acquainted and with some
of whose views he was in sympathy.

Locke’s principal work is his Essay concerning Human Under-
standing.! In 1671 he was engaged in philosophical discussion with
five or six friends when it occurred to him that they could not

! References to this work by volume and page are to the edition by A. C. Fraser.
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make further progress until they had examined the mind’s capaci-
ties and seen ‘what objects our understandings were, or were not,
fitted to deal with’.! Locke prepared a paper on the subject, and
this formed the nucleus of the two early drafts of the Essay. He
continued work on the treatise during the following years, and the
first edition was published in 16go (preceded in 1688 by a French
abstract for Le Clerc’s Bibliothéque universelle). Three further
editions were published during Locke’s lifetime.

In 160 there also appeared Locke’'s Two Treatises of Civil
Government. In the first he attacked the theory of the divine right
of kings as expounded by Sir Robert Filmer, while in the second
he developed his own political theory. According to Locke in his
preface to the Treatises his motive in writing was to justify the
revolution of 1688 and make good the title of William of Orange
to occupy the throne of England. But this does not mean that .his
political principles had been hurriedly conceived with a view
to achieving this practical purpose. Moreover, his expression of his
political theory remains one of the most important documents in
the history of liberal thought, just as the Essay remains one of the
most important documents in the history of empiricism.

In 1693 Locke published Some Thoughts concerning Education
and in 1695 The Reasonableness of Christianity. In 1689 he pub-
lished in Latin, and anonymously, his first Letter on Toleration,
and this was followed, in 16go and 1693, by two other letters
on the same subject. An incomplete fourth letter appeared
posthumously in 1706, together with his discourse on miracles, his
examination of Malebranche's opinion about seeing all things in
God, the uncompleted work on The Conduct of the Understanding,
his memoirs of Shaftesbury, and some letters. Other material has
been subsequently published.

2. Locke, as is evident from his writings, was very much a man
of moderation. He was an empiricist, in the sense that he believed
that all the material of our knowledge is supplied by sense-
perception and introspection. But he was not an empiricist in the
sense that he thought that we can know only sense-presentations.
In his own modest fashion he was a metaphysician. He was a
rationalist in the sense that he believed in bringing all opinions
and beliefs before the tribunal of reason and disliked the sub-
stitution of expressions of emotion and feeling for rationally
grounded judgments. But he was not a rationalist in the sense of

i Essay, 'Epistle to the Reader’.
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one who denies spiritual reality or the supernatural order or the
possibility of divine revelation of truths which, while not contrary
to reason, are above reason, in the sense that they cannot be dis-
covered by reason alone and may not be fully understandable even
when revealed. He disliked authoritarianism, whether in the
intellectual or in the political field. And he was one of the earlier
exponents of the principle of toleration. But he was far from being
a friend of anarchy; and there were limits to the extent to which
he was willing to apply the principle of toleration. He was a
religious man; but he had no sympathy with fanaticism or with
intemperate zeal. One does not look to him for brilliant extrava-
ganzas or for flashes of genius; but one finds in him an absence of
extremes and the presence of common sense.

One or two commentators have objected against over-emphasiz-
ing Locke’s ‘common sense’. And it is true, for example, that his
theory of an occult substrate in material things is not a common-
sense view, if by this one means a view spontaneously held by a
man who is innocent of all philosophy. But when one speaks of
Locke’s common sense, one does not mean to imply that his
philosophy is no more than an expression of the spontaneously
held views of the ordinary man. One means rather that he en-
deavoured to reflect on and analyse common experience, that he
did not strive after originality by producing far-fetched theories
and one-sided, if brilliant, interpretations of reality, and that the
theories which he did produce were, in his opinion, required by
rational reflection on common experience. To those who expect
from a philosopher startling paradoxes and novel ‘discoveries’ he
inevitably appears as pedestrian and unexciting. But he gives
throughout the impression of being an honest thinker. In reading
him one is not forced to ask oneself constantly whether he can
possibly have believed what he was saying.

In his writings Locke employs ordinary English, apart from a
few technical terms; and he is to this extent easy to follow. But,
as far as the Essay at any rate is concerned, terms are not always
employed in the same sense; and he is to this extent difficult to
follow. In his ‘Epistle to the Reader’ Locke makes open acknow-
ledgement of the fact that the Essay was ‘written by incoherent
parcels; and after long intervals of neglect, resumed again, as my
humour or occasions permitted’. This serves to explain defects in
arrangement and a certain repetitiveness; ‘the way it has been
writ in, by catches, and many long intervals of interruption, being
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apt to cause some repetitions’. The reason for leaving the results
as they are is provided by Locke himself. ‘But to confess the truth,
I am too lazy, or too busy to make it shorter.” He might, however,
have profitably cleared up some major inconsistencies and fixed
more definitely the meaning of certain terms. For example, some-
times he speaks as though what we know is our ideas and the
relations between ideas, and, indeed, he defines the idea as the
object of the understanding when a man thinks. But at other
times he implies that we know at least some things directly. In
other words, he sometimes implies a representationist view of
knowledge, while on other occasions he implies the opposite.
Again, in what he has to say about universal ideas there are several
different strands or tendencies of thought. Sometimes he speaks
in a nominalist fashion, but at other times he implies what the
Scholastics call ‘moderate realism’. And the result of all this is that
under the prima facie simplicity and clarity of Locke’s writing
there is a certain amount of ambiguity and confusion. It is not that
Locke was incapable of clearing up these obscurities of thought:
he has himself provided what is doubtless the true explanation,
namely, that he was either too lazy or too busy to do so. o
3. We have seen that Locke undertook to institute an inquiry
concerning human knowledge. Other philosophers before him had,
of course, reflected on and written about human knowledge. In
the Greek world both Plato and Aristotle had done so and, from
a very different point of view, the sceptics. St. Augustine had
reflected on this subject, and the leading mediaeval philosophers
all considered it in one connection or another. In post-Renaissance
philosophy Descartes had treated the problem of certainty, and in
England both Francis Bacon and Hobbes had written about
human knowledge. But Locke was really the first philosopher to
devote his main work to an inquiry into human understanding, its
scope and its limits. And we can say that the prominent p}at}e
occupied in modern philosophy by the theory of knowledge is in
large measure due to him, even though it was the influence of
Kant which subsequently led to this branch of philosophical
inquiry usurping to all intents and purposes the whole field of
philosophy; that is to say, among those thinkers who adhered more
or less closely to the position of Kant himself. The mere faf:t,
therefore, that Locke devoted a large-scale treatise to an inquiry
into human understanding and knowledge has a peculiar impor-
tance of its own.
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Now it has already been mentioned that in his ‘Epistle to the
Reader’, prefaced to the Essay, Locke says that he considered it
necessary to inquire, with what objects are our understandings
fitted to deal, with what objects are they not fitted to deal. That
he asked such a question is understandable. For he thought that
men not infrequently wasted their energies on problems which
could not be solved by the human mind. And he also considered
that this procedure is an occasion for scepticism in others. If we
confined our attention to matters which fall within the scope of
the human intellect, we should make progress in knowledge, and
less occasion would be given for scepticism. But though it is
understandable that he asked the question, its formulation, as
given above, is unfortunate. For how, it may be asked, can we
distinguish between the objects with which the mind is capable of
dealing and those with which it is incapable of dealing without
passing beyond the scope of the mind? Or the objection can be
expressed in this way. If we can mention any object with which
the human mind is incapable of dealing, have we not implicitly
stated that the mind is capable of saying something about it and
so ‘dealing’ with it to a certain extent?

Further, Locke defines an idea as ‘whatever is meant by
phantasm, notion, species, or whatever it is which the mind can
be employed about in thinking’.! Here he tells us that the objects
of the mind are ideas. And it would appear that the mind is fitted
to deal with all its ideas. We could not say, with what objects the
mind is not fitted to deal. For if we could say this, we should have
ideas of these objects. And in this case we could deal with them,
since an idea is defined as that about which the mind can be
employed in thinking.

In his introduction to the Essay Locke says that his purpose is
‘to inquire into the original, certainty, and extent of human
knowledge; together with the grounds and degrees of belief,
opinion, and assent’.2 He thus makes no clear distinction between
the psychological question concerning the origin of our ideas and
epistemological questions such as the nature of certain knowledge
and the sufficient grounds for ‘opinion’. But this could hardly be
expected at the time. Before speaking of the method which he
proposes to employ, he remarks that it is worth while ‘to search
out the bounds between opinion and knowledge; and examine by
what measures, in things, whereof we have no certain knowledge,

1 E,, Introduction, 8; 1, p. 32. 1 Ibid., 2; 1, p. 26.
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we ought to regulate our assent, and moderate our persuasions’.
Here we have a more or less epistemological programme. But the
first point of the method of inquiry which Locke then gives is to
inquire ‘into the origin of those ideas, notions, or whatever else
you please to call them, which a man observes, and is conscious to
himself he has in his mind; and the ways, whereby the under-
standing comes to be furnished with them’.? Here we have a
psychological inquiry.

This inquiry into our ideas covers the first and second books of
the Essay. In the first book Locke argues against the theory of
innate ideas, while in the second he gives his own theories about
our ideas, their origin and nature. But, as one might expect when
an idea is defined as whatever is the object of the understanding
when a man thinks, discussion of ideas is sometimes discussion of
our ideas of things and sometimes of the things of which we have
ideas.

The third book treats of words. It is closely connected with the
preceding book, because ‘words in their primary or immediate
signification stand for nothing but the ideas in the mind of him
that uses them’.? Ideas represent things, and words stand for
ideas.

The second and third points in Locke’s method are ‘to show
what knowledge the understanding hath by those ideas; and the
certainty, evidence, and extent of it’ and to inquire ‘into the
nature and grounds of faith, or opinion’.* These subjects, know-
ledge and opinion, are dealt with in the fourth book.

4. With a view to clearing the ground in preparation for laying
the empiricist foundations of knowledge Locke first disposes of the
theory of innate ideas. He understands this theory as being the
doctrine that ‘there are in the understanding certain innate
principles; some primary notions, xowal &wvoua, characters, as it
were stamped upon the mind of man, which the soul receives in its
very first being; and brings into the world with it’.® Some of these
principles are speculative. Locke gives as examples ‘whatsoever is,
is’ and ‘it is impossible for the same thing to be and not to be’.
Others are practical, that is to say general moral, principles. In
the course of his discussion of this theory Locke makes explicit
mention of Lord Herbert of Cherbury’s theory of ‘common
notions’.® But he says that he consulted the latter’s De veritate

1 E., Introduction, 3; 1, p. 27. ?Ibid., p. 28. 3E,3,2,2,1,p. 0.
4 E., Introduction, 3; 1, p. 28. 8E,1,1,1;1,p.37. *E, 1,2, 15{;1 p. Bo.



74 A HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY—V

‘when I had writ this’ (the foregoing part of the discussion).
Hence he did not set out to attack Lord Herbert specifically; and
he does not tell us which philosopher or philosophers he had in
mind when he started to attack the theory of innate ideas. His
remarks about this theory being ‘an established opinion amongst
some men’ and about there being ‘nothing more commonly taken
for granted’ suggest perhaps that he was simply writing in general
against the theory, without intending to direct his criticism against
any individual in particular, Descartes, for example, or against a
particular group, such as the Cambridge Platonists. He includes
in a global fashion all the upholders of the theory.

The chief argument, according to Locke, which is customarily
adduced in favour of the theory is universal consent. Because all
men agree about the validity of certain speculative and practical
principles, it needs must be, it is argued, that these principles are
originally imprinted on men’s minds and that they brought them
into the world with them ‘as necessarily and really as they do any
of their inherent faculties’.?

Against this theory Locke argues in the first place that even if
it were true that all men agree about certain principles this would
not prove that these principles are innate, provided that some
other explanation can be given of this universal agreement. In
other words, if the agreement of all mankind about the truth of
these principles can be explained without introducing the hypo-
thesis of innate ideas, the hypothesis is superfluous, and the
principle of economy should be applied. Locke was, of course,
convinced that the origin of all our ideas can easily be explained
without postulating innate ideas. And for this reason alone he was
prepared to exclude the theory.

Secondly, Locke argues that the argument which is brought in
favour of the theory of innate ideas is worthless. For there is no
universal consent about the truth of any principle. Children and
idiots have minds, but they have no knowledge of the principle
that it is impossible for the same thing to be and not to be. Yet if
this principle were really innate, it must be known. ‘No proposition
can be said to be in the mind, which it never yet knew, which it
was never yet conscious of.’®2 Moreover, ‘a great part of illiterate
people, and savages, pass many years, even of their rational age,
without ever thinking on this and the like general propositions’.?
The general principles of the speculative order are ‘seldom

1E, 1, 1,21, p. 39. *E., 1, 1,51, p. 40. 3L, 1,1, 12,1, P. 45.
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mentioned in the huts of Indians, much less are they to be found
in the thoughts of children, or any impression of them on the
minds of naturals’.l As for the practical or moral principles, ‘it
will be hard to instance any one moral rule, which can pretend to
so general and ready an assent as, “What is, is” or to be so manifest
a truth as this, that ‘it is impossible for the same thing to be, and
not to be” .2 Where is the moral rule to which all men assent? The
general principles of justice and of observing contracts seem to be
the most generally received. But it is difficult to believe that those
who habitually infringe these rules have received them at birth as
innate principles. It may be urged that these people assent in their
minds to rules which they contradict in practice. But ‘I have
always thought the actions of men the best interpreters of their
thoughts’.® And ‘it is very strange and unreasonable to suppose
innate practical principles, that terminate only in contemplation’.4
We have, indeed, natural tendencies; but natural tendencies are
not the same thing as innate principles. If moral principles were
really innate, we should not find those differences in moral out-
look and practice in different societies and in different epochs
which we do in fact find. :

It may be objected that all this presupposes that principles, to
be innate, must be consciously apprehended from the beginning of
life, and that this presupposition is unwarranted. For they may be
innate, not in the sense that infants in arms consciously apprehend
them, but in the sense that they are apprehended when people
come to the use of reason. They may even be innate simply in the
sense that if and when a man comes to understand the meaning
of the relevant terms, he necessarily sees the truth of the proposi-
tion in question.

If to apprehend the truth of a principle when one reaches the
age of reason means apprehending its truth when one reaches
a certain determinate age, Locke did not believe that there are

‘any principles which a man necessarily apprehends when he has

passed a certain time in this world. Indeed, he thought, as we
have seen, that there are men who apprehend no general abstract
principles at all. As for the view that those principles are innate
the truth of which is seen when the meaning of the terms is known,
Locke did not deny that there are principles of this kind, but he
refused to admit that there is any adequate reason for calling them

1E., 1,1,27,1,p. 62. tE., 1,2, 1;1,p. 64.
*E., 1, 2, 3; 1, pp. 66-7. ¢ Ibid., p. 67.
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‘innate’. If immediate assent to a proposition once the terms are
understood is a certain sign that the proposition is an innate
principle, people ‘will find themselves plentifully stored with innate
principles’.! There will be ‘legions of innate propositions’.? More-
over, the fact that the meanings of the terms have to be learned
and that we have to acquire the relevant ideas is a sure sign that
the propositions in question are not in fact innate.

If, therefore, we take ‘innate’ to mean explicitly innate, Locke
objects that all the available evidence goes to show that there are
no explicitly innate principles. If, however, ‘innate’ is taken to
mean implicitly or virtually innate, Locke asks what is really
signified by the statement that there are innate principles in this
sense. ‘It will be hard to conceive what is meant by a principle
imprinted on the understanding implicitly; unless it be this,
that the mind is capable of understanding and assenting firmly
to such propositions.’”® And nobody denies that the mind is
capable of understanding and assenting firmly to, for example,
mathematical propositions. Why, then, call them innate? By the
addition of this epithet nothing is explained and nothing further
is said.

In view of the facts that the theory of innate ideas is not a
theory which counts in contemporary thought and that in any
case the Kantian theory of the a priori superseded the older theory
of innate ideas, it may seem that I have given too much space to
an outline of Locke’s treatment of the subject. But his discussion
of the theory serves at least to illustrate Locke’s common-sense
attitude and his constant recourse to the available empirical
evidence. Moreover, the purpose of a history of philosophy is not
simply that of mentioning theories which have an importance
also today. And in Locke’s time the theory of innate ideas was
influential. To a certain extent he may have been tilting at a wind-
mill; for it is hard to think of anyone who believed that infants in
arms apprehend explicitly any innate propositions. But, as we
have seen, Locke also attacked the theory of implicitly or virtually
innate ideas and principles; the theory in this form was held by
men of the calibre of Descartes and Leibniz. :

5. Setting aside, therefore, the hypothesis of innate ideas, how
does the mind come to be furnished with ideas? ‘Whence has it all
the materials of reason and knowledge? To this I answer, in one
word, from experience. In that all our knowledge is founded, and

1E, 1,171,181, p. 5I. 3 Ibdd., p. 53. *E., 1,1, 221, p. 56
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from that it ultimately derives itself.’ But what does Locke
understand by experience? His theory is that all our ideas are
ultimately derived from sensation or from reflection; and that
these two ‘make up experience. ‘Our senses, conversant about
particular sensible objects, do convey into the mind several dis?inct
perceptions of things, according to the ways wherein those objects
do affect them . . . when I say the senses convey into the mind, I
mean, they from external objects convey into the mind what
produces there those perceptions.’® This is sensation. The other
source of ideas is the perception of the operations of our own
minds, such as perceiving, thinking, doubting, believing and
willing. This source is reflection, ‘the ideas it affords being .suqh
only as the mind gets by reflecting on its own operations within
itself’.® All our ideas come from one or other of these sources.

Attention may be drawn in passing to the ambiguous use of the
term ‘idea’ to which allusion has already been made. Locke
frequently speaks, for example, of our ideas of sensible qualities,
while at other times the sensible qualities are spoken of as ideas.
Further, as will be shown later, he uses the term ‘idea’ not only for
sense-data but also for concepts and universal ideas. And though
it is doubtless possible to make out what Locke really wishes to
say on a given occasion, this careless use of the term ‘idea’ scarcely
serves the cause of clarity.

In any case, however, Locke is convinced that experience is the
fountain of all ideas. If we observe children, we see how their ideas
are formed, develop and increase in number together with their
experience. The human being’s attention is primarily directed
outwards, and sensation is thus the chief source of ideas. ‘Growing
up in a constant attention to outward sensation, (men) seldom
make any considerable reflection on what passes within them till
they come to be of riper years; and some scarce ever at all."¢ But
though reflection or introspection is not generally developed to the
same extent as sensation, we have no ideas of psychical activities
such as thinking and willing save by actual experience of these
activities. If the words are used when we have had no experience
at all of the corresponding activities, we do not know what the
words mean. Locke's conclusion is, therefore, that ‘all those
sublime thoughts which tower above the clouds, reach as high as
heaven itself, take their rise and footing here: in all that good
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extent wherein the mind wanders, in those remote speculations,
it may seem to be elevated with, it stirs not one jot beyond those
ideas which sense or reflection have offered for its contemplation’.?

Locke’s general principle, that all our ideas are grounded in
experience and depend on it, was basic in classical British
empiricism. And in view of the fact that rationalist philosophers
such as Descartes and Leibniz believed in virtually innate ideas,
we can speak of it as the ‘empiricist principle’. But this should not
be taken to mean that Locke invented it. To take but one example,
St. Thomas Aquinas in the thirteenth century maintained that all
our natural ideas and knowledge are grounded in experience, and
that there are no innate ideas. Moreover, Aquinas admitted sense-
perception and introspection or reflection as ‘fountains’ of ideas,
to use Locke’s way of talking, though he subordinated the latter
to the former, in the sense that attention is directed first to
external material objects. Aquinas was not, of course, what is
generally called an ‘empiricist’. Nor, for the matter of that, was
Locke himself a pure ‘empiricist’, if by pure empiricism we mean a
philosophy which excludes all metaphysics. But I do not wish to
institute any comparison between Aquinas and Locke. My object
in mentioning the former is simply to point out that it is a mistake
to suppose that Locke invented the theory that our ideas originate
in experience and to speak as though the doctrine of innate ideas
had held undisputed sway in the Middle Ages. Quite apart from
the fourteenth-century philosophers of the Ockhamist current of
thought, a metaphysician of the thirteenth century such as
Aquinas, who adhered more closely than did philosophers such as
St. Bonaventure to the Aristotelian way of thinking, had no belief
in the hypothesis of innate ideas. Locke’s assertion of the empiri-
cist principle was of great historical importance, but it was not
a novelty in the sense that nobody before him had maintained
anything of the kind.

1E. 2,1, 24; 1, p. 142,

CHAPTER V
LOCKE (2)

Simple and complex ideas—Simple modes; space, duration,
infinity—Mixed modes—Primary and secondary qualities—
Substance—Relations—Causality—Identity in relation to in-
organic and organic bodies and to man—Language—Universal
ideas—Real and nominal essences.

1. WHAT was said in the final section of the last chapter about the
origin of our ideas may suggest that in Locke's view the mind is
purely passive; that is, that ideas are ‘conveyed into the mind’
and lodged there, and that in the formation of ideas the mind plays
no active part at all. But this would be an erroneous interpretation
of Locke’s theory, if it were taken to be an adequate account. For
he made a distinction between simple and complex ideas. And
while the mind receives the former passively, it exercises an
activity in the production of the latter.

As examples of simple ideas Locke first gives the coldness and
hardness of a pie