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Horatio: O day and night, but this is wondrous strange!
Hamlet: And therefore as a stranger give it welcome.
There are more things in heaven and earth, Horatio,
Than are dreamt of in your philosophy.
Hamlet, Act I, Sc. V, 11.164-167.

To Horatio.



Preface

The significance of Henry More’s vitalist philosophy in the
history of ideas has been realized relatively recently, as the
bibliography will reveal. The general neglect of the Cambridge
Platonist movement may be attributed to the common prejudice
that its chief exponents, especially More, were obscure mystics
who were neither coherent in their philosophical system nor
attractive in their prose style. I hope that this modern edition
of More’s principal treatise will help to correct this unjust im-
pression and reveal the keenness and originality of More’s
intellect, which sought to demonstrate the relevance of classical
philosophy in an age of empirical science. The wealth of
learning -- ranging as it does from Greek antiquity to 17th-
century science and philosophy -- that informs More’ s
intellectual system of the universe should, in itself, be a recom-
mendation to students of the history of ideas. Though, for
those in search of literary satisfaction, too, there is not
wanting, in More’s style, the humour, and grace, of a man
whose erudition did not divorce him from a sympathetic
understanding of human contradictions. As for More’s
elaborate speculations concerning the spirit world in the final
book of this treatise, I think that we would indeed be justified in
regarding their combination of classical mythology amd
scientific naturalism as the literary and philosophical
counterpart of the great celestial frescoes of the Baroque
masters.

In the preparation of this edition, I am indebted to the
Departments of Philosophy, Classics, and English of the
Pennsylvania State University for the valuable learning I
derived from them. Particularly, Prof. Emily Grosholz and
Prof. Michael Kiernan helped me with many suggestions on the
philosophical and textual aspects of this edition. I should also
like to thank the two readers for Martinus Nijhoff for their
perspicacious comments on my edition.

My thanks are due also to Prof. Charles Mann, Mrs.
Noelene Martin and Mrs. Grace Perez of the Pennsylvania
State University Library, and to the Librarians of Columbia
University Library, the New York Academy of Medicine



Library, the Folger Renaissance Library, and the Library of
Congress, for their kindness in facilitating my research. The
figure of the brain from Charles Singer’s transcription of
Vesalius’ De Humani Corporis Fabrica that I have used in my
Introduction is reproduced by courtesy of the Wellcome Medical
Historical Museum, London.

Finally, I must thank Mrs. P. M. Sawchuk for heroically
typing the manuscript of this edition, and Mr. Thomas
Minsker, of the University Computation Center, for his expert
assistance in printing it.

University Park, Pennsylvania Alexander Jacob
July, 1986
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Biographical Introduction

But for the better Understanding of all this, we are
to take ... our Rise a little higher and to premise
some things which fell out in my Youth; if not also in
my Childhood itself. To the End that it may more
fully appear that the things which I have written,
are not any borrowed, or far-fetch’d Opinions, owing
unto Education and the Reading of Books; but the
proper Sentiments of my own Mind, drawn and
derived from my most intimate Nature -- Henry
More, Preface to Opera Omnia (1679) 1

The intellectual individuality which characterized Henry
More, the principal representative of the group of Platonist
philosophers that distinguished the University of Cambridge in
the middle of the seventeenth century,2 is evidenced in the
earliest stages of his life. More was born at Grantham in
Lincolnshire, and was baptized at the parish church,
St.Wulfram’s, on October 10, 1614.3 His father, Alexander
More, was a Calvinist,and was alderman and, later,mayor of
Grantham for several years. Henry More was the seventh son
of Alexander More and, from his childhood, he displayed an
"anxious and thoughtful genius" which manifested itself in a
considerable proficiency in French and Latin at Grantham
School as well as a keen sensitivity to the Platonic harmony of
Spenser’s poetry, which his father read to him "entertaining us
on winter nights, with that incomparable Peice of his, the Fairy

1 Tr. Richard Ward in The Life of the learned and pious Dr. Henry More, ed.
M. F. Howard, London:Theosophical Publishing Co., 1911, p. 58.

2 Of the other Cambridge Platonists, the most important are Benjamin
Whichcote (1609-1683), John Smith (1618-1652), and Ralph Cudworth (
1617-1688).

3 The Parchment Roll at Grantham, entitled 'A true Certificate of all such
as were baptized in the Parish Church of Grantham, Anno Domini 1614’
indicates the baptism date of Henry More thus "October 10, Henry the
Sonne of Mr.[Alexander] More" ( Folio Register Parchment). See A.B.
Grosart, The Complete Poems of Dr. Henry More, Edinburgh, 1878, rpt. N.Y.:
AMS Press, 1967, p.xiin.
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Queen, a Poem as richly fraught with divine Morality as
Phansy."? This humanistic temperament could not be
reconciled with the harsh doctrine of predestination which his
Calvinist upbringing had forced upon him, and already by the
time of his entry to Eton (1627 or 1628), he was revolting
against it. He remembers in his autobiographical sketch that
he vehemently disputed against the Calvinist interpretation of
fate that his paternal uncle,® who accompanied him to Eton,
imposed on the words of Epictetus," dye ue & Zed kal o0 f
nsnpwuévn,“6 until his uncle had to threaten him with the rod for
his "immature Forwardness in philosophizing concerning such
matters." For, indeed, as he says, "I had such deep Aversion
in my Temper to this Opinion, and so firm and unshaken a
perswasion of the Divine Justice and Goodness, that on a
certain Day, in a Ground belonging to Aeton College, where the
Boys us’d to play, and exercise themselves, musing concerning
these Things with my self ... I did seriously and deliberately
conclude within myself viz; 'If I am one of those that are
predestinated unto Hell, where all Things are full of nothing
but Cursing and Blasphemy, yet will I behave myself there
patiently and submissively towards God; and if there be any
one Thing more than another, that is acceptable to him, that
will I set myself to do with a sincere Heart, and to the utmost
of my Power’: Being certainly persuaded that if I thus
demeaned my self, he would hardly keep me long in that
Place."” Opposed to the frightening God of Calvin, More was
inbred with a more spiritual awareness of Divinity, an
"exceeding hail and entire Sense of God, which Nature herself
had planted deeply in me."3

This "boniform faculty” in him, as he was to call it later®

4 More, "To his dear Father Alexander More, Esquire,” in Grosart, op.
cit.,p. 4.

5 This was probably Gabriel More D.D. who, in March 1631-2, was
installed Prebendary of Westminster, see Grosart, op. cit., p.xn.

6 "Lead me, O Jupiter, and thou, Fate."

7 Ward, op. cit., p. 59.

8 Ward, op.cit., p. 60.

9 cf. Enchiridion Ethicum, Bk I, Ch. 5, Art. 7: "Wherefore as it is now plain,
that something there is which of its own nature, and incontestably is true.
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was allowed to develop rapidly at Cambridge which he entered
in 1631. Masson, in his Life of John Milton, presents a piquant
evocation of More’s arrival at Christ’s in the last year of
Milton’s residence there: "Among the new admissions at
Christ’s, besides a Ralph Widdrington, afterwards of some note
as a physician, a Charles Hotham, and others whose
subsequent history might be traced, there was one youth at
whem Milton, had he foreseen what he was to be, would
certainly have looked with more than common attention. This
was a tall thin sapling, of clear olive complexion, and a mild
and rapt expresion, whose admission into the College is
recorded in the entrybook thus:

December 31,1631 -- Henry More, son of Alexander,
born at Grantham in the County of Lincoln, grounded
in letters at Eton by Mr. Harrison, was admitted, in
the 17th year of his age a lesser pensioner under Mr.
Gell. 10

This new student, whose connexion with Christ’s thus began
just as that of Milton was drawing to a close, was the Henry
More afterwards so famous as the Cambridge Platonist, and so
memorable in the history of the College.11 More was especially
fortunate in being tutored by Robert Gell, whom he describes as
"a Person both learned and pious and, what I was not a little
sollicitous about, not at all a Calvinist.”'? Gell was a friend of

So is there somewhat which of its own nature is simply good. Also that as
the former is comprehended by the Intellect, so the sweetness and delight
of the latter is relished by the Boniform Faculty. (Tr.Edward Southwell in
An Account of Virtue; or, Dr.Henry More’ s Abridgement of Morals,put into
English, London, 1690, p. 31).
10 This is an English rendering of the original Latin :

"Decemb. 31, 1631
Henricus More, Filius Alexander, natus Granthamiae in agro Lincolinensi
literis institutus Etonae a M*° Harrison, anno aetatis 17. admissus est
Pensionarius minor sub M™ Gell." (Grosart,op. cit., p. Xv)
11 David Masson, The Life of John Milton, London: Macmillan, 1881, I:
248f.

iii



iv

INTRODUCTION

the liberal divine Joseph Mede, (who, until his death in 1638,
was a very influential figure in the College) and was, even
more than Mede, interested in the Cabala and Hermetism. It
is quite probable that, as Geoffrey Bullough conjectures, he
contributed to the development of similar esoteric interests in
the young More.'3The intimate connection in More’s mind
between Divinity and Nature is seen in his account of the
"mighty and almost immoderate Thirst after Knowledge" which
dominated him as a student, especially for "that which was
Natural; and above all others, that which was said to drive into
the deepest Cause of Things, and Aristotle calls the first and
highest Philosophy, or Wisdom ... For even at that Time, the
Knowledge of natural and divine Things seem’d to me the
highest Pleasure and Felicity imaginable."14

This enthusiasm for philosophy led him first to the study
of Aristotle and Cardano and Scaliger, but he was quickly
disillusioned with their teachings, which seemed to him "either
so false or uncertain, or else so obvious and trivial, that I
looked upon myself as havin§ plainly lost my time in the
Reading of such Authors."? By the time of taking his
bachelor’s degree in 1635, he was beginning to ponder seriously
"whether the Knowledge of things was really that Supreme
Felicity of Man; or something Greater and more Divine was;
Or, supposing it to be so, whether it was to be acquired by such
an Eagerness and Intentness in the reading of Authors, and
contemplating of Things; or by the Purging of the Mind from all
sorts of Vices whatsoever; Especially having begun to read now
the Platonick Writers, Marsilius Ficinus, Plotinus himself,
Mercurius Trismegistus, and the Mystical Divines, among
whom there was frequent mention made of the Purification of
the Soul, and of the Purgative Course that is previous to the
Hluminative."'® More was also deeply influenced by the
mediaeval mystical work attributed to Tauler, or disciple of his,
Theologia Germanica which had been edited and popularized by

12 Ward, op. cit., p. 61.

13 Bullough, Philosophical Poems of Henry More, Manchester, 1931, p. xv.
14 Ward, op. cit., p. 62

15 Ward, op. cit., p. 63.

16 Ibid., p. 64f.
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Luther, and which detailed the process of spiritual purification.
However, although More may have been encouraged in his
Platonic and mystical learning by Mead, Gell, and Benjamin
Whichcote -- the influential Platonist Puritan of Emmanuel
College who was appointed Sunday Afternoon Lecturer in
Trinity Church in 1636 and, later, Provost of King’s College in
1644 -- More was indeed the first to undertake a detailed
philosophical study of Neoplatonism. The young More’s
extraordinary enthusiasm for Platonist learning is evident from
the fact he was the first to possess a copy of Plotinus at Cam-
bridge. As he himself declares in his letter of December
27,1673 to Rev. E. Elys, "I bought one copy of Plotinus when I
was a Junior Master for 16 shillings and I think I was the first
that had either the luck or the courage to buy him,"17
Whichcote, who used to be considered the founder of the C
bridge Platonist movement'®, was never deeply philosophical,
and the incidental Platonism of his sermons can scarcely be
compared to the elaborate Neoplatonic metaphysics that More
reconstructed from the ancients in his Psychodia Platonica,
which is, indeed, the first major philosophical document of the
movement.

The Psychodia Platonica was the literary culmination of
More’s spiritual efforts to achieve mystical enlightenment, "a
more full Union with this Divine and Celestiall Principle, the
inward flowing Wellspring of Life eternal." These efforts seem,
indeed, to have been successful, for, as he reports, "When this
inordinate Desire after the Knowledge of things was thus
allay’d in me, and I aspir’d after nothing but this sole Purity
and Simplicity of Mind, there shone upon me daily a greater
Assurance than ever I could have expected, even of those
things which before I had greatest Desire to know. Insomuch
that within a few years, I was got into a most Joyous and

17 More, Letters on Several Subjects, London, 1694, p. 27.

18 See J. D. Roberts’ book on Whichcote, From Puritanism to Platonism in
Seventeenth Century England, The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1968.

19 See C. A. Staudenbaur’s convincing refutation of Robert’s championing
of Whichcote as the father of the Cambridge Platonists in his review
article ,"Platonism, Theosophy and Immaterialism: Recent views of the
Cambridge Platonists,” JHI, ( 1974), 157-63.
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Lucid State of Mind, and such plainly as is ineffable."2%This
state of intellectual radiance he immediately recorded in a short
poem called EbVnopia (which answered an earlier poem
expressing his spiritual perplexity, called Anopia ) However,
the first major fruit of his Neoplatonic enlightenment was the
long poem called "Psychozoia, or the Life of the Soul,” which he
composed in 1640, probably while he was a non-regent M.A. at
the the college2 land before he was elected Fellow and Tutor of
Christ’s -- a position he occupied for the rest of his life.2? Later
followed companion pieces, 'Psychathanasia, or the Immortality
of the Soul,” ’Antipsychopannychia, or the confutation of the
Sleep of the Soul’, and ’Antimonopsychia, containing a
confutation of the wunity of Souls’ which, together with
"Psychozoia’, were published as ‘Puyodia Platonica: or a
Platonicall Song of the Soul in 1642. Four years later, under
the impulse of his discovery of Cartesian philosophy, he wrote
a new poem called Democritus Platonissans, or an essay upon
the Infinity of Worlds out of Platonick principles. He appended
this to ’'Psychathanasia’ in his second edition of A Platonick
Song of the Soul (published in his Philosophicall Poems of 1647)
along with an appendix to ’Antipsychopannychia’ on ’The
Praexistency of the Soul.’

The enthusiasm with which More greeted Descartes’
philosophical principles is evident in the letters he wrote to
Descartes between December 1648 and October 1649 as well

20 Ward, op. cit., p. 67.

21 See C. C. Brown, "Henry More’s 'Deep retirement’: New material on
the early years of the Cambridge Platonist,” RES, (NS) xx,(1969) 445-54.
22 Ward, in his Life, declares that More was so devoted to "Contemplation
and Solitude that he turned down every preferment offered to him
including the Deanery of Christchurch, the Provostship of Dublin College
with. the Deanery of St. Patrick’s, two Bishoprics, and even the Mastership
of Christ’s College, Cambridge (Ward,op. cit., Ch. 4). More was fortunate in
inheriting considerable property on the death of his father ( cf. Alexander
More’s will, proved 23 April, 1649, in Consistory Court Lincoln, 1649, fol.
236). It is with reason, therefore, that he says in his Epistle Dedicatory to
Lady Conway in An Antidote against Atheism: "For the best result of Riches, I
mean in reference to our selves, is, that finding ourselves already well provided
for, we may be fully Masters of our own time" (Sig. A3 ).
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as in most of the philosophical works he publlshed in the two
decades after the poems of 1647. 23 However, even in the letter,
More is careful to indicate the points on which he differed from
the French philosopher, such as the latter’s restriction of
extension to matter and his denial of souls to beasts. So that,
although More benefitted greatly from his exposure to the
discipline of the Cartesian system -- reflected, chiefly in the
axiomatic method of demonstration adopted in An Antidote
against Atheisme (1653) and The Immortality of the Soul (1659)
-- it is not surprising that his increasingly religious concerns
after 1660 and the dangers posed by the rlse of several
atheistic Cartesian philosophers on the continent?* led him to
turn against his former idol in his final philosophical treatise of
1671, Enchiridion Metaphysicum, where the Cartesians are
mocked as ’Nullibists.’??

Apart from his correspondence with Descartes, More’s
involvement in contemporary intellectual controversies is
reflected in his attacks on Thomas Vaughan’s theurgic
treatises, Anthroposophia Theomagica and Anima magica
abscondita (1650). Vaughan, twin brother of the poet Henry
Vaughan, was a Rosicrucian, and More considered his magical
mysticism an enthusiastic distortion of Platonism. More was
angered, too, by Vaughan’s criticism of Descartes in these
works since he himself was still an ardent admirer of the
French philosopher. Further, Vaughan’ s claim that he was a
Platonist seemed to More a threat to his own reputation since

23 See Epistolae Quatuor ad Renatum Descartes in A Collection of Several
Philosophical Writings of Dr. Henry More, London, 1662.

24 More may have had in mind, particularly, such Cartesians works as
Lambert van Velthuysen’s, Tractatus de Initiis Primae Philosophiae (1664),
Louis de la Forge’s Tractatus de Mente Humana (1669), and Lodewijk
Meyer’s Philosophia S. Scripturae interpres Exercitatio paradoxa (1666), and
Adriaan Koerbagh’s Een Bloemhof van allerley lieflikheyd sonder verdriet
(1668), which exhibited increasing degrees of atheism. ( see A. Gabbey
“Philosophia Cartesiana Triumphata:Henry More (1646-1671)" in Problems
of Cartesianism, ed. T. M. Lennon, J. M. Nichols, J. W. Davis, Kingston:
McGill-Queen’s Univ. Press, 1982, pp. 239ff.).

25 The term ’nullibists’ refers to the Cartesian denial of extension to res
cogitans and the consequent denial of place to it.
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he was, at that time, the most important Platonist philosopher
in England and was liable to be linked with Vaughan; for, as he
said, there being "nobody else besides us two dealing with these
kinds of notions, men might yoke me with so disordered a com-
panion as yourself'."26 More’s first attack on Vaughan,
Observations upon Anthroposophia Theomagica and Anima
Magica  Abscondita, (1650) under the  pseudonym
’Alazonomastix’ (Vaughan had called himself ’Eugenius
Philalethes’) was answered by Vaughan in The man-mouse
taken in a Trap (1650). More replied to this in The Second Lash
of Alazonomastix (1651), and Vaughan retaliated scurrilously
with The Second Wash; or The Moor Scour’d Again (1651).
More refused to answer this work and thereby brought the
quairel to a close. However, his rationalist disdain for the
whole phenomenon of religious "Fantastry and Enthusiasme"
was so great that he decided to republish his two tracts against
Vaughan, along with an extended discussion of the subject
which he called Enthusiasmus Triumphatus, in 1656.
"Enthusiasm" was not the only danger that More had to
combat. While the Platonist movement was growing in Christ’s
College with the arrival of George Rust?’ in 1649 and Ralph
Cudworth as Master of Christ’s in 1654, there developed a
strong opposition to the new ’Latitude men’ as they were
derisively called, from orthodox divines. More was "rayl’d at
and bluster’d against for an Heretick,"?® and in December
1665 Ralph Widdrington (also of Christ’s) even petitioned the
Archbishop against the college as "a seminary of Heretics."
The rational theology of More and his advocacy of religious
toleration rather than dogmatism in An Explanation of the
Grand Mystery of Godliness (1660) provoked an angry response
from Joseph Beaumont, Master of Peterhouse and author of

26 More, The Second Book of Alazonomastix, Cambridge, 1651, p. 35.

27 Rust was a disciple of More and author of A Letter of Resolution
Concerning Origen and the Chief of His Opinions (London,1661) and A
Discourse of Truth (London, 1682).

28 More, letter to Lady Conway, December 31,1663,in M.H.Nicolson, ed.,
Conway Letters,(New Haven:Yale Univ. Press,1930) No.141,p. 220.

29 See More, letter to Lady Conway, June 29, 1665, Conway Letters, No.161,
p. 242.



INTRODUCTION

Psyche (1668), in a set of ’Objections’ which he privately
communicated to More. More defended himself in The Apology
of Dr.Henry More (1664) in which he insisted that "there is no
real clashing at all betwixt any genuine spirit of Christianity
and what true Philosophy and right Reason does determine or
allow." Beaumont replied with Some Observations upon the
Apologie of Dr.Henry More (1665) which, however, as Grosart
puts it, "never gets at More’s meaning, and More crushes him
.. in his iron grasp and strangely piercing though mystical
logic."30

Most of More’s writings after 1660 were predominantly
theological and dealt mostly with Scriptural and Apocalyptic
exegesis, such as An Exposition of the seven Epistles to the seven
Churches (1669), Apocalypsis Apocalypseos (1680), and
Paralipomena Prophetica (1685), or anti-papist polemics such as
A Modest Enquiry into the Mystery of Iniquity (1664), and An
Antidote against Idolatry (1672-73). His translation of his
philosophical works into Latin, Opera Omnia(1675-79), also
contains several scholia of a Christian Cabalist nature. This
does not mean that he abandoned all interest in philosophical
issues in his later works. In the Divine Dialogues (1668), he
elegantly united science, philosophy, and theology in a series of
Platonic dialogues, while the Enchiridion Metaphysicum (1671)
was a renewed exposition of his anti-mechanistic system. His
polemical writings of this period included the Philosophiae
Teutonicae Censura against Jacob Boehme (written in 1670 and
published in the Opera Omnia ), and the Epistola altera ad V. C.
and Demonstrationum duarum Propositionum against Spinoza
(written between 1677-78 and published in the Opera Omnia).
Apart from these, More also published a treatise of morality,
Enchiridion Ethicum (1668), which is one of his finest works.

Although most of his works were written at Cambridge,
his intellectual life gained considerable extension through his
frequent visits to Ragley Hall in Warwickshire, the seat of the
Conways. Lady Anne Conway (1631-1689) was the sister of
one of his pupils, John Finch (1626-1682) and, ever since her
first acquaintance with More, she remained an ardent student

30 A.B. Grosart, The Complete Poems of Joseph Beaumont,Edinburgh:1880,
rpt. N.Y.: AMS Press, 1967, :xxxii.

ix
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of his, and a devoted friend.®! It was at her home that More
met the Cabalist Frans Mercurius van Helmont, son of the
alchemist Jan-Baptista van Helmont, and friend of Leibniz.
Through Helmont, More was introduced to the Christian
Cabalist, Baron Christian Knorr von Rosenroth, and
contributed articles to the latter’s Latin translation of the
Zohar, Kabbala Denudata (Frankfurt,1677). However, in spite
of his varied intellectual contacts, More’ s metaphysical system
was an original one and changed little in its essentials
throughout his philosophical career. The extraordinary wide-
ranging scope of his reading in both ancient and contemporary
philosophy and science only prompted interesting modulatlons
and elaborations from time to time of the principal theme of the
reality and primacy of spirit in the universe.

Despite the many controversies that attended his
philosophical career, More concluded his life with a sense of
fulfillment, and one of his last statements before his death was
"That he had with great sincerity offer’d what he had written
to the world" and "That he had spent all his time in the state of
those Words, Quid Verum sit et quid Bonum quaero et rogo; et in
hoc omnis sum.3? More’s death was peaceful and, according to
Ward, he exgressed his sense of death to his close friend, Dr.
John Davies®® who attended him constantly in his last days,
"in those first Words of that famous Sentence of Tully’s: 'O
Praeclarum illum Diem:’ ... O most Blessed Day: When I shall
come to that Company of Divine Souls above, and shall depart
from this Sink and Rout below"3* More died on September 1,
1687, and was buried two day later, in the Chapel of Christ’s
College, Cambridge.

31 The relationship between More and Lady Conway -- which resembled
Descartes’ friendship with Princess Elizabeth of Bohemia -- has been
elaborately discussed in Nicolson’s edition of the Conway Letters and A.
Gabbey’ s article, "Anne Conway et Henry More," Archives de Philosophie,
48 (1977),379-404.

32 Ward, op.cit., p. 225.

33 John Davies, D. D. (Oxon.) 1678, was rector of Heydon, Essex.

34 Ward,op. cit., p. 227.



INTRODUCTION

The intellectual background of The Immortality of the Soul.

Although The Immortality of the Soul is the most complete
exposition of More’s philosophical system, it is anticipated in
many of its themes by the five long poems that constitute his A
Platonick Song of the Soul, (1647). More’s earliest meditations
on the soul and its immortality were inspired primarily by the
desire to establish the spiritual reality of God and thus counter
the scepticism of the atheists of the age. In this respect, his
philosophical writings form a major contricution to the
abundant apologetic literature of the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries which, ever since the injuncticn of the fifth Lateran
Council (1512-17) under Pope Leo X to attempt demonstrations
of the existence of God and of the immortality of the soul,
sought to counter the rise of atheism amongst those imbued
with Epicurean learning and the new science. The first of the
poems of the Platonick Song of the Soul (or Psychodia Platonica,
as I shall call it, for convenience, after the title of the first
edition), ’Psychozoia,” moves from a macrocosmic to a
microcosmic representation of the soul, the first part detailing
the metaphysical movements of Psyche, the World Soul, and
the second describing the spiritual progress of an individual
human soul, Mnemon. The allegorical form of 'Psychozoia’ was
derived from Spenser’s Faerie Queene (1590-1609), but More’s
hero, Mnemon, is of a loftier spirituality than even the Red
Cross Kight and attains a state of mystical union with God,
Theoprepy, whereas the Red Cross Kight is allowed only a
glimpse of the City of God in The Faerie Queen, X, 55-67. This
difference is due mainly to the Neoplatonist cast of More’s
mind, which, in fact, tired so easily of earthly adventures that,
after 'Psychozoia,” he abandoned the Spenserian allegorical
method, and expounded philosophical concepts in discursive
verse in the next four poems of his Psychodia Platonica.

C. A. Staudenbaur has shown that the structure of More’s
Psychodia Platonica is to a large extent derived from Ficino’s
Theologia Platonica de immortalitate animorum.35 While this
may be true of parts of Psycathanasia,the contents of More’s

35 See C. A. Staudenbaur, "Galileo, Ficino, and Henry More’s
Psychathanasia,” JHI, 29 (1968), 567-578.

x1



xii

INTRODUCTION

poems are not exactly the same as Ficino’s, More having
formulated his notion of Psyche and the individual spirit from
the more ancient sources of the Chaldean oracles, Hermes Tris-
megestus, Plotinus and the Alexandrian Neoplatonists, as well
as from later Platonists like Psellus and Ficino.2® Another
poetic precedent closer to home that has been little noted by
critics is Sir John Davies’ Nosce Teipsum (1599, 4th ed. 1622),
whose second elegy treats ’Of the souls of man, and the
immortalitie thereof.”®” Davies, like More, insists that "[The
Soule] is a substance , and a reall thing," (273) which is distinct
from the body which "yet she survives , although the Bodie dies"
(272).3% He proves the separate reality of the soul by
theoretical arguments such as the independence of the soul in
its peculiar acts of ratiocination and judgement. Unlike More,
however, Davies believes that the soul is created individually in
every man (the ’Creationist’ hypothesis). He even specifically
denies the theory that More was to maintain about the origin of
souls.

Then neither from eternitie before,
Nor from the time when Times first point begun
Made he all Soules, which now he keeps in store

Some in the Moone, and others in the Sunne
(11. 593-6)

since it comes dangerously close to the theory of
metempsychosis:

36 cf. A. Jacob, "Henry More’s Psychodia Platonica and its relationship to
Marsilio Ficino’s Theologia Platonica," JHI, 46, No. 4 (1985), pp. 503-22.

37 It is not my intention in this section to suggest possible influences on
More’s work so much as to give the reader an overview of the major 17th
century treatises on the immortality of the soul before More’s own contri-
bution to the subject. For a survey of the controversy about the immor-
tality of the soul from the Middle Ages to the Renaissance, see G. T.
Buckley, Atheism in the English Renaissance, Chicago: Univ. of Chicago
Press, 1932, Ch. II.

38 All quotations from Davies are from The Poems of Sir John Davies, ed.R.
Krueger, Oxford: O.U.P., 1975.

39 cf. 'The Praeexistency of the Soul,’95.
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Nor did he first a certain number make,
Infusing part in beasts, and part in men,

And, as unwilling farther paines to take,

Would made no more then those he formed then:

So that the widow Soule, her body dying,

Unto the next borne body married was

And so by often chaunging and supplying,

Mens soules to beasts, and beasts to men did passe:
(11. 601-8)

Davies’ explanation of the reason why the soul is infused into
the body by God shows him to be one of the typical
anthropocentric Renaissance Platonists such as Ficino and
Mirandola:

This substance, and this spirit, of Gods owne making
Is in the bodie plac’t, and planted here,

"That both of God, and of the world partaking,

"Of all that is, man might the image beare.

God first made Angels bodilesse, pure, minds;
Then other things, which mindlesse bodies bee;
Last he made Man, th’ Horizon twixt both kinds,
In Whom we do the worlds abridgement see.
(11. 877-84)

The particular manner in which the union of soul and body
is effected is illustrated through the characteristic Neoplatonist
metaphor of light

But as the faire, and cheerefull morning light,
Doth here, and there, her silver beames impart,
And in an instant doth her self unite

To the transparent Aire, in all and part:

So doth the piercing Soule the bodie fill:.
Being all in all, and all in part diffus’d,
Indivisible, incorruptible still,
Not forc’t encountred, troubled or confus’d.
(11. 909-12, 917-20)
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The diversity of the soul’s phenomenal effects, too, is explained
with the Neoplatonist analogy of the sun:.

And as the Sunne above the light doth bring
Though we behold it in the Aire below,

So from th’ eternall light the Soule doth spring,
Though in the bodie she her powers do show

But as this worlds Sunne doth effects beget
Diverse, in divers places every day,
Here Autumnes temperature, there Summers heate,

Here flowrie Spring-tide and there Winter gray.
(11. 921-28)

Davies divides the powers of the soul within the body into
three main sorts, the vegetative or quickening powers, the
powers of sense, and the intellective powers. The first
corresponds to More’s ’plastic’ faculty, the second includes the
five senses and imagination, or the common sense, as well as
phantasy, sensative memory ,the emotions, and motions, vital
and local. The intellectual powers are wit (reason and
understanding, opinion and judgement) and will.

The arguments that Davies offers for the soul’s
immortality are entirely theoretical, such as its desire for
knowledge, its motions "of both will and wit," which lead it to
the eternal God, its contempt of bodily death, and the universal
thought of immortality amongst men even those who doubt it:

And though some impious wits do questions move
And doubt if Soules immortal be or no
That doubt then immortalitie doth prove

Because they seeme immortall things to know.
(1l. 1521-4)

Davies clinches his arguments for the soul’s immortality by
declaring that the soul is incorruptible and indestructible, since
no material or temporal agents might affect her spiritual
nature, and her divine cause, God, will never cease to exist.
Like most other works of this kind, the last part of Nosce
Teipsum answers objections to the immortality of the soul. The
apparent evidence of the soul’s degeneration in senility and
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insanity Davies counters by attributing this change to the
clouding of the brain by humours of "Phrensie” which "so
disturbes, and blots the formes of things"(1.1650). But the soul
itself is left intact, and once the humours are purged, "Then
shall the wit, which never had disease, Discourse, and Judge,
discreetly as it ought" (1.1659-60). In answering the next
objection, that the soul is impotent after death since it has no
more organs to operate with, Davies reiterates the soul’s
independence of the body in its higher activities of judgement
and choice. The soul’s efficiency is, in fact, heightened after its
release from the body, and Davies describes the perfect
knowledge of the disembodied soul in a manner quite similar to
More’s at the end of 'The Praeexistency of the Soul’:40

So when the Soule is borne (for death is nought
But the Soules birth, and so we should it call)
Ten thousand things she sees beyond her thought,
And in an unknowne manner knowes them all.

Then doth she see by Spectacles no more,
She heares not by report of double spies
Her selfe in instants doth all things explore,

For each thing present, and before her lyes.
(11. 1773-80)

The next objection, too, is one discussed by More in his
Immortality of the Soul,41 namely, the fact that souls do not
return to bring us news of the other world. To this Davies

replies;

The Soule hath here on earth no more to do,

40 cf. 'The Praeexistency of the Soul,” 102:

... But when she’s gone from hence,

Like naked lamp she is one shining sphear.

And round about has perfect cognoscence

Whatever in her Horizon doth appear:

She is one Orb of sense all eye all airy ear.
41 cf. The Immortality of the Soul, Bk. III, Ch. 15.

Xv
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Then we have businesse in our mothers wombe;
What child doth covet to returne thereto?

Although all children first from thence do come.
(11. 1789-92)

To the last objection, that the rewards and punishments of
heaven and hell are merely fictitious, Davies simply replies
that it is a common notion amongst all mankind and

... how can that be false which every tong
Of every mortall man affirms for true;
Which truth hath in all ages been so strong,

As lodestone-line, all harts it ever drew.
(11. 1825-28)

Davies concludes his poem with a reminder of the soul’s three
essential powers and, since the first, the vegetative, is
exercised in the womb, the second, the sensitive, in the world,
and the third, the rational, if properly directed, in the company
of God, it is imperative that human beings concentrate their
attention on overcoming the hindrances of the flesh and strive
to realize the divinity of the rational soul.

k

Most of the basic issues of Davies’ poem reappear, with
greater elaboration, in More’s song of the soul. More’s first
poem, 'Psychozoia’ begins on a more cosmic level than Davies’,
with an account (Bk I, and Bk II, Stanzas 1-23) of the various
phases of the world-soul, Psyche, the third of the Plotinian
hypostases. Psyche is the daughter of Ahad or the One, and
she is symbolically married to Aeon, the intelligible universe of
forms, also begotten of Ahad. At her marriage she is vested
with several veils that represent the multiplicity of the
phenomenal world. These include Semele (intellectual
imagination), Arachnea(the web of sense-perception) with her
chief, Haphe, (touch), Physis (vegetative nature) Proteus and
Idothea (the changeability of forms), Tasis (extension) and,
finally, Hyle (matter). This is the basis of all differentiation:

Upon this universall Ogdoas
Is founded every particularment:
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From this same universall Diapase
Each harmony is fram’d and sweet concent.*2
(I1,15)

This orb is the vital equivalent of the radiant sun, and the
individual souls are its rays:

Now deem this universall Round alone,

And rayes no rayes but a first all-spred light,

And centrick all like one pellucid Sun;

A Sun that’s free, not bound by Natures might,

That where he lists exerts his rayes outright,

Both when he lists, and what, and eke how long,

And then retracts so as he thinketh meet,

These rayes he that particular creature-throng;

Their number none can tell, but that all-making tongue.
(16)

The process by which Psyche is differentiated into individual
creatures is described in Canto I, 41-47. Her garment of
Nature is "all besprinkled with centrall spots" which are, as it
were, impregnated with aetherial darts, and

... when the hot bright dart doth pierce these Knots,
Each one dispreads it self according to their lots.
When they dispread themselves, then gins to swell
Dame Psyches outward vest, as th’inward wind
Softly gives forth, full softly doth it well

Forth from the centrall spot; yet as confin’d

To certain shape, according to the mind

Of the first centre, not perfect cir’clar-wise

It shoots it self ...
(42-43)

This process is governed by the laws of "true Symmetry,"
except that the realization of the seminal forms contained in

42 All citations from the Psychodia Platonica are from The Complete Poems
of Dr. Henry More, ed. A. B. Grosart, Edinburgh, 1878, rpt. N.Y.: AMS

Press, 1967.
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Psyche is hindered by "that old Hag that hight/ Foul Hyle
mistresse of the miry strond" (44) who "From her foul eben-
box, all tinctures staines" (45). It is interesting also to observe
in More’s description of Psyche’s extension a prefiguration of
More’s peculiar notion of spirit developed in The Immortality of
the Soul, Bk I, Chs. 2-7.

The rest of ’Psychozoia,’ after Bk II, Stanza 23, is devoted
to a narration of the life of individual souls and particularly of
one, Mnemon, who is aided in his spiritual ascent by Simon,
the Christian. More, however, resumes his discussion of the
soul per se without its allegorical framework in his next poem,
"Psychathanasia.” He begins with a description of "the state of
th’ evermoving soul/ Whirling about upon her circling wheel;"
(I, ii, 8).The soul’s manifestation in the phenomenal realm as
beast and plant is obviously flawed by their lack of higher
intelligence, which is peculiar to man alone. Man is, besides,
endued with the radiant force of "True Justice" (I, ii, 19),the
supra-rational power which More otherwise called "divine
sagacity” and John Smith, his fellow Cambridge Platonist,
"divine irradiations."*It is this "Deiform intellective in man
that gives him a sense of eternity (I, ii, 47).

In Canto iii More employs the symbolic device of a nymph
appearing to him in a vision to explain to him the immortal
nature of the "orb Unitive" from which emanate all other
forms, intellectual, psychical, imaginative, sensitive,
spermatical and quantitative. The limit of these emanations is
marked by Hyle, which in Canto iv is described as mere
potentiality. The union of weak souls to particular bodies is
explained by the activity of the "Plastick might," which he was
later to call the *Spirit of Nature’:**

This is that strange form’d statue magicall
That hovering souls unto it can allure
When it’s right fitted; down those spirits fall
Like Eagle to her prey, and so endure
While that low life is in good temperature.
(I1, i, 10)

43 cf. below p.xxxiv.
44 See The Immortality of the Soul, Bk. III, Chs. 12-13.
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The stronger souls, however, resist this decline:

Others disdain this so near unity,
So farre they be from thinking they be born
Of such low parentage, so base degree,
And fleshes foul attraction they do scorn.
They be th’ outgoings of the Eastern morn,
Alli’d unto th’ eternall Deity,
(11,1, 12)

More then emphasizes the distinctness of the soul from its
body by insisting on the non-corporeality of spiritual substance
and the difference between material and spiritual extention:

Thus maugre all th’ obmurmurings of sense

We have found an essence incorporeall,

A shifting centre with circumference

But she not only sits in midst of all,

But is also in a manner centrall

In her outflowing lines. For the extension

Of th’ outshot rayes circumferentiall

Be not gone from her by distrought distension,

Her point is at each point of all that spread dimension
(11, i1, 10)

The difficulty of a geometrical demonstration of this abstruse
Plotinian idea 1is alleviated somewhat by the familiar
Neoplatonic metaphor of light that precedes it:

The term of latitude is breadthless line;

A point the line doth manfully retrude

From infinite processe; site doth confine

This point: take site away it’s straight a spark divine

If yet you understand not, let the soul

Which you suppose extended with this masse
Be all contract and close together roll

Into the centre of the hearts compasse:

As the sunsbeams that by a concave glasse



XX

INTRODUCTION

Be strangely strengthned with their strait constraint

Into one point, that thence they stoutly passe,

First all before, then withouten restraint,

The high arch’d roof of heaven with smouldry smoke they taint.

But now that grosnesse, which we call the heart

Quite take away, and leave that spark alone

Without that sensible corporeall part

Of humane body: so when that is gone

One nimble point of life that’s all at one

In its own self, doth wonderfully move,

Indispers’d, quick, close with self-union,

Hot, sparkling, active, mounting high above

In bignesse nought, in virtue like to thundring Jove.
(11, ii, 6-9)

More further distinguishes spirit from body by their different
modes of perception:.

For see how little share hath guantite

In act of seeing, when we comprehend

The heavens vast compasse in our straitned eye
...... So that if outward sense

In his low acts doth not at all depend

On quantity, how shall the common sense

That is farre more spirituall, depend from thence?

11, ii, 27),

and by the spirit’s unique quality of ’self-reduplication’ which
allows it to totally infuse the body:

... Therefore one spirit goes
Through all this bulk, not by extension
But by a totall Self-reduplication.
(11, 11, 33)

This feature of the soul also proves its absolute indivisibility.
The next canto adduces further evidences of the soul’s
independence of the body in its intuition of God (10), its natural
desire for truth (17), its powers of intellectual abstraction (18),
its innate mathematical idea of unity, which cannot be an
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extended entity, its powers of synthesis of contraries, and the
marvellous range of its intellection from introspection to "Th’all
comprehension of eternity" (23-28).

Book III begins with a review of the soul’s three
"essences," plantal, imaginative, and deiform. The second
canto is more interesting in its discussion of the state of the
soul before its entry into the body (1-8). The three theories he
considers are 1. souls in a state of wakefulness drawn down by
"a magick might" i.e. the plastic nature, or else dragged un-
consciously in their sleep by fancy; 2. souls in a"tri-centrall”
form, the highest centre being that of intellect, the next a
dormant one, and the last that which tends earthwards, and 3.
souls with one center but quite asleep until their lower faculty
drives them to this earth. Though he is not able to decide on
any one of these possibilities as representing the exact nature
of the soul’s pre-existence, he has no doubts of its ability to
outlive the body. The soul’s aspiration to God reveals that "her
spring is God: thence doth she ’'pend,/ Thence did she flow,
thither again she’s fled" (12). Like Davies, More points to the
indivisibility and independence of the soul in its higher activities
of intellect and will (23-42). Also, like Davies, More believes
that "our Souls be counite/ With the worlds spright and body"
(44),which is the Anima Mundi.

Although fancy perception and memory are really
independent of the external world and are, rather, innate ideas
that "Of old Gods hand did all forms write/ In humane Souls,
which waken at the knock/ Of Mundane shapes"” (45), the fact
that the soul is partly allied to the "mundane spright" renders
it liable to decay in old age and distemper. Fortunately, the
soul is not totally identical with the world-soul, since the soul
has a direct connection with "the ever-live-Idees, the lamping
fire/ Of lasting Intellect” (50). Thus the human soul has the
power of "animadversion" which the worldsoul is deprived of:
"She knows that spright, that spright our soul can never know"
(55). Especially in sleep or ecstasy, the soul is joined with her
eternal ideas and the "spright of God." This state of
illumination is contrasted to the deceptive knowledge provided
by the senses.

The last two cantos of 'Psychathanasia’ discuss the fallacy
of the Ptolemaic theory of the universe as a particular proof of
the fallibility of sense impressions. In doing so, More recovers
the Neoplatonic notion of the sun as the cosmic image of God in
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its brilliance, centrality and stability. This leads to a hymn to
God and His providential workings in the universe. More
considers, in this connection, the questions raised by sceptics
regarding, among other things, the duration of the world. He
resolutely declares that world was not existent ab aeterno since
that makes impossible any calculations whatsoever of time:

For things that we conceive are infinite
One th’other no’te surpasse in quantity
So I have prov’d with clear convincing light,
This world could never from infinity
Been made. Certain deficiency
Doth always follow evolution;
Nought’ s infinite but tight eternity,
Close thrust into itself; extension
That’s infinite implies a contradiction.
(35)

He is willing to grant only that the world might have come into
being simultaneously with Nature and his a "long future"” left
to exist before its final dissolution in "this worlds shining
conflagration."(37)

This view of the finitude of the world More reversed
entirely in ’Democritus Platonissans,” which he first published
in 1646. Hoping to furnish "mens minds with variety of
apprehensions concerning the most weighty points of Philosophie
that they may not seem rashly to have settled in the truth, though
it be the truth," he resorts now to -- of all people -- the
materialistic  philosophers, Epicurus, Democritus, and
Lucretius, in order that he may "if justice may reach the dead,
do them the right as to shew that though they be hooted at, by the
rout of the learned, as men of monstrous conceits, they were either
very wise or exceeding fortunate to light on so probable and
specious an opinion, in which notwithstanding there is so much
difficulty and inconsistencie” ('To the Reader’). He even forces
Descartes’ view of a mundus indefinité extensus*® imply nothing
else but extensus infinité.

45 cf. Descartes, Principia, 11, 21.
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The real reason for More’s new belief in an infinity of
worlds is his belief that God’s plenitude must express itself
infinitely. Matter is described here as the final degeneration of
spirit "fixt, grosse by conspissation” (Stanza 13). The
emanative virtue of spirit causes an instantaneous outflow of a
"precious sweet Ethereall dew"(50) which "streight" is turned
into an infinite matter and "matter infinite needs infinite
worlds must give"(50). Thus there is infinite matter from

eternity and,

... in each atom of the matter wide

The total Deity doth entirely won,

His infinite presence doth therein reside,

And in this presence infinite powers do ever abide
(69)

This matter, it must be noted, is not Hyle, which in
'Psychathanasia,” I, i, iv , 2, he had defined as "plain
potentialitie." The underlying matter of the sensible world is
due especially to Tasis (or, extension) which is the "reall cuspis
of the Cone even infinitely multiplied and reiterated" (Note to
"Psychozoia,’ I, 9). Since it is an "actuall centrality, though as
low as next to nothing," it is given a place above Hyle -- which
is nothing -- in his series of emanations in 'Psychozoia’ II, 13.
But his note ends with the piquant remark, "But what
inconvenience is in Tasis, or the corporeall sensible nature, to
spring from Hyle, or the scant capacity,or incompossibility of
the creature” -- showing that the last two elements are inextri-
cably bound to each other. The actual process of conversion of
divine spirit into matter is explained in the very first stanzas
where More describes the life that flows out of God as a light
which in its last proection is "liquid fire" (or "aether", called
also, by More,"Tasis"). Out of this is formed "each shining
globe and clumperd mire/Of dimmer orbs," which constitute the

... knots of the universall stole

Of sacred Psyche; which at first was fine,
Pure, thin, and pervious till hid powers did pull
Together in severall points and did encline

The nearer parts in one clod to combine.

Those centrall spirits that the parts did draw
The measure of each globe did then define,
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Made things impenetrable here below,

Gave colour, figure, motion, and each usuall law.
(12)

The extension of matter in the universe is, however, not
indivisibly total, as the spiritual extension of the higher forms
is:

But totall presence without all defect

"Longs only to that Trinity by right,

Ahad, Aeon, Psyche with all graces deckt,

Whose nature well this riddle will detect;

A circle whose circumference no where

Is circumscrib’d, whose Centre’s each where set,
But the low Cusp’s a figure circular,

Whose compasse is bound, but centre’s every where.

(8)
Material extension, on the other hand, is

Onely a,Creaturall projection,

Which flowing yet from God hath ever been,

Fill'd the vast empty space with its large streem.

But yet it is not totall every where

As was even now by reason rightly seen;

Wherefore not God, whose nature doth appear

Entirely omnipresent, weigh’d with judgement clear
(67)

The symbol of a cone constituted of a primary circle at its
base with uncircumscribed circumference and a material cusp,
also circular, but with limited compass -- both having spiritual
centres that are ubiquitous -- is a bewildering one. But it is the
closest More can get to a geometric representation of the
emanation of a primal matter from God that is as manifest as
God’s infinite power and yet restricted in its pervasiveness on
account of its material nature. At any rate, this is the material
from which the various planets and stars are molded, and these
infinite worlds will last as endlessly as God’s eternal power
will. This commitment to the endless duration of the universe
also compels More to renounce his earlier view of the end of the
world. Instead, he embraces now Origen’s heretical theory of
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cycles of generation and destruction:*6

Ne ought we doubt how Nature may recover

In her own ashes long time buried.

For naught can e’er consume that centrall power

Of hid spermatick life, which lies not dead

In that rude heap, but safely covered,;

And doth by secret force suck from above

Sweet heavenly juice, and therewith nourished

Till her just bulk, she doth her life emprove;

Made mother of much children that about her move.
(101)

In the next poem, ’Antipsychopannychia,” More reaffirms
the immortality of the soul, by stressing the persistence of
consciousness in the after-life. The intellect and will are not
deprived of their power when the body perishes since they,
unlike the senses and fancy, work independently of matter. He
reinforces this fact by reminding us, through his cone image, of
the contrary infinites of spirit and matter:

Lo! Here’s the figure of that mighty Cone

From the strait Cuspsis to the wide-spread Base
Which is even all in comprehension

What'’s infinitely nothing here hath place;
What'’s infinitely all things steddy stayes

At the wide basis of this Cone inverse

Yet its own essence doth it swiftly chace,
Oretakes at once; so swiftly doth it pierce

That motion here’s no motion.
(IL, 9)

This image of the transformation of divine spirit into matter is
used by More to highlight the solar brilliance of the base and
the nocturnal darkness of the material cusp:

Suppose the Sunne so much to mend his pace,
That in a moment he did round the skie

46 See Origen, De Principiis, Bk. I, Ch. 6.
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The nimble Night how swiftly would he chace
About the earth? so swift that scarce thine eye
Could ought but light discern. But let him be
So fast, that swiftnesse hath grown infinite

In a pure point of time so must he flie

Around this ball, and the vast shade of Night

Quite swallow up, ever steddy stand in open sight
(II, 10)

This analogy is designed to remind us of the need to remain
steadfast within our divine selves and avoid diffusion in the
sense world:

Wherefore the soul cut off from lowly sense
By harmlesse fate, farre greater liberty

Must gain.
(I1,14)

The state of the soul after its liberation from the body is
conditioned by the ideas it expresses in this life:

The manner of her life on earth may cause
Diversity of those eruptions.
For will, desire, or custome so dispose

The soul to such like figurations:
(I1, 25)

These ideas are formal extensions of the soul from its "centrall
self-vitality" which render her ’omniform’ and allow her to
either expand to the Divine form in herself or constrict herself
into the Infernal Night which is next to the nothingness of
matter. If we guard against immersion in earthly life which
awakens "th’ Idee/ of innate darkness"” (III, 46) in the soul, the
soul will follow its natural inclination to the idea of God(which
is "perfect Unity/ And therefore must all things more strongly
bind" (ITI, 18). When it actually is united with God, the
freedom it achieves is infinite:

... For there the faster she doth strive
To tie her selfe, the greater liberty
And freer welcome, brighter purity
She finds, and more enlargement, joy and pleasure
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O’er flowing, yet without satietie;
Sight without end, and love withouten measure
(111, 19)

The 'Praeexistency of the Soul’ relates the adventures of
the soul before its entry into this earthly life in order to confirm
the possibility of the soul’s post-mortem existence without its
bodily adjuncts. The invocation to Plotinus at the beginning of
the poem reveals More’s firm commitment to Neoplatonist
philosophy, and the rest of the poem is iformed with notions
borrowed from other Neoplatonists such as Proclus and Psellus.
The process by which the individual souls already differentiated
from Psyche enter the various bodies is explained with the
theory of the soul’ s three vehicles -- celestial, aerial, and
terrestrial -- which Proclus developed in his Theologia
Platonica,111,125 ff. The souls that await generation have a
choice of either the flery chariot which is "the Orb of pure quick
life and sense,” (13) the light vehicle of air which is "more
grosse subject to grief and fear/ And most what soil’d with
bodily delight", (15) ,or earthly vehicles which "be but the souls
live sepulchres/ Where least of all she acts." More believes
that air is the medium from which all earthly bodies are
fabricated and to which they return (23-28):

Shew fitly how the preexistent soul

Inacts and enters bodies here below,

And then entire, unhurt, can leave this moul

And thence her airy vehicle can draw

In which by sense and motion they may know

Better then we what things transacted be

Upon the Earth; and when they list, may show

Themselves to friend or foe, their phantasie

Moulding their airy Orb to grosse consistency

(24)

This magical quality of the soul’s aerial vehicle is substantiated
by More with the stock Renaissance examples of signatures
caused by the imagination as well as the strange physical
transformations effected by vehement dreams
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(29-34).47Turning to Psellus for inspiration, next, More begins
a detailed description of the six types of spirits and their
various activities (35- 83) which he was to repeat with many of
the same examples in his prose treatises, An Antidote against
Atheisme(1653) and The Immortality of the Soul (1659). The
rational religious purpose of More’s interest in spiritualism is
evident in his Preface to the collected edition of Philosophical
Poems of 1647 where he declares:.

I have also added another [Canto] of the
Praeexistency of the Soul, where I have set out the
nature of Spirits, and given an account of
Apparitions and Witch-craft, very answerable I
conceive to experience and story, united to that task
by the frequent discoveries of this very Age. Which
if they were publickly recorded, and that course
continued in every Parish, it would prove one of the
best Antidotes against that earthly and cold disease
of Sadducisme and Atheisme, which may easily grow
upon us if not prevented, to the hazard of all
Religion, and the best kinds of Philosophy.48

Interestingly, against those who are satisfied with nothing less
than "a Demonstration,”" More defends himself by citing the
failure of other philosophers in this regard: "For [their]
satisfaction, Mounsieur des Chartes hath attempted bravely, but
yet methinks on this side of mathematicall evidence. He and
that learned Knight our own Countryman[i.e. Sir Kenelm
Digby] had done a great deal more if they had promised lesse.
So high confidence might become the heat and scheme of
Poetry much better then sober Philosophy"49

All the stories "of Ghosts, of Goblins, and drad sorcery"
that he quotes are provided, he says, "to prove that souls
dismist/ From these grosse bodies may be cloth’d in air,/ Scape
free (although they did not praeexist)/ And in these airy orbs

47 cf. The Immortality of the Soul Bk. III Ch. 6-7, as well as my
Commentary Notes to these sections.

48 Grosart, op. cit., p. 6.

49 Ibid.p.7.
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feel,see,and hear"(84). Although he is still as diffident of the
theory of pre-existence as he was in 'Psychathanasia’(IIl, ii,
1-9), he offers it here as a strong rational possibility. The
alternative theories of the origin of souls, namely creationism
and traducianism, he dismisses since the one imagines the soul
to be of the same substance as the seed, and the other sullies
the purity of God in abominable acts of lust. More posits his
own theory of emanation as the most sensible explanation of
the movements of the soul:

By flowing forth from that eternall store
Of lives and souls ycleep’d the World of life.
Which was, and shall endure for evermore.
Hence done all bodies vitall fire derive
And matter never lost catch life and still revive
(95)

Although he is not quite sure what impels souls to descend so
low from their original habitation in "this immense orb of vast
vitality" and vaguely attributes this fall to "choice or Nemesis,"
he believes that

A praeexistency of souls entire

And due Returns in courses circular,

This course all difficulties with ease away would bear
(98)

Our oblivion of our pre-natal existence is easily explained by
the fact that, even in this life, "fierce disease/ Can so empair
the strongest memory" (100). At any rate, we can be sure that
the soul, liberated from the body, will retain memory of this
life, since, much like Davies’ disembodied soul,

Lie naked lamp she is one shining sphear.
And round about has perfect cognoscence
Whatere in her Horizon doth appear,;
She is one Orb of sense, all eye, all airy ear.
(102)

A point raised in passing towards the end of ’The
Praeexistency of the Soul’ that "Each where this Orb of life’s
with every soul;/ Which doth imply the souls ubiquity" (97)
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might lead us to wonder if More’s philosophy is not very much
akin to an Averrostic one, which maintains that there is but
one Soul in the universe "though many seem in show." More’s
suggestion that there might well be "a praeexistency of souls
entire" is an indication that he believed in a real multiplicity of
souls that exist as such, even before their various incarnations.
But since he has not been very forthright in his doctrine of pre-
existency, he attempts to absolve himself of any suspicion of
Averroism in his last poem, ’Antimonopsychia.” The first proof
of the marked differentiation of souls is the fact of individual
ratiocination, which cannot exist if there be but one soul. For,
forms, which are the source of all knowledge, will then be
unique, and if one man at any mcment withdraws from the
idea of, say, fire, that form will be lost to all men at that
moment, and no one else can think of fire. Instead, More
insists that God creates a plurality of souls and that every
created soul is "indew’d/ with a self-centrall essence which from
[God’s)/ Doth issue forth, with proper raies embew’d"(20). This
essence is "deiform" and informed with a natural desire to
reunite with its source:

And deep desire is the deepest act

The most profound and centrall energie,

The very selfnesse of the soul, which backt

With piercing might, she breaks out, forth doth flie
From dark contracting death, and doth descry

Herself unto herself. . .
(36)

And this desire is indeed fulfilled once the soul is free of her
dangerous attachment to the body:

So though the soul, the time she doth advert

The bodies passions takes her self to die

Yet death now finish’d, she can well convert

Herself to other thoughts. And if the eye

Of her adversion were fast fixt on high,

In midst of death 'twere no more fear or pain,

Then ’twas unto Elias to let flie

His useless mantle to the Hebrew swain.

While he rode up to heaven in a bright fiery wain
(39).
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The Psychodia Platonica was the only major work that
More wrote in verse. Henceforth he devoted his energies to
stricter exposition of his philosophy in prose. One of the
reasons for this change may have been his admiration for the
concision of Descartes’ style. Also, the example of other
contemporary treatises on the soul such as Sir Kenelm Digby’s
may have forced him to formulate his theories in the more
philosophical mode of prose. However, apart from the greater
precision of prose expression and a reduction of speculations
regarding the cosmic career of Psyche, More’s philosophy
altered little in its fundamentals. In fact, the considerable
independence of More’s philosophical views is seen in his
general indifference to the views of the soul held by other
philosophers, both on the continent and in England, who had
tried to establish the immortality of the soul by other means.
Descartes had avoided any detailed discussion of the
immortality of the soul in his Meditationes of 1641, even though
he claimed to have written this work in an effort to subscribe to
the recommendation of the Lateran Council ("Epistle to the
deans and doctors"). His reasons for not elaborating the topic
are stated in the synopses of the meditations. He believes that
he will have already achieved a convenient proof of the soul’s
immortality if he can show that the soul is a substance distinct
frcm the body, which he has indeed proved by the end of the
sixth meditation. In this meditation he has also demonstrated
that the soul is indivisible whereas the body is divisible. He
declares that these proofs of the special nature of the soul are
all he is willing to undertake since it would require a total
explanation of physics to be more definite in his argument.
This explanation would entail a demonstration of the manner in
which substances created by God could be by their nature
incorruptible, even if God could reduce them to nothingness.
Hence it must be shown that matter is a primal substance that
never perishes and, also, that the soul never changes like the
extended body, even though it, too, is a substance. But these
are subjects not appropriate to geometrical demonstration.
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More, however, was little deterred by the reasoning of
Descartes with regard to the difficulty of establishing the soul’s
immortality, and it may be argued that Democritus Platonissans
(1646) was an answer to Descartes’ reticence. Even the
publication of ’Psychathanasia’ and the other poems together in
1647 may have been inspired by a desire to prove superior to
the problem faced by the French philosopher. Though, More
may have also had in mind the other work published in France
on the soul, Sir Kenelm Digby’s Two Treatises (1644), for its
second treatise dealt with 'The nature of mans soule ... in way
of discovery, of the immortality of reasonable soules.” Digby’s
adherence to the Aristotelian view of the soul as the form of the
body led to some contradictions such as the theory that the
soul, though a substance, is in no place or time once separated
from the body: "her activity requireth no application to place
or time; but she is, of her selfe, mistresse of both,
comprehending all quantity whatsoever, in an indivisible
apprehension; and ranking all the partes of motion, in their
complete order; and knowing at once, what is to happen in
every one of them" (Ch XI). This impersonal immortality of the
rational soul is, however, difficult to reconcile with Digby’s
belief in the persistence of individual memory in the after-life,
since memory, according to Aristotle, depends on the
phantasms produced by sense-perceptions. Digby is forced to
become quasi-Platonist in this case and admit that the soul
"worketh by much more, then what hath any actuall
correspondence in the fansie and that all thinges are united to
her by the force of Being: from which last, it followeth that all
thinges she knoweth, are her selfe, and she,is, all that she
knoweth: wherefore, if she keepeth her selfe and her owne
Being, she must needs keepe the knowledge of all that she
knew in this world" (Ch X). However, the liberated soul in
Digby’s philosophy, unlike the liberated soul of the Platonists,
is absolutely unchanging in its post-mortem condition since
immortal reason can hardly alter. This means that "there can
be no change made in her, after the first instant of her parting
from her body; but, what happinesse or misery betideth her in
that instant continueth with her or all eternity" (Ch XI). Such
a harsh doctrine of eternal torment could scarcely have been
agreeable to an Origenist like More.
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More elaborate, though less original a discussion of the
soul’s immortality was that of the Gassendist, Walter
Charleton, in his dialogue, The Immortality of the Human Soul
(1647). Charleton, through the person of Athanasius, refutes
Lucretius’ division of the soul into Animus and Anima and
maintains that there is only one soul. Like More, Charleton is
undeterred by the difficulty of producing geometrical
demonstrations of the soul’s immortality, and, spurred by the
Lateran Council, he attempts to prove it analytically or a
priori. The incorporeality of the soul he establishes in the usual
way by emphasizing the soul’s higher functions of volition and
intellection as well as moral phenomena such as the universal
desire of immortality and the divine justice that must be
fulfilled in the after-life. He answers, too, the familiar
objections about the apparent decay of the soul in old age and
distemper. His explanation of the diffusion of the soul
throughout the body is more interesting. He seems to approach
More’ s conception of spiritual extension when he declares that
this diffusion is "not by extension of bulk, but by Reduplication
(as the Schools speak) by position of the same Entity in each part
of the body" (Dialogue 2). The example he gives of such
diffusion, however, is the scholastic favorite of "intentional
species or visible Image Which all men allow to be diffused
through the whole medium or space, as that it is at the same
time whole in every part of that space; because in what part
soever of the space the eye of the spectatour be posited, the
whole image is visible therein" (Ibid.) -- a theory which More,
like Descartes, repudiated. The union of the incorporeal soul to
the body is further illustrated by the analogy of Epicurus’
doctrine of "an Eternal and Incorporeal Inanity, or space
diffused through the world, and commixed with all Bodies or
Concretions, which are yet dissoluble" (Ibid.) and by the anima
mundi of Plato and Aristotle "that being diffused through all
parts of the Universe, it associateth and mixeth itself with all
things" (Ibid.). Though Charleton resembles More in these
explanations, he differs widely from him in identifying the
medium through which this union is effected as the blood.
Adducing the authority of Aristotle and Harvey, he maintains
that the soul is first "enkindled" from the blood which
transmits her "conserving and invigorating influence" into all
parts of the body. The union which the blood effects between
soul and body is not difficult to understand since the union of



XxXXiv INTRODUCTION

corporeal and incorporeal substance does not need mutual
contact but merely "an Intimate Praesence, which is yet a kind
of Contact" (Ibid.).

The most Neoplatonist of all the treatises on the
immortality of the soul that preceded More’s was that of
More’s fellow Cambridge divine, John Smith, in ’A discourse
demonstrating the immortality of the Soul’(edited by John
Worthington in Select Discourses,1660).°% Smith begins by
declaring that the immortality of the soul does not need any
demonstration but might be assumed "as a Principle or
Postulatum" from the consensus gentium regarding it (Ch 2).
Though Smith presents several rational arguments since he
must please his skeptical opponents, he prefers to rely on the
divine nature of the soul, above all, to prove its immortality.
The state of illumination wherein the purified reason is
irradiated by"the Light of divine goodness" Smith calls ’true
Sanctity’(Ch 7).

Directed mainly against the Epicureans, Smith’s short
treatise relies heavily on Plotinus as well as Plato and the pre-
Socratics. Smith’s first argument for the soul’ s immortality is,
predictably, from its incorporeal nature and its control of sense,
cognition, memory and foresight, which cannot be produced by
a fortuitous concourse of atoms as the Epicureans believe.
Similarly, spontaneous motion and the frequent conflict
between reason and sensual appetites argue the separateness
of the soul from the body. Mathematical notions are not
dependent on matter but contained within the soul which
expresses them by virtue of its peculiar extension and power of
self-penetration: "The Soul can easily pyle the vastest number
up together in her self; and be her own force sustain them all,
and make them all couch together in the same space."
Furthermore, this proves "how all that which we call Body

50 This discourse was probably written in 1658 or 1651 since it refers to
Descartes as "a late sagacious philosopher.” Descartes had died in Feb.
1658 and, according to R. A. Greene (’Introduction’ to Nathaniel Culver-
well, An Elegant and Learned Discourse of the Light of Nature, Toronto:
Univ. of Toronto Press, 1971, p. xlix), Smith delivered the discourses col-
lected by Worthington between 1651 and 1652, as sermons, while serving
as dean and catechist of Queen’s College.
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rather issued forth by an infinite projection from some Mind,
then that it should exalt it self into the nature of any Mental
Being, and, as the Platonists and Pythagoreans have long since
well observed, how our bodies should rather be in our Souls
then our Souls in them" (Ch 5). Similarly, the innate ideas of
moral, physical, and metaphysical sorts such as justice,
wisdom, eternity, truth, etc., reveal the distinct nature of the
soul.

In an appendix concerning Aristotle’s notion of
immortality, Smith points to the contradiction involved in
Aristotle’s assertion that the soul is an intelligible entity and
that "in those beings which are purely abstracted from matter,
that which understands is the same with that which is
understood” at the same time as he insists that "the
Understanding beholds all things in the glass of Phansie; and
then questioning how our npdta vonuata or First principles of
knowledge, should be Phantasmes, he grants that they are not
indeed phantasmes, dAA’ oUKk dvev @avtaouatov. but yet they are
not without phantasmes; which he thinks is enough to say, and
so by his meer dictate, without any further discussion to solve
that knot" (Ch 8).

The union of the soul to the body must, according to Smith,
be intimate, or else the soul would never attend the body.
Quoting Proclus and Heraclitus, he declares it must be "some
subtile vinculum that knits and unites it to it in a more physical
way, which Proclus sometimes calls nvevpatikov Oynua T wuyfg
a spiritual kind of vehicle, whereby corporeal impressions are
transferr’d to the mind, and the dictates and secrets of that are
carried back again into the body to act and move it. Heraclitus
wittingly glancing at these mutual aspects and entercourses
calls them auoBdag avaykaiag ék tdv évavtiov the Responsals or
Antiphons wherein each of them catcheth up the others part
and keeps time with it; and so he tells us that there is 830¢ ave
kal katw. a way that leads upwards and downwards between the
Soul and the body, whereby their affairs are made known to
one another"” (Ch 9). He agrees with "a late sagacious
Philosopher,”" namely, Descartes,51who had localized the union
of soul an body in "that part of the brain from whence all those

51 cf. Descartes, Les Passions de L’Ame, Arts. 12, 13.
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nerves that conduct the animal spirits up and down the body
take their first original" (Ibid.). Like most Neoplatonists,
Smith believes, too, that not only do the animal spirits
maintain "a conspiration and consent of all its [the body’s] own
parts, but also it bears a like relation to other mundane bodies
with which it is conversant, as being a part of the whole
Universe" (Ibid.).

We see in,Smith’s little discourse a clear foreshadowing of
More’s enormous treatise on the same subject. But More came
to his work with a much wider range of ideas about the soul,
many of which he had already developed in his Psychodia
Platonica. Especially provoked by the threats to religion posed
by the materialist philosophy of Hobbes, whose major works
had already been published by 1656,52 More sought to quash,
once and for all, the materialists’ denial of a spiritual substance
distinct from matter. In doing so, he considerably sophisticated
the notions of spirit and of the soul that he had been developing
since his Psychodia Platonica.

The context in which More first crystallised his original
notions of spiritual extension and its peculiar virtue of
"spissitude” was the correspondence with Descartes beginning
in December 1648. Even in his first letter of 11 December, he
points to impenetrability and penetrability as the distinguishing
characteristics of matter and spirit, rather than extension, as
Descartes had maintained:

the difference between the divine nature and
corporeal is clear, for the former can penetrate the
latter, but the latter cannot penetrate itself.53

He further clarifies the special emanative quality of spiritual
extension in his next letter to Descartes of 5 March 1649,
where he declares that there is

52 These included Leviathan(1651), the ’Tripos’--Human Nature(1658), De
Corpore (1658) and Of Liberty and Necessity (1654) -- and Elements of
Philosophy(1656).

53 See Epistolae Quatuor ad Renatum Descartes in More, A Collection. The
translations are mine.
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an infinite difference between the divine amplitude
and the corporeal ... in that the former arises from
the repetition in every part of the total and integral
essence, while the latter from the external and
immediate application of parts one against the other.

The same letter also points tentatively at the peculiar quality
of "spissitude" that More definitely attributes to spirit in The

Immortality of the Soul:

Finally, since the incorporeal substance possesses
such a wonderful virtue that by the mere application
of itself without links, hooks, wedges or other
instruments, it constricts, expands and divides
matter, pushes it out, and at the same time draws it
in, does it not seem probable that it can enter into
itself, since it is obstructed by no impenetrability,
and expand itself again, and do other similer things?

A more confident explanation of "spissitude" appears in his
letter of 23 July 1649 where he declares:

That something real can be confined (without any
diminution of itself) within lesser or greater limits is
confirmed by motion, from your own Principles
[11,36]. For, according to your sometimes a greater,
sometimes a lesser subject. Indeed I conceive with
the same facility and clarity that there may be a
substance which without any diminution of itself
might dilate or contract itself, whether this is
occasioned by itself or something else.

In his next major published work Antidote against
Atheisme(1653), however he offers only a partial definition of
spirit as -- as including the properties of "Self-penetration, Self-
motion, Self-contraction and Dilation, and Indivisibility", to
which he added the "power of Penetrating, Moving, and Altering
the Matter” (Bk I, Ch 4, Sec 3). He does not elaborate his
conception any further except for a general description of its
workings in the body in Bk I, Ch II. However, in Chs. 3 and
10 of An Appendix to the foregoing antidote (1655), he discusses
the mathematical validity of his definition of spirit in almost
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the same detail as in The Immortality of the Soul, Bk I, Ch 6:

If by Extension be meant Juxta-position of parts, or
placing of them one by another, as it is in Matter, I
utterly deny that a Spirit is at all in this sense
extended. But if you mean only a certain Amplitude
of presence, that it can be at every part of so much
Matter at once, I say it is extended, but that this kind
of Extension does not imply any divisibility in the
substance thus extended; for Juxta-position of parts,
Impenetrability and Divisibility goe together, and
therefore where the two former are wanting,
Extension implyes not the Third.

But when I speak of Indivisibility, that
Imagination create not new troubles to her self, I
mean not such an Indivisibility as is fancied in a
Mathematical point; but as we conceive in a Sphere
of light made from one lucid point or radiant Center.
For that Sphere or Orbe of light, though it be in some
sense extended, yet it is truly indivisible, supposing
the Center such: For there is no means imaginable
to discerp or separate any one ray of this Orbe, and
keep it apart by it self disjoyned from the Center.(Ch
10, Sec 9)

Yet, despite these various prefigurations, none of More’s
writings so far achieved the comprehensive scheme of The
Immortality of the Soul. For, in it, he succeeded in developing
not only an axiomatic demonstration of his emanational theory
of spiritual substance but also an inclusive intellectual system
of the universe, far more original and complete than that
presented by his Cambridge friend, Ralph Cudworth, in The
True Intellectual System of the Universe(1678). The Immortality
of the Soul was, in fact, the first major philosophical treatise
that-attempted an adaptation of the metaphysics of the ancient
Neoplatonist philosophers to all the discoveries of modern
science, ranging from the physics and psychology of Descartes
to the natural science of Henri de Roy, Sennert, and Harvey,
and from the anatomical studies of Spiegel, Wharton, and
Bartholin to the alchemical theories of van Helmont the elder.
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The composition and reception of
The Immortality of the Soul

The first reference to the composition of The I mmortality of
the Soul in the letters of More to Lady Conway is in a letter
dated April 27, (No. 89, p. 149). Nicolson conjectures that this
letter may have been written in 1658, but is clearly misguided
in her calculation. For one thing, More’s reference to a recent
illness in this letter is continued in a letter dated by him May
11, 1657 (No. 82, p. 143). The letter of April says: "I am
much obliged for your kinde congratulating of my health, but I
profess I have been, since my last, as sick as I was upon the
seas in our voyage to France. Which was by riding a journey
beyond my ordinary pace,” and in the letter of May, 1657 he
reports, "I am far better in health then I was, God be thanked
but methinks it is exceeding hott weather here at Cambridge,
far hotter then it was in France in June." The repeated
references to his trip to France® find an echo in the ’Epistle
Dedicatory of The Immortality of the Soul which indicates that
"the first occasion of busying my thoughts upon this Subject”
was "then when I had the honour and pleasure of reading Des-
Cartes his Passzons with your Lordship in the Garden of
Luxenburg ®Besides,the letter of April 27 contains the first
mention of the commencement of this treatise: This present
world is so full of vexations and disturbances,that I am up to
the hard eares in computing the certainty of that which is to
come, severely demonstrating to my selfe in dry prose that the
soul of man is immortale and that there are enjoyments
attainable after this earth."

54 Edited by Marjorie Hope Nicolson in Conway Letters, New Haven: Yale
Univ. Press, 1938.

55 More accompanied Lady Conway to France in May, 1656, where she
expected to be ’'trepanned’ in order to be cured of her debilitating migraine.
There they were joined by Lord Conway in July, and, though the operation
was never carried out, the remainder of their sojourn in Paris was
apparently a reposeful one (cf. Nicolson, op. cit., pp.117-118).

56 'The Epistle Dedicatory,” in A Collection of Several Philosophical Writings
of Dr. Henry More,Sig. Ff6 .
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In another letter dated February 8 which Nicolson rightly
dates to 1658°7 (No. 84, p. 144) More reports on the progress
of a "Discourse" he is working on "I have wrote so much
already on the subject I am on, that if I had not been mistaken
in my account, less then this had finish’d the whole Discourse,
but I am just now come to the third book." Since More did not
produce any large-scale work containing three books between
An Antidote against Atheisme(1653) and The Immortality of the
Soul (1659) the reference in this letter is surely to the present
work. This confirms my judgement that the treatise was begun
much earlier, in April 1657, since he has already written two-
thirds of it by February 1658.

By March 1658, More had completed the work, and was
busy transcribing it, as he indicates in his letter of March (No.
85, p. 145): "I have finish’d my Discourse, but shall be much
troubled in reading of it over and getting of it transcrib’d. It
will be at least a 3d part of the pains I tooke in writing of it,"
and April 5 (No. 86, p. 146): "The continuall Transcription of
my Treatise is something tedious, and will not be finished till
May." This book was not printed until March 1659 and it is
with great relief that More declares in his letter of March 28 to
Lady Conway (No. 95, p. 155):

I have at length gott some copies to present your
Ladiship, my old Lady Conway, and my Lord with
all. T write not to him this time, because the book
includes a letter to him. I have enclos’d one here to
my lady your mother. I have sent Madame Clifton®8
also a book, that has nothing of mine written in the
margin, though there be nothing in the pages but
what is in some sort mine; if you will do me the
favour to present it to her with my service. I wrote
not to her because I thought the book would be as

57 The reference in this letter to 'Elphicke’ whom More recommends as a
servant to Lady Conway makes it certain that it was written in 1658 since
Lady Conway’s letter of April 9, 1658 to her husband says "Elficke came to
me this afternoon, you cannot expect I shold give you any character of him
as yet because I can have no knowledge of him in so short a time."

58 Lady Francis Clifton, sister of Lady Conway.
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much if not more then she will have the patience to
read, which is the reason that I send Mr. Whitby
also with out a letter, but I hope my Lord will
recommend both Castellio and that copy I sent to Mr.
Whitby with a line or two of his. Every thing takes
away a mans moisture, and this is a very dry
starveling Spring. I used as much as I could to gett
these copies bound, and not with the best speed, for
the binding of them this new mode the preface looks
something duskishly by the breaking of them, but the
Treatise it self is very well.

In spite of the distressing personal circumstances which
attended the inception of the work®® and the strain of
composing and transcribing such a long and complicated work,
More’s spiritual ardour was unflagging, and in the same letter
he announces, "I am now wholly taken up with my Treatise of
Christian Religion, and I can not for my life study any thing
els, nor I think leave of till I have finish'd it."%°

Ward, in his biography, reveals that although the
composition of his works was extremely painful ("Being deeply
once engag’d, he said to a friend, that when he got his Hands
out of the Fire, he would not very suddenly thrust them in
afresh"),SIMore wrote carefully and "had this Particular in his
Way, that what he did, must go usually as he first wrote it;
and he could not well make Changes in it. His First Draught,
he would say, must stand. And he was so Warm (as it should
seem) and in the midst of his Business at the time of his
composures, and carried them all on with so Even a hand; that
if anything slipt amiss unawares from him, or was omitted by
him, he could not afterwards correct it so easily, or supply it to

59 See his letter to Lady Conway, April 27 (cited above p.xxxix). His
worries included not only his own illness but also the anxiety caused by
relatives (particularly his nephew, Gabriel): "I am very full of perplexity
and vexation touching my young kindred, because Vertue, Witt and Health
will not meet in any of them, so far as I see."

60 This was An Explanation of the Grand Mystery of Godliness, published in
the following year.

61 Ward, op. ctt., p. 168.
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his Mind." He could it, (as he said) but it seldom seem’d so
savoury to him as the rest.” And indeed the very Course of his
MSS®2 doth in a high Measure shew this; there being generally
in all of them, English or Latin, a very even Thread, and much
Clearness of writing as well as Clearness of Expression,
throughout."63 More said of his style writing (in a conversation
with Ward) that "he affected nothing in writing but to
represent his full mind, and to be understood." But Ward’s
comment on this remark is significant; "But certainly then he
had a very Happy way of doing this; and a sort of natural
Rhetorick, Elegance and Propriety in his Constitution."%* For,
More’s prose is always vivid, and even the most abstract
scientific or philosophical concepts are often reinforced by
picturesque images drawn from human life and society. In the
discussion of the seat of the soul in The Immortality of the Soul,
for example, the absurdity of animal spirits possessing powers
of cogitation is pointed to with a humorous illustration: "they
having no means of communicating one with another, but
justling one against another which is as much to the purpose,
as if men should knock heads to communicate to each other
conceits of Wit" (Bk II, Ch 6, sec 5), while More’s final
comment on the general inscrutability of the grand patterns of
Providence in the universe is highlighted by the splendid
metaphor of a dance:

This is a small glance at the Mysteries of
Providence, whose fetches are so large, and Circuits
so immense, that they may very well seem utterly
incomprehensible to the Incredulous and Idiots, who
are exceeding prone to think that all things will ever
be as they are, and desire they should be so; though
it be as rude and irrational, as if one that comes into
a Ball and is taken much with the first Dance he
sees, would have none danced but that, or have them

62 According to M.F. Howard, the editor of Ward’s biography of More, "The
actual MSS of the Doctor, published or unpublished seem to have disap-
peared.”" ( Ward, op. cit., p. 241).

63 Ward,op.cit. p. 170.

64 Ibid., p. 171.
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move no further one from another then they did when
he first came into the room; whereas they are to
trace nearer one another, or further off, according to
the measures of the musick, and the law of the
Dance they are in. And the whole Matter of the
Universe, and all the parts thereof, are ever upon
Motion, and in such a Dance, as whose traces
backwards and forwards take a vast compass, and
what seems to have made the longest stand, must
again move, according to the modulations and
accents of the musick, that is indeed out of the
hearing of the acutest ears, but yet perceptible by
the purest Minds and the surest Wits (Bk III, Ch 19,
sec 7).

Apart from such frequent comparisons to familiar phenomena,
the texture of More’s work is enriched by numerous allusions to
classical mythology and history. Even the plan of the work is
very imaginatively designed, beginning as it does with a bare
axiomatic definition of spirit and matter, and leading, through
an intricate study of man’s psychology and his relation to the
universe, to a final Neoplatonic vision of the apotheosis of the
soul.

The reception of The Immortality of the Soul was
generally enthusiastic. One of the first to read the work was
Samuel Hartlib, the Comenian reformer and philanthropist,
and his letter of April 20, 1659 to John Worthington, a
colleague of More’s at Cambridge, declares his appreciation of
the treatise as an "accurate comment made upon the
immortality of the Soul, the like I am verily persuaded hath
never been unfolden upon paper in any language whatsoever."
He expresses, too, his eagerness to spread interest in it: "I
have recommended that book to several people already, and
shall continue to do, whether any occasions be offered or not ...
I hope the Latin Translation will shortly follow with the other
Treatises of that divine soul."®® Already in his letter of May 5,
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Hartlib reports so success in his efforts: "By some lines here
adjoined from Paris, you will see how I have begun to spread
the fame of the Treatise concerning the Immortality of the
Soul, on which some friends of mine have begun to make their
observations..."®®  That the book was not easy of
understanding is clear from the fact that one of the friends to
whom Hartlib had given a copy had begun to make
observations upon the book, but was wary of addressing them
to More before the appearance of More’s next treatise of
Christian religion. "For," as Hartlib tells Worthington in his
letter of June 26, "it may be he thinks (and perhaps not
impertinently) that both these Treatises being compared
together, will give a mutual light to many passages which seem
now obscure and very paradoxal."67

To others, the work seemed not sufficiently Christian and
even atheistical. In Hartlib’s letter to John Worthington, dated
Feb 22, 1660, he quotes John Beale’s apprehensions with
regard to The Immortality of the Soul: "There [in an earlier
letter to Hartlib] I shew’d, that Mr. More’s Immortality could
not involve Atheism, as some over sharply object. In a former
which answered to yours of Jan 12, as respecting to your
correspondent at Paris, I shew’d that on the other hand I was
far from the opinion, that Mr. More’s arguments were clear
demonstrations, and in that I shew’d, that all our discourses of
separate substances, first matter, or atoms, or purest air or
spirit, and most of all when they fall upon God’s incompre-
hensible attributes of immensity, eternity, etc., whether in the
notions of Sir Kenelm Digby, or of Cartesians, of Arminians or
Calvinians, are in my account so far from demonstrations and
philosophical or theological aphorisms that I cannot acquit them
from shallowness, presumption, and indeed prophanation."
This criticism of one of the early members of the Royal Society
highlights the boldness of More’s venture to give a rational and
scientific account of spiritual truths when most people fought

65 The Diary and Correspondence of Dr. John Worthington, ed. James
Crossley, Manchester; Chetham Society, 1847, p. 120 ff.

66 Ibid.,p.131.

67 Ibid.,p.136.

68 Ibid.,p.185.
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shy of such demonstrations for either theological or scientific
reasons.

The general interest of the work, however, seems to have
been little affected by the religious scruples of the orthodox,
and Worthington’s letter of May 8, 1661, indicates the esteem
in which More’s philosophy was held amongst the learned: "He
[More] is desired to reprint his former discourses viz. of
Atheism, of the Immortality of the Soul, and Conjectura
Cabbalistica on Genesis Ch 1, 2, 3, and to put them all into one
folio; the bookseller®® is urgent with him about it and that the
poems may not be omitted."’? Hartlib’s heartfelt approval of
this idea is recorded in two of his letters to Worthington, of
May 14 and May 28: "I am glad that Mr. More intends to put
his several Discourses into one Fol[io]. I wish other learned
men would do the like ...""! Hartlib’s enthusiasm for the
propagation of More’s phiiosophy is, in fact, so great that, on
hearing that Descartes’ royal friend, the Princess Elizabeth of
Bohemia,was likely to marry Lord Craven, he writes to
Worthington, "I wish she were in England, that she might
marry Dr. More’s Cartesian Notions which would beget a noble
off-spring of many excellent and fruitful truths.’? The efforts
of Worthington and Hartlib to get More to republish his major
works in a collected edition bore fruit in the Collection of Several
Philosophical Writings of 1662 which contained all the works
mentioned in Worthington’s letter except the poems, which
More considered in his maturity to be the extravagances of his
youth and much inferior to his prose writings. Besides these, it
included the Appendix to the Said Antidote, Enthusiasmus
Triumphatus and his Epistolae Quatuor ad Renatum Descartes
as well as the Epistola ad V.C. The satisfaction that the
production of the collected edi tion gave him is evident in his
letter of March 15, 1662 to Lady Conway (Nicolson, p. 198,
No. 123):

69 This was William Morden who had published the 1659 edition of The
Immortality of the Soul.

70 Diary, pp.305f.

71 Ibid., p.314 (letter of May 28).

72 Ibid., p. 317.
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I have been exceeding busy this great whyle, and
now I will tell your Ladiship what it is about. I had
granted Morden the leave of printing my Antidote
with the Appendix, my Enthusiasmus Triumphatus,
all my letters to Descartes with that to W.C., my
Treatise of the Immortality of the Soule, and my
Conjectura Cabbalistica in such a Folio as my
Mystery of Godlirzess,73 and therefore I took the
opportunity to perfect the Treatises to greater
exactness in severall thinges then before, especially
my Cabbala Philosophica, where I have added ten
chapters for a further defense thereof. One maine
thing that I pleased my self in among the rest was
that I had the opportunity, whenever I thought there
might be the least occasion of offence (which my eyes
discovered to be but very seldome) to alter thinges so
as would be most passable and inoffensive. The
[Impression?]74 is now almost finished, and I have
almost made an end of my Generall Preface I intend
to prefix to the whole volume. This edition has cost
me a third part of the paines of writing the books,
but I have completed all thinges so exquisitely to my
minde that I would not for all the world but that I
had had this opportunity of revising them, so fond
am I of the fruits of my own minde, which yet I think
I should not be, did I not hope they will be very
serviceable to the world in their chiefest concernes.

More’ s translation of his major works into Latin between
1675 and 1679 was designed to gain a wider, continental,
audience for his religious philosophy.75 The circle of Leibniz
was certainly very interested in the work of the Cambridge

73 This appeared later in a collected edition of the theological works in
1708.

74 Nicolson’s conjecture.

75 Apart from More’s own translation of his works, The Immortality of the
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Platonist, as is attested by the letters of Henri Justel to Leibniz
dated Oct. 4, 1677: "Je suis bien aise que le traitté de ’ame de
Henricus Morus soit en latin," and July 24, 1679: "Les oeuvres
de Henricus Morus en latin sont imprimés. C’est un philosophe
platonicien qui a ecrit bien des choses contre les Athees et
libertins qui sont plus fortes que le livre de Mr. Huet."’® But
Leibniz himself, though generally in sympathy with the aims of
the Cambridge metaphysicians, did not find it easy to accept
More’s substantialization of the soul. In his letter of June 22,
1715, to Rémond, he remarks, "M. Morus etoit Platonicien et
Origeniste; mais il avoit de plaisantes opinions sur la nature de
I’Ame, qu’on peut voir dans son livre de 'Immortalite de I’Ame,
traduit de l’Anglois."77 However, despite Leibniz’s supercilious
response, interest in More’s principal philosophical treatise
continued through the latter part of the seventeenth century
and into the eighteenth.78 Samuel Johnson’ s conversation
with in March, 1722 gives us an idea of the impression that it
made on the staunch Anglican writer. When Boswell "ventured
to lead him to the subject of our situation in a future state" and
asked him if there were "any harm in our forming to ourselves
conjectures as to the particulars of our happiness, though the

Soul was apparently translated into French by a certain M. Briot according
to the note to the letter of Henri Justel to Leibniz, July 38, 1677 (in
Leibniz, ’Allgemeine Politischer und Historischer Briefwechsel,” Samtliche
Schriften und Briefe, Reihe I, Bd. 2, Otto Reichl Verlag, Darmstadt, 1927, p.
287n). Besides this, two references in More’s letters to Lady Conway,
about a "translation of my Immortality of the Soul" (July 11, 1672) and "P.
his epitome of my Immortality, etc." (Nov. 1, 1673) have led Marjorie Hope
Nicolson to conjecture that "this seems to imply that Von Rosenroth
translated More’s Immortality of the Soul into German" (Conway Letters, p.
360n).

76 Leibniz, op. cit., pp.297, 504.

77 Leibniz, Die Philosophischen Schriften von G.W. Leibniz, ed. C.J.
Gerhardt, Berlin, 1887, vol. III, p. 646.

78 Ward (op.cit., p. 177) reports that "for twenty years together, after the
Return of King Charles the Second, the Mystery of Godliness, and Dr More ’s
other works, ruled all the Booksellers in London." In his unpublished
second part of the life of More,he gives a detailed account of More’s works.
The Immortality of the Soul he describes as "a curious and a difficult work;
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Scripture has said but very little on the subject," Johnson
replied, "Sir, there is no harm. What philosophy suggests to us
on that topick is probable. What Scripture tells us is certain.
Dr. Henry More has carried it as far as philosophy can."’

and yet perhaps, if prejudice could be entirely removed, as rational as
curious." ("Some account of Dr. More’s Works," Christ’s College MS, p.
133).

79 Boswell, Life of Johnson, London: O.U.P., 1953, p. 471.
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Analysis of The Immortality of the Soul

The structure of the The Immortality of the Soul is
extremely complex. The first chapter80 presents the moral
purpose of the treatise and the seven axioms of chapter 2
proclaim its rational methodology. The next three axioms of
the second chapter and chapters 3-7 detail the distinctive
characteristics of body and spirit focussing on the special
virtues of spirit -- indiscerpibility, motion, penetration, and
spissitude. Chapter 8 describes the four types of spirits -- God,
the sole uncreated spirit, and the four species of created spirits
-- angelic souls, human souls, brute souls, and the seminal
forms. In chapters 9-10, More pauses to consider the
objections of Hobbes to the existence of spirit and, having
dismissed them, he goes on to give, in chapters 11-14, three
proofs for the existence of spiritual substance -- from the
absolute perfection of God, from the phenomenon of motion,
and from the empirical evidence of apparitions.

The first three chapters of Book II continue the proofs of
the existence of immaterial substance beginning with six
axioms that rehearse the Hobbesian theory of perception as
arising from matter in motion in order to expose the
inadequacies of mechanism in explaining such higher human
functions as ratiocination, memory, imagination, spontaneous
motion, and free will. Having established the need of an
incorporeal soul to carry out these functions, More attempts in
chapters 4-11, to locate the seat of common sense and the
operations of the soul. This accomplished, More commences the
principal theme of the immortality of the separate soul. A
discussion of the pre-existence of the soul in chapters 12-13
leads to a description of the manner in which the souls enter
different bodies by virtue of their three vehicles. Chapters
15-17 further demonstrate the separability of the soul from

80 I have not included a separate analysis of the Preface, having
incorporated it in my detailed analysis of the text (see below pp.lvi,lxv).
The purpose of the Preface is both polemical and elucidatory. It sets forth
a series of likely objections that might be raised by critical readers against
some of the main issues dealt with in the treatise, and counters them with

specific defences.
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the body with arguments drawn, as in the concluding chapters
of Book I, from reason, history, and the virtues of God.

As in the case of Book I, More begins Book III with a
profession of his moral purpose in attempting to describe the
after-life of the soul and presents a series of related axioms --
this time to demonstrate the power of vital congruity of the
soul. More particular description of the soul’s dimensions and
shape leads to a consideration of the aerial abode of souls, the
senses of aerial genii and their physical features (chapters 2-8).
Not content with these speculations about the constitution of
the daemons, More goes on to conjure up a vibrant vision of the
spirit world, its pleasures, politics, and ethics, in chapters 9-11.
In chapters 12-13, More elaborates his theory of the ’Spirit of
Nature,” the peculiar spiritual substance which explains the
formation of the diverse physical phenomena of the world as
well as their larger unity. And in the final section of the work
(chapters 14-19), More considers the various objections to the
soul’s immortality and systematically refutes them all.

ES

In order to facilitate the task of appreciating the ornate
baroque fabric of this work, I shall divide my analysis of it into
three parts dealing with 1. the physical elements of More’s
philosophy, 2. the physiological constitution of man, the
microcosm, and, 3. the metaphysical marvels of the
macrocosm. These three sections largely correspond to the
relation ship of More’s system to those of Hobbes, Descartes,
and the Neoplatonists, respectively.
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I. More and Hobbes

a. Doctrine of Substances

Flora I. Mackinnon, in her edition of the Philosophical
Writings of Henry More, suggests that "the difference in method
and spirit between Hobbes and More is greater than the
difference between their respective conceptions of the nature of
reality" and that "Hobbes’ casual admission that ’we take
notice also some way or other of our conceptions’,81 which
would seem to provide a basis on which More could have met
Hobbes on his own ground and from which he might have
demonstrated the incompleteness of this conception of reality,
was aparently overlooked by More in his insistence on
argumentation."82 But this is to vastly underrate both the
radical divergence of More’ s conception of substance from
Hobbes’ notion of bodies and the significance of his strong
criticism of what he perceived as Hobbes’ reprehensible
omissions.

More begins his critique of Hobbes’ position in Bk. I, Ch. 9
by acknowledging Hobbes’ special philosophical merits: "And
truly I do not remember that I ever met with any one yet that
may justly be suspected to be able to make good this Province
[that there is nothing but body in the universe] then our
Countreyman Mr. Hobbs, whose inexuperable confidence of the
truth of the Conclusion may well assure any man that duely
considers the excellency of his natural Wit and Parts, that he
has made choice of the most Demonstrative Arguments that
humane Invention can search out for the eviction thereof "
(Sec. 2). Before answering Hobbes’ objections to spiritual
reality, More takes care to absolve himself from the charge of
misrepresenting Hobbes’ view: "And that I may not incurre
the suspicion of mistaking his Assertion, or of misrepresenting
the force of his Reasons, I shall have punctually set them down
in the same words I find them in his own Writings, that any
man may judge if I doe him any wrong" (Sec 3). The fun-
damental weakness of Hobbes’ system was his identification of

81 The quotation from Hobbes is from Human Nature, Ch. 3, Art. 6.
82 F. 1. Mackinnon, Philosophical Writings of Henry More, N.Y.: Oxford
Univ. Press, 1925, p.289.

li
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substance and body. More immediately points out that "this is
not to prove, but to suppose what is to be proved, That the
universe is nothing else but an Aggregate of Bodies"( Ch. 10,
Sec. 1). In fact, Hobbes had taken into consideration all
possible constructions of the terms ’body’ and ’spirit’ in his
discussion of their special significance in the Scripture. He
realizes that body and spirit are the equivalent of corporeal and
incorporeal substance in the language of the scholastics. But
he deems this terminology contradictory since substance is the
same as body. He arrives at this conclusion through a
definition of substance as that which is "subject to various
accidents, as sometimes to be moved; sometimes to stand still,
and to seem to our senses sometimes hot, sometimes cold,
sometimes of one colour, smell, taste, or sound, sometimes of
another."®3  Hobbes seems to associate the word ’substance’
with subjectum whereas it is more obviously linked to substantia
as being the wunderlying essence of a thing (see
Aristotle,CategoriesV, 3). Thus, Hobbes’ clever conclusion that
"according to this acception of the word, substance and body
signify the same thing therefore substance incorporeal are
words, which when they are joined together, destroy one
another, as if a man should say, an incorporeal body" is less
convincing than it first seems. The brunt of More’s attack is
that substance may have incorporeal as well as corporeal
differentiae and, unless Hobbes first proves that it cannot, his
mockery of incorporeal substance is premature.

More, on the other hand, begins his description of
substance more cautiously as the "naked essence" of a thing
which is "utterly unconceivable to any of our Faculties" (Bk. I,
Ch. 2, Axiome 8).84 He establishes the elusive nature of
substance by the Cartesian method of divesting a body
(’subject’) of all its accidents and arriving at "a mere

83 Leviathan, Ch. 34. All citations are from The English Works of Thomas
Hobbes, ed. Sir William Molesworth, London, 1839-1895.

84 In this understanding of 'substance’ as the undiversificated substratum
of a thing More anticipates Locke in his Essay Concerning Human
Understanding, Bk, II, Ch. 23. Sec.2. The notion may be detected even
earlier in More’s account of the ’infinite matter’ of the universe in
Democritus Platonissans,68.( See above p.xxiii).
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undiversificated Substance."® Having done this, he rightly

claims that the immediate properties of a substance are
"indemonstrable" for "if the naked substance of a Thing be so
utterly unconceivable, there can be nothing deprehended there
to be a connexion between it and it’s first Properties” (Ch. 2,
Sec.10).

The next step is to determine the characteristic attributes
of matter, which he decides are impenetrability and
discerpibility (or actual as opposed to merely intellectual
divisibility) solely on the basis of empirical evidence and
common sense: "For that it does as certainly and irresistibly
keep one part of it self from penetrating another it is so, we
know why" (Sec. 11). Then, with logical coherence, he
completes the paradigm by positing another substance with the
opposite qualities of penetrability and indiscerpibility. This is
his original conception of spirit.

More later considers also the possibility of there being two
other kinds of substance between these two, with the attribute-
combinations of impenetrability and indiscerpibility and
penetrability and discerpibility, respectively (Ch. 3, Sec. 3).
But he dismisses the first as an absurdity, for impenetrability
implies some form of matter and no matter in nature is in-
discerpible. If it were, it would be spirit. More does not show
any awareness of the Gassendist theory of indivisible,
impenetrable atoms propounded in Syntagma Philosophicum 1,
553,86 But, even if he had been aware of the theory, he would

85 cf. Descartes, Meditationes, II. Although More does not introduce the
notion of extension at this point, he assumes it in his description of matter
and spirit in the next axiom where the discerpibility of the one and the
penetrability of the other argue for the extensionality of both matter and
spirit. It is at this juncture that More’ s metaphysics diverges from the
Cartesian restriction of extension to matter.

86 That More did not read Gassendi carefully is attested by the two letters
to Hartlib,dated 5 Nov. 1649 and 28 Dec. 1649 in which he first asks
Hartlib to "procure me out of France with any tolerable spead a copy of
Gassendus his Epicurean philosophy"” but later declares "Gassendus is too
tedious a philosopher for me ¢ Biog Ppax0c. I am glad you did not send it
to me." See C.Webster "Henry More and Descartes: Some New Sources,"

BJHS,IV, 16 (1969) p. 375f.

liii
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have refused to accept that such atoms were the ’primordials’
of the world since, as he explains in the same section, mere
indiscerpibility of parts is not a sufficient basis for "cogitation
and communion of sense,” which are the distinguishing
activities of spirit in its primary phase. These functions
require "a more perfect degree of union than there is in mere
Indiscerpibility of parts." And such an integrity of substan ce is
to be found only in spirit. Thus, to the Platonist, no argument
is subtle enough to destroy the priority of mind to matter. As
for the second possibility, of the existence of a substance that is
penetrable and discerpible, More considers this, too, as just
another form of matter by virtue of its divisibility and its union
through juxtaposition of parts and, hence, not worthy of a
distinct classification.

Although the empirical proofs of the existence of spiritual
substance are not immediately offered (they are dispersed
throughout the rest of the work), he does counter the objection
that "it implies a contradiction that Extended Substance should
run one part into another; for so part of the Extension, and
consequently of the Substance would be lost" (Ch. 2, Sec. 11),
this self-penetration seeming to negate its indivisibility. (This
objection is made by Descartes in his letter of 15 April 1649 to
More where he declares that one cannot understand how one
part of an extended thing can penetrate another part which is
equal to it, without understanding at the same time that the
middle part of its extension miust be removed or destroyed:
however, a thing that is destroyed cannot penetrate another.")
He defends his theory by postulating a fourth dimension called
"spissitude," which includes the possibility of "the redoubling or
contracting of Substance into less space then it does sometimes
occupy" as well as that of the "lying of two Substances of
several kinds in the same place at once." For the former he
gives the examples of a piece of wax reduced from a long figure
to a round, where what is lost in longitude is gained in latitude"
or depth. The latter he illustrates by the example of the
motion of a body and the body itself coextended within the
same space, for "motion is not nothing" and any thing that is is
extended.®”

87 This extraordinary reification of motion is clarified in Divine Dialogues,
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We note in More’s argumentation here a rationalistic
method similar to Descartes’. The otherwise problematic
fourth dimension is justified on the Cartesian grounds that it is
"as easy and familiar to my Understanding, as that of the
Three dimensions to my Sense or Phansy." More relies here on
clear and distinct ideas as an epistemological criterion just as
Descartes did in the Meditationes, IV. Then, following once
again Descartes’ adherence to geometric demonstrations as
being the most reliable, More proceeds to give a series of
axiomatic proofs of the simultaneous indiscerpibility and
penetrability of spirit (Chs.5-6,Axioms 11-19).

Starting from the "ancient notion of Light" (Ch. 5, Sec. 2)
and the fact that "it is most vigorous towards its fountain and
fainter by degrees,” he undertakes to examine the "one lucid
point” of the primary substance which constitutes its source.
This point is "purely indivisible" yet it is not nothing. For, a
perfect globe on a perfect plane touches the latter at a similarly
infinitesimal point which is a quantity, it being impossible that
"one Body should touch another, and yet touch one another in
nothing" (Sec.3). Such a "first point" which geometry proves
to be at once indivisble in its littleness and potentially divisible
as quantity is in fact the true notion of a spirit, the "inmost
Centre of life." This vital primary substance is "in Magnitude so

London, 1668, No. 25 ff. where Philotheus argues that 1. What ever has no
Extension or amplitude is nothing,"” 2."Wherefore Extension or Amplitude
is an intrinsecall or essential property of Ens quatenus Ens,” 3."And it can
as little be deny’d but that motion is an entity, I mean a Physicall Entity"
[i.e. since it can be measured], 4."Therefore Extension is an intrinsecal 1
property of motion."” However, the extension of motion is different from
that of matter, for the former is "not simply the Translation, but the vis
agitans that pervades the whole body that is moved." His further distinc-
tion that the extension of matter is "one single Extension not to be
lessened nor increased without the lessening and increasing of the Matter
itself; but the other a gradual Extension, to be lessened or augmented
without any lessening or augmenting the matter. Whence again it is a
sign that it has an extension of its own, reduplicative into it self, or
reducible to thinner or weaker degrees" reveals that 'motion’ as entity is
really the same as 'spirit.’ This identification of motion with spirit is also
the basis of its vital emanative power (see below p.lvi).

Iv
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little that it is Indiscerpible but in virtue so great that it can
send forth out of itself so large a Sphere of Secondary
Substance, as I may call it, that it is able to actuate grand
proportions of Matter, this whole sphere of life and activity
being in the mean time utterly Indiscerpible." (Ch. 6, Axiome
15).

The extension of the secondary substance from the first
point is through the immediate emanative causality of spirit,
which is instinct with self-motion (a quality he attributes to
spirit in order to avoid the infinite regress which would result
from attributing motion to matter -- Axiome 16).88 And, as it
implies a contradiction that an emanative effect should be
disjoined from its original (by virtue of Axiome 17, which
maintains that an emanative effect is coexistent with the
substance that is the cause of it), it follows that the vital sphere
is utterly indiscerpible from the centre to the circumference.
But the parts within it, being of an inferior substance, by
Axiome 19, are only "closely coherent"” through "immediate
union of these parts." The conceptualization of this as physical
phenomenon is certainly difficult. And More himself recognizes
this in his Preface. Sec. 3, where he attempts a more precise
explanation of his conception of spirit. He describes the "parts
indiscerpible” that constitute the spiritual atoms as having

88 More elaborates on the absurd consequences of matter possessing
innate motion in Ch. 11. If motion is coexistent with matter (as Gassendi
for example, attempted to prove by asserting a materia actuoso [Syntagma
Philosophicum I 335 b]) then it must be an emanative effect, by More’s
definition in Axiome 17, and motion must be equally distributed in all
parts of matter. This would mean that the planets would have a "common
Dividend of all the motion which themselves and the Sun and Stars, and
all the Aetherial matter possess.” And since the matter of the planets is
far less than that of the others, it would possess a disproportionately high
amount of activity whereby every Planet could not faile of melting itself
into little less finer substance then the purest Aether" (Sec.3). Throughout
this argument More is closely following Socrates’ in Phaedrus 245 E:
"Thus that which moves itself must be the beginning of motion. And this
can be neither destroyed nor generated, otherwise all the heavens and all
generations must fall in ruin and stop and never again have any source of
motion or origin" (Tr.H.N. Fowler, Loeb Classical Library).
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"real extension, but so little, that they cannot have less and be any
thing at all, and therefore cannot be actually divided.” This sort
of minute spiritual extension he calls "Essential ( as being such
that without that measure of it, the very Being of Matter cannot
be conserved)." The extension of matter composed of these parts
is called ’Integral’ extension, "these parts of this compounded
matter being actual and really separable one from another." He
again insists that a spiritual point, unlike a mathematical
point, cannot be "pure Negation or Non-entity and there being no
medium betwixt extended and non-extended, no more then there
is betwixt Entity and Non-entity, it is plain that if a thing be at
all, it must be extended."%® The problem then arises that all
extended things must have figure, and figures, of no matter
what size, must have parts that are divisible. To this More
replies, "I say, those indiscerpible particles of Matter have no
Figure at all: As infinite Greatness has no Figure, so infinite
Littleness has none also. And a Cube infinitely little in the
exactest sense, is as perfect a contradiction as a Cube infinitely
great in the same sense of Infinity; for the Angles would be equal
in magnitude to the Hedrae thereof."”

However, despite his mathematical demonstrations of the
differing natures of spirit and matter, the transition from
‘essential’ extension to ’'integral’ is still difficult to comprehend
except with intuitive intelligence, what Aristotle calls volg in

89 cf., Leibniz’s distinction between spiritual points and mathematical in
'Systéme nouveau de la nature et de la communication des substances,
aussi bien que de 'union qu’il y a entre ’Ame et le corps’(1695):"Mais les
Atomes de matiere sont contraires a la raison: outre qu’ils sont encor
composés de parties, puisque l’attachement invincible d’une partie a
I’autre (quand on le pouvait concevoir ou supposer avec raison) ne
detruiront point leur diversité Il n’y a que les Atomes de substance, c’est
a dire, les unités réelles et absolument destituées de parties, qui soyent les
sources des actions, et les premiers principes absolus de la composition des
choses, et comme les derniers elemens de l’analyse des choses
substantielles. On les pourroit appeller points metaphysiques: ils ont
quelque chose de vital et une espece de perception, et les points
mathematiques sont leurs points de veue, pour exprimer 'univers" ( Die
Philosophischen Schriften von Gottfried Wilheim Leibniz, ed. C. J. Gerhardt,
Berlin, 1888, Vol. IV, ii, p. 482f).
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Ethica Nichomachea, VI, 6-7. The transformation of the
primary substance of spirit into its secondary substance is of
the same mysterious mathematical nature as the conversion of
an infinitesimal point into a line by repetition of itself (Axiomes
13, 14). So More fittingly concludes with the example of the
human mind, quoting Aristotle: FEi yap kai tin Oykou gucpbv
€0TL, OUVAUEL Kl TWIOTNTL MOAD WOAAOV UMEPEXEL TOVTOV ,9 and
juxtaposes it to the more perceptible physical phenomenon of a
little spark of light that infuses a large sphere of air.

As this notion of the emanation of a secondary essence
from the primary indivisible substance of spirit is ultimately
derived from Plotinus, I think it would be useful to present here
Plotinus’ description of the Soul in Enneades, 1V, ii, 1:

But on the other hand, that first utterly
indivisible Kind must be accompanied by a
subsequent Essence, engendered by it and holding
indivisibility from it, but, in virtue of the necessary
outgo from source, tending firmly towards the
contrary, the wholly partible; this secondary Essence
will take an intermediate place between the first
substance, the undivided, and that which is divisible
in material things and resides in them ... The
Essence, very near to the impartible, which we
assert to belong to the Kind we are now dealing with,
is at once an Essence and an entrant into body; upon
embodiment, it experiences a partition unknown
before it bestowed itself.

In whatsoever bodies it occupies -- even the
vastest of all, that in which the entire universe is
included -- it gives itself to the whole without
abdicating its unity nature, at once divisible and
indivisible, which we affirm to be soul, has not the
unity of an extended thing: it does not consist of
separate sections; its divisibility lies in its presence
at every point of the recipient, but it is indivisible as
dwelling entire in every part.

90 Aristotle, Ethica Nichomachea, X, 7: "For though this be small in bulk,
in power and value it far surpasses all the rest" (Tr. H. Rackham).
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To have penetrated this idea is to know the
greatness of the Soul and its power, the divinity and
wonder of its being, as a nature transcending the
sphere of Things.91

More’s comparison of the primal spiritual entity to a point
also has a counterpart in Plotinus (IV, vii, 8): ". .. it must still
be admitted that there do exist intellections of intellectual
objects and perceptions of objects not possessing magnitude;
how, we may then ask, can a thing of magnitude [i.e. if we
assume the mind to be extended] know a thing that has no
magnitude, or how can the partless be known by means of
what has parts? We will be told, 'By some partless part.” But,
at this, the intellective will not be body: for contact does not
need a whole; one point suffices."

Ralph Cudworth, in commenting on this section of the
Enneades, interprets Plotinus as an 'unextended Incorporealist’
and differentiates him from More who asserted "another
extension specifically differing from that of bodies."%? But this
observation is only partly correct. Plotinus is indeed careful to
deprive soul of any quality that would imply a corporeal
nature, including extension. However, having distinguished
two ’phases’ in the Soul, an indivisible one and a divisible, he is
faced with the problem of determining "whether these and the
other powers which we call ’parts’ of the Soul are situated all
in place; or whether some have place and standpoint, others
not; or whether again none are situated in place" (IV, iii, 20).
He quickly dismisses the possibility of the soul’s being
contained in the body as in a space: "Space is a container, a
container of body; it is the home of such things as consist of
isolated parts, and is never, therefore, found whole in any part;
now, the Soul is not a body and is no more contained than
containing ... Besides (if the Soul were contained as in space)
contact would be only at the surface of the body, not
throughout the entire mass" ( Ibid.). But the answer he gives

91 All citations from Plotinus are from The Enneads, tr. S. Mackenna,
London, 1956.

92 Ralph Cudworth, The True Intellectual System of the Universe, ed. T.
Birch, 4 vols., London, 1820, vol. IV, p. 81.
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to the problem is strikingly like More’s: "May we think that
the mode of the Soul’s presence to body is that of the presence
of light to the air? This certainly is presence with distinction:
the light penetrates through and through but nowhere
coalesces, the light is the stable thing, the air flows in and out;
when the air passes beyond the lit area it is dark; under the
light it is lit. We have a true parallel to what we have been
saying of body and soul, for the air is in the light rather than
the light in the air"(IV, iii, 22). And in his later elaboration of
the union of Soul and body he even, accidentally, grants it the
same extension ( 6ykoc ) as the body, in his effort to establish
the non-corporeal nature of the Soul: "Two bodies (i.e. by
hypothesis, the Soul and the human body) are blended, each
entire through the entirety of the other; where the one is, the
other is also; each occupies an equal extension and each the
whole extension no increase of size has been caused by the
juncture: the one body thus inblended can have left in the
other nothing undivided. This is no case of mixing in the sense
of considerable portions alternating; that would be described as
collocation. No, the incoming entity goes through the other to
the very minutest point ... an impossibility, of course ... body
cannot traverse anything as a whole traversing a whole. But
soul does this. It is therefore incorporeal." (IV, vii, 8, my
italics).

More’s neo-Plotinian conception of spirit, to be fully
defended in an age of empirical science, required solid proof of
the existence of spiritual substance. Consequently, More was
comitted to a belief in daemonic aparitions and sought
vigorously to demonstrate their reality (see below pp.lxxxivff.)
Hobbes’ objection in Part IV of his Elements of Philosophy (Ch.
25, Art. that "ghosts and incorporeal substances" are mere
vivid dreams "especially such as some men have when they are
between sleeping and waking, and such as happen to those that
have no knowledge of the nature of dreams and are withal
superstitious" was quite misguided, according to More. He
dismisses Hobbes’ view as based on the false assumption that
such phenomena are to be witnessed only in the minds of
superstitious men. For "Philosophers and Christians alike"
have argued for the existence of spirits and immaterial
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substance "from the evidence of Externall Objects of Sense,
that is, the ordinary Phaenomena of Nature. " (Ch. 10, Sec. 2):
He adduces the example of atheistic philosophers like
Pomponazzi, Cardano and Vanini to demonstrate the
universality of the belief in supernatural phenomena. Hobbes’
other objection in Part I of Elements of Philosophy that those
things seen in sleep do not have real existence (Ch. 5, Sec. 4)
is based on the unproved assumption that everything (including
space) is imaginary that is not body.

The next argument that More finds in Hobbes against
spirit (in his Human Nature, Ch. 11, Sec. 4) is built on the
Aristotelian notion that all conceptions are supported by
phantasms produced by the action of the senses and the
imagination, and since we cannot have any phantasms of a
spirit which does not have any dimensions, the only knowledge
we have of spirits can be that accepted on "faith from
supernatural revelation given to the holy writers of the
Scripture.” Not only is this way of reasoning manifestly con-
tradictory (if miracles and spirits can occur in biblical history,
how can we rule out the existence of spirits altogether in
modern?), but More does not, in the first place, subscribe to the
view that dimension is the exclusive predicate of body. For,
spirit, too, is extended, and differs from body merely in that it
lacks impenetrability. It must be noted that Hobbes did offer a
solution to the problem of spirits in the Bible in Leviathan, Ch.
34 and Ch. 45, by suggesting that angels and apparitions are
corporeal too, though of subtler matter. But the linguistic and
scientific awkwardness of allowing "spiritual bodies" in the
empirical-materialistic universe of Hobbes only highlights the
distinction of More’s concept of spirit as the primordial
substance that infuses different forms of matter.

In attempting to account for ancient religious belief in
supernatural agents such as the imagines and umbrae of the
Romans (Leviathan, Ch. 12.), Hobbes once again decries the
deluded belief in spirits. More replies that the secundae
notiones of the mind, which include logical and mathematical
terms, are evidence of intellection that is not dependent on
sense impressions. Hobbes’ objection that such universals are
mere names (Human Nature, Ch. 5) More rejects by pointing to
the historical evidence of similar common notions arising
amongst nations speaking different languages which proves
that universals are real existents and not mere effects of

Ixi
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language. This repetition of the Herbertian theory of common
notions rests largely on the rationalistic conviction of the
immutability of mathematical truths (cf. Descartes,
Meditationes 1, Regulae II), a conception mostlyignored by
Hobbes in his restriction of ’computation’ to a knowledge of the
causes of corporeal effects (Part I of Elements of Philosophy,
Ch. 1, 2-5).

More interesting is More’s example of the freewill as
evidence of intellectual activity that is free of material
influence. Evidences of heroic conduct such as the adherence to
virtue at the cost of physical pain to oneself argue the existence
of a faculty that cannot be explained by the action and reaction
of one art of matter against another. In Bk. II, Ch. 3, More
attacks Hobbes’ deterministic view of life by considering the
various arguments expressed in Hobbes’ treatise Of liberty and
necessity. The first argument that, since nothing in the
universe is sui generis but is caused by the action of an external
agent, "the Will is also caused by other things" More counters by
focussing on the falseness of the materialist’s theory of change:

But that Motion in a large sense, taking it for
mutation or change, may proceed from that very
Essence in which it is found, seems to me plain by
Experience: For there is an Essence in us, whatever
we call it, which we find endued with this property
[of varying its modifications] as appears from hence,
that it has variety of perceptions, Mathematical,
Logical, and I may adde also Moral, that are not any
impresses nor footsteps of Corporeal Motions( Sec. 7).

In Hobbes’ reasoning that willing is caused by the Will,
More keenly perceives Hobbes’ hidden scholasticism in believing
in "Faculties and Operations... as separate and distinct from the
Essence they belong to" (Sec. 8). Having established the soul of
man as a spiritual substance whose motive power naturally
results in willing and understanding, he avoids the "sophistry"
of Hobbes’ identification of "necessary" with "necessitated," for
the soul is not necessitated by any external cause to will but by
itself in the form of the understanding, "by the displaying of
certain notions and perceptions [which the soul] raises in
herself that be purely intellectual” ( Sec. 10).
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More exposes the flaw of Hobbes’ second argument that
every sufficient cause is a necessary cause for "if it be
impossible that a sufficient cause should not produce the effect,
then is a sufficient cause a necessary cause, for that is said to
produce an effect necessarily that cannot but produce it" by
stressing the special virtue of voluntary causality, which can
abstain from producing an effect even when it his sufficient
power to produce it. The reason for this, of course, is that it is
directed by the understanding, which is part of the soul, as
indicated above.

Hobbes’ third argument for determinism from the logical
example of 'Future disjunctions’ is clearly a weak one, for he
considers the disjunct proposition ’It shall rain or not rain,” as
though it were a connex axiom, which is necessary in its
connected entirety, whereas a disjunct proposition is necessary
only if both its parts are individually shown to be necessary.
Thus Hobbes’ example could be broken up into its parts as
follows: ’If it be necessary it shall rain, it shall rain’ and ’If it
be necessary it shall not rain, it shall not.” And Hobbes would
then have little evidence of universally necessitated actions,
since the first part of both these propositions would still have to
be proved to be true. Hobbes, however, maneuvers the parts
so that they read as follows: ’If it be not necessary it shall
rain, it is necessary it shall not rain,” whereas the most he
could have rightly asserted is that ’If it be not necessary it
shall rain, it shall or shall not rain,” which is quite contrary to
what he set out to prove.

The "diffidence" of Hobbes’ fourth argument "That the
denying of Necessity destroyeth both the decrees and the
prescience of God Almighty” More immediately traces to the
contradiction involved in Hobbes’ assumption of a omniscient
divinity in a system that proclaims that there is "nothing but
Body or Matter in the whole comprehension of things." More’s
defen ce of freewill takes into account those rare instances
where the liberty of will may degenerate so far that it causes
predictable automatic responses, as in a hungry dog, or may
ascend to such a level of heroism that we may accurately
foretell the actions of a virtuous person in a crisis. But, for the
rest, the freewill of man does not contradict the prescience of
God which extends so far "as to know precisely and fully
whatever implies no contradiction to be Known" (Sec. 20).
This definition of God’s omniscience seems to come dangerously
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close to limiting his omnipotence, which is only "able to doe
whatever imples no contradiction to be done." But More’s God
is a rational more than a transcendent being ( cf. Bk. I, Ch. 4,
Sec. 2), and, as in Descartes’ Meditationes (III, V), it would be
absurd (even if not impossible) for the guarantor of all logical
ideas to contradict the law of contradiction with his power.

Hobbes’ last objection to spiritual substance is that it is
partly derived from the scholastic reification of "separated
essences" or "Forms." In particular, he is appalled at the
resultant riddle of the soul as being tota in toto et tota in qualibet
parte (Leviathan, Ch. 24; Human Nature, Ch. 11). Although
More too is scornful of this paradoxical formula, he attempts to
save the authors of it by interpreting it in a Platonic manner;
"I suppose they may mean nothing by it, but what Plato did by
his making the Soul to consist ék pepiotiic xal duepictov ovolag
(Bk. I, Ch. 10, Sec. 8), which, according to him, implies "an
Essence that is intellectually divisible, but really indiscerpible."
As we have already seen, this is the definition of a spiritual
point (Axiome 15, see above p.liii).

As for Hobbes’ objection to the scholastics’ allocation of
spirit to place in the definitive sense of it on the nominalist
grounds that the distinction between ’circumscriptive’ and
"definitive’ place is merely a linguistic quibble (Leviathan, Ch.
46), More once again defends the schoolmen by showing how it
is indeed possible to have two different definitions of place, as
"the Concave Superficies of one Body immediately environing
another Body " or as " Imaginary Space that is coincident with
the magnitude of any body," Hobbes’ own definition in Part II
of Elements of Philosophy Ch. 7, Art. 2. Since the latter is
indeed what the scholastics meant by definitive place, More
sees no reason why Hobbes should quarrel with them or with
More himself, whose notion of spirit is such that it can occupy
the same space along with a body.

b. Psychology

Book II of The Immortality of the Soul begins with a
demonstration of the existence of spiritual substance from the
inadequacy of matter to explain all the processes of sense and
perception. Hobbes’ explanation of sense as being due to "some
internal motion in the sentient generated by some internal
motion of the parts of the object, and propagated through all
the media to the innermost part of the organ "(Part IV of
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Elements of Philosophy, Ch. 25, Art. 2) More considers as being
sound as far as it goes. For, all perception is generally
preceded by corporeal motion and so too is cogitation "from the
heat that Thinking casts a man into (Preface, Sec. 5). And, "as
heat is lost ... so our Understanding and Imagination decayes
and our Senses themselves fail, as not being able to be moved by
the impression of outward Objects, or as not being in a due
degree of liquidity and agility, and therefore in death our Bodies
become as senseless as a lump of clay" (Ibid.). But he refuses to
believe that "a general agitation onely of the particles of the
Matter will suffice to excite them to thinking, and that they
being thus excited, can freely run out to other cogitations and
Phantasmes then what adequately arise from the impress of
Motion" (Bk Ch. 1, sec.3). The intellectual processes of man
are far too complex to be produced by the mere motion of
matter. The animadversion of material particles, if at all they
be capable of it, would be limited to the immediate sensible
phantasms that are produced by their random collisions and
could never diversify their operations automatically into the
great "Variety of thoughts, the exercise of Inventions,
Judgement and Memory” that are characteristic of the intellect.
Matter is, besides, "a principle purely passive and no otherwise
moved or modified than as some other thing moves and modifies
it, but canot move itself at all." More gives a humorous
illustration of the absurdity of attributing self-motion to matter:
"For if it had any such Perception, it would by virtue of its Self-
motion withdraw it self from under the knocks of hammers or
fury of the fire, or of its own accord approach to such things as
are most agreeable to it and pleasing." This further argues the
existence of a substance capable of self-motion. Of course,
Hobbes himself had qualified his materialistic view of
perceptions by maintaining that not all bodies are endued with
sense but only those "fit for the retaining of such motion as is
made in them" (Part IV of Elements of Philosophy, Ch. 25, Art.
5). For sense "hath necessarily some memory adhering to it, by
which former and later phantasms may be compared together,
and distinguished from one another" ( Ibid). But the weakness
of this theory is revealed by More’s example of a bell, in which
every stroke produces a tremor "which decaying, must
(according to his Philosophie)93 be Imagination, and to the
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stroke past must be Memory;and if a stroke overtake it within
the compass of this Memory, what hinders but Discrimination or
Judgment may follow?" ( Bk.II, Ch. 2, Sec.1).

More then turns to the faculty of sight in particular
(Axiome 24) and demonstrates the impossibility of a point of
matter perceiving, through the sole means of physical contact,
large objects, the view of "half an horizon at once," or different
colours at the same time. More here employs Descartes’
theory of colours as arising from the contrary modifications of
motion in the globules of subtle matter between the object and
the sentient (Météores, Ch. 8). As colours cannot be
communicated at once to one and the same round particle of
matter (i.e. of the sentient) contrary colours such as red and
black can be perceived only successively and never
simultaneously. Moreover, if perception were produced merely
by the impressions made on a bare point of matter, all colours
would be contaminated, due to the fact that perceptions require
"a considerable stay upon the percipient Matter" and "some
leisurely continuance of this or that Motion before it be wiped
out." The crucial necessity of a perceptive principle that is
naturally stable leads More to discount also Hobbes’ description
of the heart as "the fountain of all sense" (Part IV of Elements
of Philosophy, Ch. 25, Art. 4), following the Aristotelian theory
of De Juventute et Senectute, Ch. 3. For, even if one granted
that there be a soul in the heart (that the heart can cause local
motions by itself More is not for a moment willing to concede),
perceptions would be "horribly disturbed by [the heart’s]
sgueezing of it self, and then flagging again by vicissitudes.
Neither would Objects appear in the same place, or at least our
sight not fixt on the same part of the Object when the Heart is
drawn up and when it is let down again" (Bk. II, Ch. 7, Sec. 8).

All these various limitations of the materialist hypothesis
led More to investigate the real nature of the "I myself" which
perceives, imagines, remembers, reasons, and is the source of
spontaneous motion and freewill. Hobbes’ failure to consider
the question of the intellectual self in any detail thus
constituted for More a fatal flaw in an otherwise coherent
system. And while he greatly preferred Descartes’

93 In Part IV of Elements of Philosophy,Ch. 25, Art. 7, 8.
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identification of a res cogitans distinct from matter, he was
resolved to go much farther than the French philosopher in
establishing the reality of such a res with his definite notion of
spirit as extended entity.
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II. More and Descartes
Psychology

The ’Epistle Dedicatory’ to Lord Conway reveals that The
Immortality of the Soul was partly inspired by More’s reading of
Descartes’ Les Passions de ’éme (1649),94 in the summer of
1656 in the Garden of Luxembourg, "to pass away the time."
Descartes’ physiological analysis of the passions struck him as
being "handsome and witty." Yet, "all did not seem so
perfectly solid and satisfactory to me but that I was forced in
some principal things to seek satisfaction from my self." The
particular fault that More focusses on in The Immortality of the
Soul is the tenuous nature of Descartes’ establishment of a
thinking substance distinct from body ( Discours,IV;
Meditationes,II). "For," as he says in Bk. I, Ch. 8, Sec.
9,"being there may be Modes common to more subjects then
one, and this of Cogitation may be pretended to be such as is
competible as well to Substance Corporeal as Incorporeal, it
may be conceived apart from either, though not from both. And
therefore his Argument does not prove That that in us which
does think or perceive is a Substance distinct from one Body,
but onely That there may be such a Substance which has the
power of thinking or perceiving, which yet is not a Body."
Whereas, More focusses the definition of the ego cogitans by
emphasizing the ultimate independence of cogitation of any
form of corporeal substance whatsoever and thereby ascertains
the existence of another substance "which must needs be a
Substance Incorporeal," of which thinking is a mode.

Descartes’ refusal to discuss the substantial nature of the
res cogitans had led to some awkward problems in his
physiological study of human activity. While maintaining that
the soul is characterized by thought alone (Passions, Art.4), he
divides intellection into two kinds (Art. 17), the voluntary
actions of the soul and its passive perceptions. But sense

94 More read the book in the Latin translation of 1650 as is evident from
his references to ’De Passion/ibus Animae]’ in his marginal notes to The
Immortality of the Soul. But I quote for convenience from the English
translation of Descartes’ French original in The Philosophical Writings of
Descartes. tr. J. Cottingham, R. Stoothoff, P.Murdoch, Cambridge: C.U.P,
1985, I, 325ff.
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perceptions depend on the interaction between objects outside
the body and the nerves which contain animal spirits that
transmit impressions to the brain. This necessitates the
inclusion of the animal spirits at least (if not the nerves which
contain them and the blood which produces them)?’in a general
description of the powers of the soul. But the soul in Descartes’
view is not extended: "it is of such a nature that it has no
relation to extension, or to the dimensions or other properties of
the matter of which the body is composed"” (Art 30). However,
he maintains that "the soul is really joined to the whole body
and that we cannot properly say that it exists in any one part
of the body to the exclusion of the others" (Ibid.). His
description of the activity of the soul, consequently, belies his
original refusal of extension to spirit: "The soul has its principal
seat in the small gland located in the middle of the brain. From
there it radiates through the rest of the body by means of the
animal spirits, the nerves, and even the blood" (Art. 34). The
contradiction involved in fixing the soul in one part of the brain
and then expecting it to be "really joined" to the rest of the
body through the aid of animal spirits is not much clarified in
Article 41, which details the exact manner in which the soul
acts: "The activity of the soul consists entirely in the fact that
simply by willing something it brings it about that the little
gland to which it is closely joined moves in the manner required
to produce the effect corresponding to this volition."

More was quick to perceive the problems inherent in
Descartes’ mechanistic psychology and in Bk. II, Ch. 5, he set
out to refute it as well as he could. He first attacks Descartes’
location of the soul in the conarion in much the same way as he
did Hobbes’ psychological system, which differed from
Descartes’ only in its omission of an immaterial soul. The
faculty of vision is the clearest evidence of the inadequacy of
Descartes’ theory. If, as Descartes believes,gsin the act of
seeing "the Image that is propagated from the Object to the
Conarion, is impressed thereupon in some latitude of space ... it
is manifest that the Conarion does not, nor can perceive the
whole Object, though several parts may be acknowledged to

95 See Art. 10.
96 Les Passions de 'ame, Art. 35.
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have the perception of the several parts thereof. But something
perceives the whole which therefore cannot be the Conarion.” (
Sec. 2). Being a material body, the conarion cannot integrate
the diverse impressions it receives in its various parts into a
single visual image.

Also, spontaneous motion®” cannot be explained by the
action of "so weak and so small a thing as that glandula is"
which is obviously "unable to determine the Spirits with that
force and violence we find they are determined in running,
striking, thrusting and the like." This is especially evident in
that "sometimes scarce the thousandth part of the Conarion
shall be director of this force; viz, when the Object of Sight,
suppose, is as little as a pin’s point, or when a man is pricked
with a needle, these receptions must be as little in the glandula
as in the exterior Sense " (Sec. 3). In other words, Descartes’
conception of the soul’s instrument does not properly explain
the directive power of the soul. To those who may reply that
the animal spirits are so subtle that they can be propelled
through any particular course with such rapidity as to be able
to cause these violent physical actions, More gives a
diagrammatic demonstration -- employing a model used by
Descartes’ disciple Henri de Roy in his Philosophia Naturalis
(Amsterdam, 1661) of the impossibility of the spirits moving in
any specific direction merely through mechanical action without
the express "Imperium of our Soul that does determine the
Spirits to this Muscle rather than the other, and holds them
there in despite of external force."%® The crucial ability of the
soul to control the spirits at every part of their course through
the body is absent in Descartes’ description of motion (Art.41 &
Art.11-16). In fact, Descartes’ account of the production of
different motions due to the differences in the external objects
that impinge on the nerves or in the quality of the animal
spirits themselves is little different from that of Hobbes.%?

97 Ibid., Art. 11.

98 From this More infers, also, that brutes too must have souls -- another
point of quarrel with Descartes (See his Epistolae Quatuor ad Renatum
Descartes, and L.D. Cohen’s discussion, "Descartes and Henry More on the
Beast-Machine," Annals of Science, 1(1936),48-61).

99 cf. Part IV of Elements of Philosophy,Ch. 25, Art. 12.
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More next attacks Descartes’ theory of memory in Art. 42
of the Passions. Descartes had suggested that objects leave
traces in the form of pores in the brain which are found by the
animal spirits at the command or "inclination" of the conarion.
This explanation, says More, accounts for only the figure of a
thing, not its colours according to Descartes’ own theory of
colours (see above p.lxvi). Also, the fact that we can distinctly
remember many objects exposed to our view "at the same
distance, the Eye keeping exactly in the same posture,
insomuch that it shall be necessary for these images to take up
the very same place of the Brain" shows that such memories
are produced by a substance endowed with a power "perfectly
beyond the bounds of mere Matter, for there would be a
necessary confusion of all" (sec. 7). Moreover, the conarion
cannot by mechanical means alone invert the position of images
on the retina. For this, it must have the power of raising
motions in itself, "such as are not necessarily conveighed by
any corporeal impress of another body" (Sec. 8). But this
contradicts Descartes’ own laws of movement in Principia, II,
Arts, 36, 37.

More sought to avoid these problems of the interaction
between the rational soul and the inferior part of it by including
as the distinctive qualities of noncorporeal substance
indivisibility and self-motion, with its resulting power of
extension, either in the form of self-penetration, self-contraction
and dilatation or the power of penetrating, moving and altering
matter. From the combination of indivisibility, self-motion and
penetration, "it is plain that such a Spirit as we define, having
the power of Motion upon the Whole extent of its essence, may
also determine this Motion according to the property of its own
nature"(Bk. I, Ch. 7, Sec. 2).

In Bk II, Chs,10 and 11, More sets forth his conception of
the human soul, its infusion of the body and its various
activities. He returns to a Stoic and Neoplatonic understanding
of sympathetic connexion between various forms of spirit. 10
The soul of the world or anima mundi is one everywhere,
though it forms itself into different human and animal souls

100 cf. for example, Plotinus, Enneades, 111, 8; IV, 3, 4, and 9; Origen, De

Principiis, 11, 1, 3.
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through the agency of the spiritus naturae or spirit of
nature,which he otherwise recognizes as "the Unity of the Soul
of the Universe, which is interessed in all plastick powers" (Ch.
10, Sec. 7). This unity and heterogeneity of spiritual substance
is repeated within the human body by the sympathy that exists
between the rational soul in the common sensorium and the
rest of the soul which fully pervades the body. The soul
informs the body in the following manner: "the Soul, which is
a Spirit, and therefore contractible and dilatable, begins within
less compass at first in organizing the fitlyprepared Matter,
and so bears itself on in the same tenour of work till the Body
has attained its full growth; and ... the soul dilates it self in the
dilating of the Body, and so possesses it through all the
members thereof" (Ch. 10, Sec. 2). The rational soul planted in
matter by the world-soul sends forth from itself "such an
Essential Emanation from it self as is utterly devoid of all Sense
and Perception; which you may call, if you will the Exteriour
branches of the Soul, or the Rayes of the Soul.” (Ch. 11, Sec.
10). Once this is accomplished, the various faculties of the soul
continue to function until "satiety or fatigue" breaks the bonds
between the soul and the body (See below p. fxxxv).

The lowest faculty of the soul is the plastic or vegetative
part of the soul whose operations More had described in
Enthusiasmus Triumphatus ,Sec.4,as being "fatall and naturall
to [the soul] so long as she is in the body" . These include the
automatic functions of the body such as the "perpetual Systole
and Diastole of the Heart,” as well as respiration. According to
More, (Ch. 11) sensation is caused in much the same way as
Descartes had indicated, but More insists on the importance of
the essential continuity of the soul throughout the body to
explain the peculiar fact that pain is felt not in the common
sensorium but in the external organ affected. Also, he gives a
detailed proof (Ch. 10, Sec. 9) of the necessity of the soul’s
being present at "the bottom of the eye" or retina, where the
image of an object is made in order that the figure and the
colour may be retained intact when it conveys it to the centre
of perception "intirely in the same circumstances." If this
activity were left to the nerves and the "bare laws of Matter,"
the restriction of the image into the narrow range of the optic
nerve would result in distortion of both figure and colour in the
image, just as the opacity of the brain would rob it of its
"splendour or entireness." "Wherefore," he concludes, "I do not
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doubt but that the image which the Soul perceives is that in the
Eye and not any other corporeally producted to the inside of the
Brain"(lbid.).

In his explanation of memory, More differs from Descartes
in refusing to believe "that the Brain should be stored with
distinct images (whether they consist of the Flexures of the
supposed Fibrillae, or the orderly puncture of Pores, or in a
continued Motion of the parts thereof, some in this manner,
and others in that)" (Ch. 11, Sec. 4). Rather, the only marks
that might be present in the brain must be "a kind of
Brachygraphie," mnemonic devices for the soul to remind itself
of objects and events. These marks must be made by the plastic
part of the soul, since the rational soul has "no perception of
them distinct from the representation of those things which
they are to remind her of." Memory is, in other words, not a
function of the material brain but "a Promptitude" in the
rational soul "to think of this or that Phantasm, with the
circumstances thereof, which were raised in her upon some
occasion” ( Sec. 5). While this promptitude might arise from
frequency or novelty of impression of an image, the soul can
also by itself through "voluntary attention ... very carefully and
on set purpose [imprint] the /dea as deeply as she can into her
inward Sense."” In such an action, as also in the recovery of
images, she is assisted by her plastic faculty.

Spontaneous motion, too, reveals the continuous presence
of the soul throughout the body. Having already established
the soul’s power of moving matter as well as its ubiquity, More
has little difficulty in explaining the way in which, at the
command of the will in the common sensorium, "that part of
the Soul that resides in the Muscles, "by its plastic power,
guides the spirits into "the Fibrous parts of the Muscle as the
main Engine of motion,"” where the "subtle liquor of the Animal
Spirits, makes them swell and shrink like Lute-strings in rainy
weather: And in this chiefly consists that notable strength of
our Limbs in Spontaneous motion” (Ch. 11, Sec. 7).

In spite of the diffusion of the soul through the body, the
primary functions of the soul that enable her to "Imagine,
Remember, Reason, and be the fountain of Spontaneous Motion,
as also the Seat of what the Greeks call 0 avtefolowov or liberty
of Will" are located in a single part of the brain, (Bk II, Ch. 2,
Sec.2). - However, this "immediate instrument" of the soul is
not the conarion, for the reasons already indicated above.
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Having dismissed the possibility of the common sensorium
being any form of recognizable matter, however liquid, More
then identifies it as being a substance "so yielding and passive,
that it easily feels the several assaults and impresses of other
Bodies upon it, or in it" which for want of more precise
terminology he calls "subtile matter" which is tenuous, passive
nearly homogeneous and registering no perceptibie change
"from the playing together of its own tenuious particles” (Sec.
3). Such "matter" can scarcely be distinguished from spirit.

In trying to locate such a substance in the body that could
serve as the seat of the soul, More considers, apart from
Descartes’ theory of the conarion, the opinions of many
contemporary anatomists and philosophers. The spinal
marrow and the animal spirits of the fourth ventricle of the
brain are first discarded, the first as being too gross and the
second as too liquid a conglomeration of particles (Bk. II, Ch.
6). Among those that placed the seat of the soul outside the
head, Jan Baptista van Helmont had chosen the upper orifice of
the stomach (in his treatise, De Sede Animae and Hobbes the
heart (in Part IV of Elements of Philosophy, Ch. 25). Van
Helmont’ s misconception More sagaciously attributes to the
"great Sympathy betwixt the Orifice of the Stomack and the
Heart, whose Pathemata are so alike and conjoyned that the
Ancients have given one name to both parts, calling them
promiscuously «opdia (Ch. 7, Sec. 6). This intimate connection
often causes a wound "About the mouth of the Stomack" to be
mgre fatal than a wound in the head, which does not affect the
pulse as quickly, and so people wrongly tend to believe that the
stomach is the source of life as well as of sensation. As for
Hobbes’ view, we have already seen the main reason for
More’s rejection (see above p.lxvi). He adds to this the
evidence of animals which continue to live for a while even
after their heart has been removed.

Further anatomical evidence is adduced to prove that the
seat of common sense must be in the head (Sec. 10). Since the
whole brain is not the source of common sense (Sec. 11), it
must be one particular part of it. Henri de Roy’s location of the
centre of perception in a "small solid particle” (Philosophia
Naturalis Bk. V, Ch. 1) is easily refuted on the basis of its
hardness, and so, too, are the external and internal membranes
of the head which are not conveniently enough located for the
reception of all sense impressions (Sec. 14). Descartes’ opinion
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More valiantly defends against the criticisms of Caspar
Bartholin and  Joseph  Wharton (in the latter’s
Adenographia,Ch. 23), but finally discounts on account of the
fact that the conarion is too weak to direct the animal spirits
into particular pores of the brain (See above pp.lxxff). Besides,
the stones that have been discovered in it as well as the net of
veins and arteries around it are signs of grossness incompatible
with the superior functions of the rational soul.'°! Wharton’s
location of the common sensorium in the concourse of nerves in
the fourth ventricle is close to the actual location but errs in
suggesting that the material "pitch of the Brain" itself, where
the nerves meet, could be the centre of perception.

This clears the way for More’s own choice of the pure
spirits in the fourth ventricle of the brain as the common
sensorium. 0% For,these spirits are of the finest texture and
abundant enough to serve as the agents of sense, spontaneous
motion, and cogitation. More’s choice of the fourth ventricle is
apparently based on Bartholin’s anatomical discoveries in
Institutiones Anatomicae, 111, 4:

We consider the use of this ventricle is to be the
place of generation and elaboration of the animal
spirits. For this ventricle is 1. very pure and subtle,
2. It has a sufficient cavity for this, and 3. It is
situated in a convenient place for spreading the
animal spirits all around it into all the nerves,
Hierophil was, consequently, right in thinking this to
be the most important ventricle of all.

Examples of the visible manifestations of spiritous activity
in animals include such phenomena as the bubbles that move
through the body of a snail observed in a glass by Henri de Roy

101 See Bartholin, Institutiones Anatomicae (Oxford, 1633), Bk. III, Ch. 6:
[The pineal gland] is of a harder substance and yellowish colour, and is
covered with a fine membrane ... A small net of nerves holds this gland
firmly on both sides" (imy translation).

102 See the diagram of the brain from Vesalius’ De humani corporis fabrica
(1542) reproduced below p.lxxvi from Vesalius on the human brain, tr.
C.Singer, London: OUP., 1952, pp. 104f.
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. . . I That depression in the medulla dorsalis which is
likened to the pointed partofascribe’squill « « «  which constitutes the middle
cavity of that ventricle common to medulla dorsalis and cerebellum. This the
experts in dissection have called the “fourth ventricle’. ..
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(in Philosophia Naturalis, IV, Ch. 17) and the ebb and flow of
spirits in the eye according to the passions "insomuch that the
Soul even seems to speak through them, in that silent voice of
Angels" (Ch. 8, Sec. 9). That the rational soul uses these
spirits in intellection too is obvious from the fact that even the
"Inventive and purely Intellectual Operations" are influenced by
"change of Air, or Distemper or Diseasedness" (sec 10). This
need of fine spirits is due to the fact that the soul has
"exceeding little" power of moving matter though it readily
directs matter in motion.

The extreme subtlety of the pure spirits in the fourth
ventricle as opposed to the rest of the animal spirits in the body
is highlighted by More’s comparison of the swiftness of their
motion to that of light in answering objections to his theory of
the ventricular spirits (Ch. 9, Sec. 4). And, as we have
already observed, the example of light in More is always
indicative of the transformation of the primary substance of
non-corporeal spirit into its secondary substance ( see above p.
v).This is borne out by his larger identification of the pure
spirits of the fourth ventricle to the aethereal matter on which
the spiritus naturae acts first in fashioning the universe (Ch.9,
Sec.6).His additional reference here to the fire of Hermes
Trismegistus (in Poemander, Chap 10), which is both "the most
inward vehicle of the Mind" and "the instrument that God used
in forming the world" is of the utmost importance, I think, in
suggesting the vital continuity of different forms of substance
both within and without the body. The animal spirits of the
body are sympathetically allied to the aerial element
(Descartes’ second element) of the universe, just as the fine
spirits of the fourth ventricle are part of the aethereal (or
Descartes’ first element). This leads to the inevitable
conclusion that the incorporeal spiritual substance in man that
More calls "Soul" must be really consubstantial with the
rational part of the divina anima or else it could not participate
in the Intellect which constitutes the second hypostasis of the
Neoplatonic triad. 103 However, as this seems to come very
close to Averr oistic pantheism More refused to elaborate such

103 cf. also More’ s emanational triads in Philosophiae Teutonicae Censura,
Quaestio IV, where there is only one intellectual stage in the two triads:
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a suggestion further and preferred to expound,instead, a
modified system of Plotinan monism which insisted on the
vitalistic unity of the Soul, but left the Intellect beyond
philosophic consideration.

Supremum Bonum
Aeternus Intellectus Trinitas purae Divinitatis
Divina Anima

Anima Mundi

Spiritus Naturae Trinitas Universalis Naturae
Abyssus physicum Monadum

More, Opera Omnia, I1, i, rpt.,George Olms, Hildesheim, p. 547.
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III. More and Neoplatonism

a. Metaphysics

In the Preface, Sec. 10, More addresses himself to the
problem of the ’monopsychism’ implicit in his psychology. He
realizes that he may have made an "over-favorable
representation of their Opinion that make but one Soul in the
whole Universe, induing her with Sense, Reason, and
Understanding: which Soul they will have to act in all Animals,
Daemons themselves not excepted.” His assertion in Bk. II, Ch.
15, Sec. 8, in particular, that there is a "Magick Sympathy that
is seated in the Unity of the Spirit of the World, and the
continuity of the subtle Matter dispersed throughout; the
Universe in some sense being, as the Stoicks and Platonists
define it, one vast entire Animal" seems to bear this out.
However, already in his discussion of the pre-existence of the
soul (Bk. II, Ch. 12) he had distinguished the rational soul
from the anima mundi (Sec. 11). In fact, the theory of pre-
existence itself is a special proof that the human soul goes
through several individual existences and is not an universally
undifferentiated entity. More’s opinion is that every human
soul is @ mundo condito (Sec. 6), the anima mundi being the
"perfective Architect thereof” (Ch. 10, Sec. 2) so that all souls
including the souls of animals "do bear the same date with the
Creation of the Wor1d."(Ch. 12, Sec. 6). But as the particular
material form of human bodies has evolved through "many
Millions of Alterations and Modifications, before it lighted into
such a contexture as to prove the entire Body of any one person
in the world, has been in places unimaginably distant, has filed,
it may be, through the triangular passages of as many Vortices
as we see Stars in a clear frosty night, and has shone once as
bright as the Sun ( as the Cartesian Hypothesis would have all
the Earth to have done,104 inasmuch that we eat, and drink,
and cloath our selves with that which was once pure Light and
Fire" (Sec. 6), so too, particular souls have undergone subtle
transformations through time and infused different forms of
matter. Such spiritual changes, though bewildering, are
compatible with his notion of spirit as a substance that is

104 cf. Principia, IV, Art. 2.
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indiscerpible, yet divisible into matter (see above pp.liiiff).

According to More, one of the most incontrovertible proofs
of the differentiation of the world-soul into individual human
beings and animals is memory, which is peculiar to the
individual and .not to place (Pref., Sec. 10). This would be
obvious if one were to accept the mechanistic theory of
reminisence maintained by Descartes and Hobbes. But since
More himself did not fully subscribe to this view (see above
p.lxxii) and held, instead, that "Memory is wholly in the Soul
herself"(Preface, Sec. 10), we wonder why the rational part of
the anima mundi too, unknown to the individual soul, might not
perceive or remember the same things as the latter. The
absolute indiscerpibility of spiritual substance must include
such a possibility. However, the clear evidence that we cannot
remember things which were never experienced by us at one
place, at another, merely because someone else experiences
them in the other place reveals that individual souls are barred
from total participation in the Intellect on account of their
immersion in material bodies. "By reason of her interest and
vitall union with the body" (Ibid.), the soul depends on its own
animal spirits for parception and memory. Thus, although
there be just one Intellect, the fractioning of the world-soul
prevents individual souls from possessing it entirely. This
misfortune of the soul also explains its loss of memory of its
own pre-existence (Bk. II, Ch. 13).

More also considers the related opinion of those that follow
ancient authors such as Epictetus, Philo, and Hermes
Trismegistus in maintaining that souls are vital rays of the
anima mundi (Bk. III, Ch. 16)19°. Though he is rather more
sympathetic to this delicate division of individual souls from the
world-soul, he insists on reinterpreting this theory according to
his notion of individuation as resulting from "an emanation of a
secondary substance from the several parts of the Soul of the
World resembling the Rayes of the Sun" (Sec. 8). One reason for
this is that More prefers to think that the human soul is
"independent on any thing but the Will and Essence of her
Creator; which being exactly the same every Where, as also his

105 cf. Epictetus, Dissertationes, I, Ch. 14; Philo, De Opificio Mundi, 146;
Hermes Trismégistus,Poemander,XII, 1.
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Power is, her emanative support is exactly the same to what
she had in the very first point of her production and station in
the World" (Ibid.). This further confirms the impression that,
in More’s philosophy, the rational soul is continuous with the
eternal Mind which pervades the universe as Nemesis (or the
law of equivalence between moral action and reaction), while
the numerous lesser souls are distinct expressions of the Divine
Soul, first through time (as world-soul), and then in matter (as
individual souls).

The agent whereby the anima mundi diversifies itself while
remaining a unity is the spiritus naturae. This entity is an
evidence of the same "unity of the soul of the universe" that
manifests itself as the plastic faculty in the individual soul. It
is defined by More in Bk. III, Ch. 5, Sec. 1, as "A Substance
incorporeal, but without Sense and Animaduversion, pervading the
whole Matter of the Universe, and exercising a Plastical power
therein according to the sundry predispositions and occasions in
the parts it works upon, raising such phaenomena in the World,
by directing the parts of the Matter and their Motion, as cannot be
resolved into mere Mechanical powers."106 We may conclude
from this description that the soul of the world, like the human
soul, has a superior part to it (the rational) and an inferior (the
plastic), and we may attribute this division to the basic
distinction between the primary substance of spirit and its
secondary substance (see above p.lvi)107 Thus, while the
eternal mind of God proceeds in a direct line through the anima
mundi to the souls of angels, genii and men, the plastic faculty
of the anima mundi (the Divine Soul, of course, has no inferior

106 This definition is, in fact, much the same as that of the seminal forms
of things in Bk. I, Ch. 8, Sec. 3 as "a created Spirit organizing dulyprepared
matter unto life and vegetation proper to this or the other kind of Plant.”
The basic feature of both these spiritual entities is vegetative formation by
moving or directing matter.

107 The Spirit of Nature (@0CIG) is not to be identified with the Anima
Mundi (yuyn) since the former is the "inferior soul of the world" (Bk. III,
Ch. 12, Sec. 2). As early as in the 'Notes upon Psychozoia’ More had
differentiated 'Physis’ as "a kind of life eradiating from Intellect and
Psyche,"(Note to [, 41) from Psyche which he defines as "the Soul of the

World" (Note to I, i, 7).
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plastic part in itself and expresses itself only in time as World
Soul) branches off into the bodies of angels, genii, men, animals
and even plants. As it immerses itself in increasingly gross
forms of matter, it gradually loses first, its rational adjunct,
beneath the level of man, and then, itself, beneath the level of
plants, where there is nothing but mineral matter and the
Abyssus physicum monadum (see above p.1xxvii).

Being deprived of sensation and ratiocination, the spirit of
nature works "fatally or naturally, as several Gamaieu’s we
meet withall in Nature seem somewhat obscurely to
subindicate" (Bk.II, Ch.10, Sec.7). The special virtue of the
spirit of nature is sympathetic attraction ("in this sense it is
that Plotinus sayes, that the World is 6 péyag yong. the great
Magus or FEnchanter") and its most obvious biological
manifestation is as instinct in birds and beasts (Bk. III, Ch.
13). That this "Vicarious power of God upon the Universal
Matter of the World" is a real existent rather than "an obscure
Principle” introduced by him "for Ignorance and Sloth to take
sanctuary in" (Preface, Sec. 11) More demonstrates through the
inadequacy of mechanical explanations in the case of such a
common physical phenomenon as gravity. He refers in
particular to the theories suggested by Descartes and Hobbes.
Descartes in Part IV of the Principia had attributed the descent
of heavy bodies to the continual movement of the particles of
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