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HOW TO STUDY SPINOZA'S
THEOLOGICO-POLITICAL TREATISE

By LEo STrAUSS

I

Before attempting to answer the question of how to proceed
in a particular historical investigation, one must clarify the
reasons why the investigation is relevant. In fact, the reasons
which induce one to study a particular historical subject, im-
mediately determine the general character of the procedure.
The reason why a fresh investigation of Spinoza's Theologico-
Political Treatise' is in order, is obvious. The chief aim of the
Treatise is to refute the claims which had been raised on behalf
of revelation throughout the ages; and Spinoza succeeded, at
least to the extent that his book has become tke classic document
of the “rationalist’ or ‘‘secularist” attack on the belief in reve-
lation. The study of the Treatise can be of real importance only
if the issue discussed in it is still alive. A glance at the present
scene is sufficient to show one that the issue which, until a short
while ago, was generally believed to have been settled by
Spinoza’s nineteenth century successors once and for all, and thus
to be obsolete, is again approaching the center of attention. But
we cannot help noticing that the most fundamental issue — the
issue raised by the conflicting claims of philosophy and reve-
lation — is discussed in our time on a decidedly lower level than
was almost customary in former ages. It is with a view to these
circumstances that we open the Treatise again. We shall therefore

* The Theologico-political Treatise will be cited as ‘‘the Treatise” in the text
and as “T7.” in the notes. In the notes Roman figures after “T7.” indicate
the chapters of the work, Arabic figures following the comma and preceding
the brackets indicate the pages in Gebhardt’s edition of the Opera omnia, and
Arabic figures within the brackets indicate the §§ inserted by Bruder in his
edition:
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70 STRAUSS [2]

listen to Spinoza as attentively as we can. We shall make every
effort to understand what he says exactly as he means it. For if
we fail to do so, we are likely to substitute our folly for his
wisdom.

To understand the words of another man, living or dead, may
mean two different things which for the moment we shall call
interpretation and explanation. By interpretation we mean the
attempt to ascertain what the speaker said and how he actually
understood what he said, regardless of whether he expressed that
understanding explicitly or not. By explanation we mean the
attempt to ascertain those implications of his statements of which
he was unaware. Accordingly, the realization that a given state-
ment is ironical or a lie, belongs to the interpretation of the state-
ment, whereas the realization that a given statement is based on
a mistake, or is the unconscious expression of a wish, an interest,
a bias, or a historical situation, belongs to its explanation. It is
obvious that the interpretation has to precede the explanation.
If the explanation is not based on an adequate interpretation, it
will be the explanation, not of the statement to be explained, but
of a figment of the imagination of the historian. It is equally
obvious that, within the interpretation, the understanding of
the explicit meaning of a statement has to precede the under-
standing of what the author knew but did not say explicitly: one
cannot realize, or at any rate one cannot prove, that a statement
is a lie before one has understood the statement in itself.

The demonstrably true understanding of the words or the
thoughts of another man is necessarily based on an exact inter-
pretation of his explicit statements. But exactness means dif-
ferent things in different cases. In some cases exact interpretation
requires the careful weighing of every word used by the speaker;
such careful consideration would be a most inexact procedure in
the case of a casual remark of a loose thinker or talker. In

2 Consider the following statement of Spinoza (ep. 15): “...ubi pag. 4.
lectorem mones, qui occasione primam partem composuerim, vellem ut simul
ibi, aut ubi placuerit, etiam moneres me eam intra duas hebdomadas com-
posuisse. hoc enim praemonito nemo putabit, haec adeo clare proponi, ut
quae clarius explicari non possent, adeoque verbulo uno, aut alteri, quod forte
hic illic ofendent [sic], non haerebunt.”



[3] SPINOZA’S THEOLOGICO-POLITICAL TREATISE 71

order to know what degree or kind of exactness is required for
the understanding of a given writing, one must therefore first
know the author’s habits of writing. But since these habits
become truly known only through the understanding of the
writer’s work, it would seem that at the beginning one cannot
help being guided by one’s preconceived notions of the author’s
character. The procedure would be more simple if there were a
way of ascertaining an author’s manner of writing prior to
interpreting his works. It is a general observation that people
write as they read. As a rule, careful writers are careful readers
and vice versa. A careful writer wants to be read carefully. He
cannot know what it means to be read carefully but by having
done careful reading himself. Reading precedes writing. We read
before we write. We learn to write by reading. A man learns to
write well by reading well good books, by reading most carefully
books which are most carefully written. We may therefore
acquire some previous knowledge of an author’s habits of writing
by studying his habits of reading. The task is simplified if the
author in question explicitly discusses the right manner of reading
books in general, or of reading a particular book which he has
studied with a great deal of attention. Spinoza has devoted a
whole chapter of his Treatise to the question of how to read
the Bible, which he had read and reread with very great care.
To ascertain how to read Spinoza, we shall do well to cast a
glance at his rules for reading the Bible.

Spinoza holds the view that the method of interpreting the
Bible is identical with the method of interpreting nature. The
reading of the book of nature consists in inferring the definitions
of natural things from the data supplied by ‘‘natural history”.
In the same way, the interpretation of the Bible consists in
inferring the thought of the Biblical authors, or the definitions
of the Biblical subjects qua Biblical subjects, from the data
supplied by ‘“the history of the Bible”. The knowledge of
nature must be derived solely from data supplied by nature
herself, and not at all from considerations of what is fitting,
beautiful, perfect, or reasonable. In the same way the knowledge

3 Tr. IX, p. 135 (§31).
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of the Bible must be derived solely from data supplied by the
Bible itself, and not at all from considerations of what is reason-
able. For we have no right to assume that the views of the
Biblical authors agree with the dictates of human reason. In
other words, the understanding of the Biblical teaching and the
judgment on whether that teaching is reasonable or not, have to
 be kept strictly separate. Nor can we identify the thought of the
Biblical authors with its traditional interpretation, unless we
prove first that that interpretation goes back to oral utterances
of the Biblical authors. Besides, seeing that there is a variety of
Biblical authors, we have to understand each of them by himself;
prior to investigation we have no right to assume that they all
agree with each other. The Bible has to be understood exclusively
by itself, or nothing can be accepted as a Biblical teaching if it
is not borne out clearly by the Bible itself, or the whole knowledge
of the Bible must be derived exclusively from the Bible itself.

““The history of the Bible”’ as Spinoza conceives of it, consists
of three parts: a) thorough knowledge of the language of the
Bible; b) collection and lucid arrangement of the statements of
each Biblical book regarding every significant subject; ¢) knowl-
edge of the lives of all Biblical authors, as well as of their charac-
ters, mental casts, and interests; knowledge of the occasion and
time of the composition of each Biblical book, of its addressees,
of its fate etc. These data or, more specifically, the collected
and properly arranged Biblical statements understood in the
light of grammar, palaeography, history etc., are the basis of the
interpretation proper; which consists in inferring, by legitimate
reasoning, from the data mentioned, the thought of the Biblical
authors. Here again one has to follow the model of natural
science. One has to ascertain first the most universal or most
fundamental element of Biblical thought, i. e. what all Biblical
authors explicitly and clearly present as a teaching meant for all
times and addressed to all men; thereafter one has to descend to
derivative or less universal themes, such as the Biblical teaching

4 Tr. VII, pp. 98-101, 104-105, 108-109, 114115 (§§6, 7, 9-14, 16-19,22, 35
37-39, 52, 55, 56, 77 ff., 84) ;XV, pp. 181-182 (§8); X VI, pp. 190-191 (§§10-11);
praef., pp. 9-10 (§§20, 25).
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about less general subjects, and the teachings peculiar to the
individual Biblical authors.s

Spinoza’s formulation of his hermeneutic principle (‘‘the whole
knowledge of the Bible must be derived exclusively from the
Bible itself’’) does not express precisely what he actually de-
mands. In the first place, the knowledge of the language of the
Bible has to be derived primarily, as he maintains, not from the
Bible, but from a certain tradition.® Besides, as for the knowledge
of the lives etc. of the authors, and of the fate of their books, it
may not be impossible to derive it partly from the Bible, but
there is certainly no reason why it should be an indispensable
duty to derive it exclusively from the Bible; Spinoza himself
welcomed every reliable extraneous information shedding light
on matters of this kind.” Furthermore, he does not say a word
to the effect that the Biblical statements regarding the various
significant subjects must be arranged according to principles
supplied by the Bible itself; there are reasons for believing that
his own arrangement of Biblical subjects would have had no
Biblical basis whatever, but would have corresponded to what
he considered the natural order of the subjects in question.3
Above all, the interpretation proper, as he conceives of it,
consists in ascertaining the definitions of the subjects dealt with
by the Bible; but these definitions are admittedly not supplied
by the Bible itself; in fact, qua definitions they transcend the
horizon of the Bible; thus the interpretation of the Bible consists,
not in understanding the Biblical authors exactly as they under-
stood themselves but in understanding them better than they
understood themselves. We may say that Spinoza’s formulation
of his hermeneutic principle is not more than an exaggerated and
therefore inexact expression of the following view: the only
meaning of any Biblical passage is its literal meaning, except if
reasons taken from the indubitable usage of the Biblical language

s Tr. VII, pp. 98-104, 106-107, 112 (§§7, 13, 15-17, 23-24, 26-29, 36, 4447,
70); V, p. 77 (§39).

6 Tr. VII, p. 105 (§40).

7 Compare, e. g., Tr. IX, p. 140 (§58).

8 Compare, e. g., the distinction between histories, revelations, and moral
teachings in Tr. VII, pp. 98-99 (§§9-11).
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demand the metaphorical understanding of the passage; certainly
the disagreement of the statement of a Biblical author with the
teaching of reason, of piety, of tradition, or even of another
Biblical author, does not justify one in abandoning the literal
meaning. Spinoza’s exaggeration is sufficiently justified by the
power of the position which he challenges: he had to make
himself heard amidst the clamor raised by the myriads of his
opponents.

There is a certain agreement between Spinoza's hermeneutic
principle (‘‘the Bible must be understood exclusively by itself’")
and the principle to which we adhere (‘‘the Bible must be
understood exactly as it was understood by its authors, or by
its compilers’’). His demand that the interpretation of the
Biblical teaching and the judgment on the truth or value of
that teaching be kept strictly separate, partly agrees with what
we meant by distinguishing between interpretation and expla-
nation. Yet, as we have indicated, the difference between the
two principles is fundamental. According to our principle, the
first questions to be addressed to a book would be of this kind:
what is its subject matter, i. e. how is its subject matter desig-
nated, or understood, by the author? what is his intention in
dealing with his subject? what questions does he raise in regard
to it, or with what aspect of the subject is he exclusively, or
chiefly, concerned? Only after these and similar questions have
found their answer, would we even think of collecting and
arranging the statements of the author regarding various topics
discussed or :mentioned in his book; for only the answers to
questions like those we have indicated, would enable us to tell
what particular topics referred to in his book are significant or
even central; If we followed Spinoza's rule, we would start to
collect and to arrange the Biblical statements regarding all kinds
of subjects without any guidance supplied by the Bible itself, as
to what subjects are central or significant, and as to what
arrangement agrees with the thought of the Bible. Furthermore,
if we followed Spinoza, we would next look out for the most
universal or most fundamental teaching of the Bible as a teaching
clearly presented everywhere in the Bible. But is there any
necessity, or even likelihood, that the most fundamental teaching



(7] SPINOZA’S THEOLOGICO-POLITICAL TREATISE 75

of a book should be constantly repeated? In other words, is
there any necessity that the most universal or most fundamental
teaching of a book should be its clearest teaching?? Be this as
it may, we need not dwell on what we consider the deficiencies
of Spinoza’s Biblical hermeneutics. For any objections which we
could raise against that hermeneutics would be based on the
premise that the Bible is substantially intelligible, and Spinoza
denies that very premise. According to him, the Bible is es-
sentially unintelligible, since its largest part is devoted to un-
intelligible matters, and it is accidentally unintelligible since
only a part of the data which could throw light on its meaning
is actually available. It is the essential unintelligibility of the
~ Bible — the fact that it is a ‘“‘hieroglyphic” book — which is the
reason why a special procedure has to be devised for its inter-
pretation: the purpose of that procedure is to open up an indirect
access to a book which is not accessible directly, i. e. by way of
its subject matter. This implies that not all books, but only
hieroglyphic books require a method of interpretation that is
fundamentally the same as that required for deciphering the
book of nature. Spinoza is primarily concerned with what the
Bible teaches clearly everywhere, because only such a ubiquitous
teaching could supply a clue to every hieroglyphic passage that
might occur in the Bible. It is because of its essential unintel-
ligibility that the Bible must be understood exclusively by itself:
the largest part of the Bible is devoted to matters to which we
have no access whatever except through the Bible.’* For the
same reason it is impossible merely to try to understand the
Biblical authors as they understood themselves; every attempt

s Tr. VII, pp. 100, 102-104, 112 (§§16, 27-29, 36, 70).

1 Compare especially Tr. VII, adnot. 8 (§66 n.) with VII, pp. 98-99, 105
(§§9-10, 37), and VII, pp. 109-111 (§§58-68) with 7b., p. 101 (§23). See also
ep. 21- (34§3): “plane et sine ambagibus profiteor me sacram scripturam non
intelligere.” Cf. Tr. VII, pp. 98-99, 114 (§§6-10, 78). — The distinction
between what we have called the essential unintelligibility of the Bible, which
is due to its subject matter (or its origin), and its accidental unintelligibility,
which is due to the condition of the text etc., is underlying also Isaac de la
Peyrere's Biblical criticism. See his Systema theologicum, ex Praeadamitarum
hypothesi. Pars Prima. (1655), IV 1.
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to understand the Bible is of necessity an attempt to understand
its authors better than they understood themselves.

There is probably no need for proving that Spinoza considered
his own books, and in particular the Treatise, intelligible and not
hieroglyphic. Hieroglyphic subjects, he indicates, are a matter
of curiosity rather than useful, whereas the subjects of the
Treatise are eminently useful.” In order to find out how he
wants his own books to be read, we must therefore turn from
his Biblical hermeneutics to his rules for reading intelligible
books.

He does not think that there can be any difficulty that might
seriously obstruct the understanding of books devoted to intel-
ligible subjects, and hence he does not see any need for elaborate
procedures conducive to their understanding. To understand a
book of this kind, one does not need perfect knowledge, but at
most ‘‘a very common and, as it were, boyish knowledge’’ of the
language of the original; in fact, reading of a translation would
suffice perfectly. Nor does one have to know the life of the
author, his interests and character, the addressee of his book, its
fate, nor the variant readings, etc. Intelligible books are self-
explanatory. Contrary to what Spinoza seems to say, not hiero-
glyphic books, to whose subjects we have no access through our
experience or insight, but intelligible books, to whose under-
standing the reader naturally contributes by drawing on his
experience or insight “‘while he goes’’, can and must be under-
stood by themselves. For while the meaning of hieroglyphic
books must be inferred:indirectly from data which are not
necessarily supplied by -the book itself (the life of the author, the
fate of the book etc.) the meaning of intelligible books can and
must be ascertained directly by consideration of its subject mat-
ter and of the intention of the author, i. e. of things which be-
come truly known only through the book itself.”> If we apply this
information, as we must, to Spinoza’s own books, we realize that
according to his view the whole “history’’ of his works, the whole
historical procedure as employed by the modern students of his

u Ty, praef., p. 12 (§33); VII, pp. 111-112 (§69).
1z Ty, VII, pp. 98-99, 109-111 (§§9-10, 59-60, 67-68).
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works, is superfluous; and therefore, we may add, rather a
hindrance than a help to the understanding of his books.

We add a few words of explanation. Spinoza says that for the
understanding of intelligible books knowledge of the variant
readings is superfluous. But he also says that there never was
a book without faulty readings. He must have thought that
errors which have crept into books or passages dealing with
intelligible matters will easily be detected and corrected by the
intelligent reader ‘‘while he goes.”’s Spinoza says that for the
understanding of intelligible books knowledge of the character
or mental cast of an author is superfluous. But when discussing
the intention of Machiavelli’s Prince, which he could not have
considered a hieroglyphic book, he comes to a decision only by
taking into account the author’s “‘wisdom’ or ‘“prudence’”, as
well as his love of political liberty.* Spinoza would probably
answer that he based his decision not on any previous or at any
rate extraneous knowledge of Machiavelli's life and character,
but on what every intelligent reader of the Prince and the
Discourses on Livy would notice. Spinoza says that even obscure
presentations of intelligible matters are intelligible. But he
doubtless knew that no negligible number of authors dealing with
intelligible matters contradict themselves. He probably would
reply that, if an author contradicts himself, the reader does well
to suspend his judgment on what the author thought about the
subject in question, and to use his powers rather for finding out
by himself which of the two contradictory assertions is true.
Consideration of whether the usage of the author’s language
permits the metaphorical interpretation of one of the two contra-
dictory assertions is clearly out of place in the case of intelligible
books, since for their understanding it is not even necessary to
know in what language they were originally composed.

1 Tr. IX, p. 135 (§32); X, p. 149 (§42); XII, pp. 165-166 (§§34-35, 37). —
Carl Gebhardt (Spinoza, Opera, vol. 11, p. 317) says: “Dieses Fehlen der
Controlle (des Drucks durch den Autor) macht sich namentlich bei der Ethica
bemerkbar. Zum Teil gehen die dadurch verschuldeten textkritischen Zweifel
so tief, dass selbst die Interpretation spinozanischer Lehren von ihrer Ent-
scheidung abhingt.”

W Tr. pol. V 7. Cf. Tr. VII, pp. 102, 111 (§§24, 67, 68); ep. 43 (49§2).
s Tr. VII, pp. 101, 111 (§§21, 66-68). — Spinoza implies that in the case of
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Our study of Spinoza's rules of reading seems to have led to
an impasse. We cannot read his books as he read the Bible
because his books are certainly not hieroglyphic. Nor can we
read them as he read Euclid and other intelligible books, be-
cause his books are not as easily intelligible to us as the non-
hieroglyphic books which he knew were to him. If an author of
Spinoza's intelligence, who speaks with so much assurance about
the most important Biblical subjects, simply confesses that he
does not understand the Bible, we on our part have to confess
that it can not be easy to understand him. His rules of reading
are of little or no use for the understanding of books that are
neither hieroglyphic nor as easy of access as a modern manual of
Euclidean geometry. One could say of course that by laying
down rules for the two extreme cases Spinoza has given us to
understand how books of moderate difficulty have to be read:
books of this kind are neither absolutely intelligible nor abso-
lutely unintelligible without ‘“‘history’’; “‘history’’ is required for
the understanding of a book to the extent to which the book is
not self-explanatory. But, if one does not want to suppress
completely the spirit of Spinoza’s statements, one would have to
add in the most emphatic manner that according to him the
contribution of ‘‘history’ to the understanding of truly useful
books cannot but be trivial.

The modern interpreter of Spinoza on the other hand considers
it most useful, and even necessary, to understand Spinoza's
books, and is at the same time convinced that ‘“history’’ makes
a most important contribution to their understanding. The
interpreter thus contradicts Spinoza in a point which, apparently,

intelligible books one need not know in what manner and on what occasion
they were written — Tr. VII, pp. 102, 111 (§§23, 67) —; but compare what
he says about his own Renati Des Cartes Principia Philosophiae (see note 2
above). — When Spinoza indicates in Tr. XVII adnot. 38 (§55 n.) that one
has to consider the different “states’” in which the Hebrews were at different
times in order not to ascribe to Moses, e. g., such institutions as originated at a
much later time, he does not formally contradict what he implies in T7, VII
adnot, 8 (§65 n.) ,vsz. that the understanding of institutions does not require
“history”. For in the former passage he is speaking only of institutions
recorded in the Bible, i. e., in a book which is altogether unintelligible with-
out “history”.
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is of no small importance: he holds that Spinoza’s books cannot
be understood on the basis of Spinoza’s own hermeneutic prin-
ciples. Thus the question becomes inevitable, whether it is
possible to understand Spinoza on the basis of the rejection of
these principles. One's answer will depend on what importance
one attaches to the controversial issue. If it is true that the
problem of ‘“history”, fully understood, is identical with the
problem of the nature of philosophy itself, the modern interpreter
is separated from Spinoza by a fundamental difference of orien-
tation. The modern interpreter takes it for granted that in
order to be adequate to its task, philosophy must be “historical”’,
and that therefore the history of philosophy is a philosophic
discipline. He presupposes then from the outset — by the very
fact that he is a philosophic historian of philosophy and not a
mere antiquarian — that Spinoza's whole position as Spinoza
himself presented and understood it, is untenable because it is
manifestly not ‘‘historical’’. He lacks then the strongest incentive
for attempting to understand Spinoza’s teaching as Spinoza
himself understood it, that incentive being the suspicion that
Spinoza’s teaching is the true teaching. Without that incentive
no reasonable man would devote all his energy to the under-
standing of Spinoza, and without such devotion Spinoza’s books
will never disclose their full meaning.

It would seem then that one cannot understand Spinoza if one
accepts his hermeneutic principles, nor if one rejects them. To
find a way out of this difficulty, we must first understand why
Spinoza could rest satisfied with his unsatisfactory remarks about
the manner in which serious books must be read. It does not
suffice to say that he was exclusively concerned with the truth,
the truth about the whole, and not with what other people taught
about it. For he knew too well how much he was indebted for
his grasp of what he considered the truth to some books written
by other men. The true reason is his contempt for that thought
of the past which can become accessible only through the reading
of very difficult books. Other things being equal, one needs more
of “history” for understanding books of the past than for under-
standing contemporary books. If a man believes that the most
useful or important books are contemporary ones, he will hardly
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ever experience the need for historical interpretation. This was
the case of Spinoza. The only book which he published under
his name is devoted to the philosophy of Descartes. The only
books (apart from the Bible) on which he ever wrote extensively,
were books by Descartes and Boyle, i. e. by contemporaries. The
authority of Socrates, Plato and Aristotle, to say nothing of
their followers, did not carry much weight with him. He admired
Epicurus, Democritus, Lucretius and their followers much more.™
Yet there are hardly any unambiguous traces of his having
studied their works, or the remnants of their works, with any
assiduity; he had easy access to théir teaching through the
writings of Gassendi, a contemporary. As regards political phi-
losophy in particular, he flatly declares that all political philoso-
phy prior to his own is useless.*” He confesses to owe much to
certain ‘‘outstanding men who have written many excellent
things about the right way of life, and who have given counsels
full of wisdom to mortals’ ;*® he probably has in mind authors
like Seneca and Cicero; but the doctrines to which he refers are -
by their nature easy for everyone to understand. Regarding a
much more difficult and basic teaching, viz. the thesis that God
is the immanent cause of all things, he surmises that he says the
same thing as “all ancient philosophers, although in a different
manner’’, and as “‘all ancient Hebrews, as far as one can con-
jecture from some traditions, which however have been adulter-
ated in many ways.” This is not the way in which one would
speak of definite literary sources. Besides, he was probably more
sincere when he indicated that his doctrine of God deviated
radically from all other teachings which he knew.’ Naturally,

18 Ep. 56 (60§13). Cf. T7r. praef., p. 9 (§§18-19); I, p. 19 (§19).

7 Tr. pol. T 1.

18 Ethics 111 praef. Cf. Tr. VII, p.111 (§68).

9 Ep. 73 (21 §2). Cf. Ethics 11 7 schol. Cf. ep. 6 vers. fin.: “dico quod
multa attributa quae ab iis (sc. concinnatoribus) et ab omnibus mihi saltem
notis deo tribuuntur; ego tanquam creaturas considero, et contra alia, propter
praejudicia ab iis tanquam creaturas considerata, ego attributa dei esse. ..
contendo. et etiam quod Deum a natura non ita separem ut ommes, quorum
apud me est notitia, fecerunt.” Cf. also Spinoza's polemics against what “all”
teach regarding the infinite in ep. 12 (29 §2). As for the reference to “all
ancient Hebrews”, cf. Tr. III, p. 48 (§18) and XI, p. 158 (§24).
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he had read a considerable number of old books, especially in
his youth; but the question is what importance the mature
Spinoza attached to them and to their study. His attitude is
not surprising : the conviction that they were achieving a progress
beyond all earlier philosophy or science, a progress condemning
to deserved oblivion all earlier efforts, was rather common among
the men who were responsible for the emergence of modern
philosophy or science.

But Spinoza, who wrote for posterity rather than for his con-
temporaries, must have realized that the day would come when
his own books would be old books. Yet, if they contain the true,
i. e. the clear and distinct account of the whole, there seems to
be no reason why they should not be directly intelligible at all
times, provided they survive at all. This very reply however
seems to prove conclusively that Spinoza did not consider a
crucial possibility which to us is so obvious: the possibility that
the whole orientation of a period may give way to a radically
different orientation, and that after such a change has taken
place one cannot bridge the gulf between the thought of the later
age and that of the earlier age but by means of historical inter-
pretation. From Spinoza's point of view one would have to
retort that he denied, not the possibility of such a change
occurring after the emergence of his doctrine, but its legitimacy.
The abandonment of his approach in favor of a radically different
one would have been in his eyes a manifest blunder, and not more
than a new example of the frequently experienced relapse of
human thought into the servitude of superstition.

Spinoza’s rules of reading derive from his belief in the final
character of his philosophy as the clear and distinct and, therefore,
the true account of the whole. If we reject Spinoza's belief a
limine, we will never be able to understand him because we will
lack the necessary incentive for attempting to understand him
properly. On the other hand, if we open our minds, if we take
seriously the possibility that he was right, we can understand
him. Apart from the fact that we would have the indispensable
incentive, we would be in a position to correct his insufficient
rules of reading without having to fear that in doing so we would
deviate radically from his fundamental principles.  For if these
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principles are sound, questions of hermeneutics cannot be central
questions. More precisely, the need for a correction of Spinoza’s
hermeneutics follows directly from the assumption that his
teaching is the true teaching. On the basis of this assumption,
the true teaching is accessible to us only through certain old
books. Reading of old books becomes extremely important to us
for the very reason for which it was utterly unimportant to
Spinoza. We shall most urgently need an elaborate herme-
neutics for the same reason for which Spinoza did not need any
hermeneutics. We remain in perfect accord with Spinoza's way
of thinking as long as we look at the devising of a more refined
historical method as a desperate remedy for a desperate situation,
rather than as a symptom of a healthy and thriving “culture”.

Our argument implies the suggestion that today the truth may
be accessible only through certain old books. We still have to
show that this suggestion is compatible with Spinoza’s principles.
Spinoza knew that the power of the natural obstacles to phi-
losophy, which are the same at all times, can be increased by
specific mistakes.?® The natural and sporadic outbursts against
philosophy may be replaced by its deliberate and relentless sup-
pression. Superstition, the natural enemy of philosophy, may
arm itself with the weapons of philosophy and thus transform
itself into pseudo-philosophy. Of pseudo-philosophies there is an
indefinitely large variety, since every later pseudo-philosopher
can try to improve on the achievements, or to avoid certain
blunders of his predecessors. It is therefore impossible even for
the most far-sighted man to foresee which pseudo-philosophies
will emerge, and gain control of the minds of men in the future.
Now, not indeed philosophy, but the way in which the intro-
duction to philosophy must proceed, necessarily changes with
the change of the artificial or accidental obstacles to philosophy.
The artificial obstacles may be so strong at a given time that a
most elaborate “‘artificial” introduction has to be completed
before the “natural” introduction can begin. It is conceivable
that a particular pseudo-philosophy may emerge whose power

20 Ty, XI end, and praef., p. 7 (§9). Compare Maimonides, Guide of the
Perplexed 1 31 (34 b Munk).
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cannot be broken but by the most intensive reading of old books.
As long as that pseudo-philosophy rules, elaborate historical
studies may be needed which would have been superfluous and
therefore harmful in more fortunate times.

Before we consider whether the dominant thought of the
present age would have to be described from Spinoza’s point of
view as a pseudo-philosophy of this kind, we shall venture to
express our suggestion in terms of the classic description of the
natural obstacles to philosophy. People may become so fright-
ened of the ascent to the light of the sun, and so desirous of
making that ascent utterly impossible to any of their descend-
ants, that they dig a deep pit beneath the cave in which they
were born, and withdraw into that pit. If one of the descendants
desired to ascend to the light of the sun, he would first have to
try to reach the level of the natural cave, and he would have to
invent new and most artificial tools unknown and unnecessary
to those who dwelt in the natural cave. He would be a fool, he
would never see the light of the sun, he would lose the last
vestige of the memory of the sun, if he perversely thought that
by inventing his new tools he had progressed beyond the ancestral
cave-dwellers.

According to Spinoza, the natural obstacle to philosophy is
man'’s imaginative and passionate life, which tries to secure itself
against its breakdown by producing what Spinoza calls supersti-
tion. The alternative that confronts man by nature, is then that
of a superstitious account of the whole on the one hand, and of the
philosophic account on the other. In spite of their radical
antagonism, superstition and philosophy have this in common,
that both attempt to give a final account of the whole, and both
consider such an account indispensable for the guidance of human
life. Phllosophy finds itself in its natural situation as long as its
account of the whole is challenged only by superstitious accounts
and not yet by pseudo-philosophies. Now, it is obvious that that
situation does not exist in our time. The simplicity and directness
of the two original antagonists who fought their secular struggle
for the guidance of mankind on the one plane of truth, has given
way to a more ‘“‘sophisticated”’ or a more “‘pragmatic’’ attitude.
The very idea of a final account of the whole — of an account
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which necessarily culminates in, or starts from, knowledge of the
first cause or first causes of all things — has been abandoned by
an ever increasing number of people, not only as incapable of
realization but as meaningless or absurd. The authorities to
which these people defer are the twin-sisters called Science and
History. Science, as they understand it, is no longer the quest
for the true and final account of the whole. Accordingly, they
are used to distinguish between science and philosophy, or
between the scientist and the philosopher.* Thus they tacitly,
and sometimes even openly, admit the possibility of an un-
philosophic science and of an unscientific philosophy. Of these
two endeavors, science naturally enjoys a much higher prestige:
it is customary to contrast the steady progress of science with the
failure of philosophy. The philosophy which is still legitimate on
this basis, would not be more than the handmaid of science
called methodology, but for the following consideration. Science,
rejecting the idea of a final account of the whole, essentially
conceives of itself as progressive, as being the outcome of a
progress of human thought beyond the thought of all earlier
periods, and as being capable of still further progress in the
future. But there is an appalling discrepancy between the
exactness of science itself, and the quality of its knowledge
of its progressive character as long as science is not accompanied
by the effort, at least aspiring to exactness, truly to prove the
fact of progress, to understand the conditions of progress, and
therewith to secure the possibility of future progress. Science in
the present-day-meaning of the term is therefore necessarily ac-
companied by history of human thought either, as originally, in
a most rudimentary form or, as to-day, in a much more elaborate
form. It is the history of human thought which now takes the
place formerly occupied by philosophy or, in other words, phi-
losophy transforms itself into history of human thought. The
fundamental distinction between philosophy and history which
was implied in the original meaning of philosophy, gives way to
a fusion of philosophy and history. If the history of human

= As for Spinoza’s synonymous use of “philosophy’” and ‘‘science”, cf., e. g.,

Tr. 11, pp. 35-36 (§§26-27); IV, p. 60 (§11); XIII, pp. 167-168, 172 (§§4, 7,
27); X1V, p. 174 (§§5, 7); XV, p. 1877(§38); XIX, pp. 237-238 (§§54, 62).
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thought is studied in the spirit of modern science, one reaches
the conclusion that all human thought is ‘“‘historically con-
ditioned”, or that the attempt to liberate one’s thought from
one’s ‘“historical situation” is quixotic. Once this has become a
settled conviction constantly reinforced by an ever increasing
number of new observations, the idea of a final account of the
whole, of an account which as such would not be ‘historically
conditioned”, appears to be untenable for reasons which can be
made manifest to every child. Thereafter, there no longer exists
a direct access to the original meaning of philosophy, as quest
for the true and final account of the whole. Once this state has
been reached, the original meaning of philosophy is accessible
only through recollection of what philosophy meant in the past,
i. e., for all practical purposes, only through the reading of old
books.

As long as the belief in the possibility and necessity of a final
account of the whole prevailed, history in general and especially
history of human thought did not form an integral part of the
philosophic effort, however much philosophers might have ap-
preciated reports on earlier thought in their absolutely ancillary
function. But after that belief has lost its power, or after a
complete break with the basic premise of all earlier philosophic
thought has been effected, concern with the various phases of
earlier thought becomes an integral part of philosophy. The
study of earlier thought, if conducted with intelligence and
assiduity, leads to a revitalization of earlier ways of thinking.
The historian who started out with the conviction that true
understanding of human thought is understanding of every
teaching in terms of its particular time or as an expression of its
particular time, necessarily familiarizes himself with the view,
constantly urged upon him by his subject matter, that his initial
conviction is unsound. More than that: he is brought to realize
that one cannot understand the thought of the past as long as
one is guided by that initial conviction. This self-destruction
of historicism is not altogether an unforeseen result. The concern
with the thought of the past gained momentum, and increased
in seriousness, by virtue of the late eighteenth and early nine-
teenth century critique of the modern approach, of modern
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natural science and of the moral and political doctrines which
went with that science. Historical understanding, the revitali-
zation of earlier ways of thinking, was originally meant as a
corrective for the specific shortcomings of the modern mind.
This impulse was however vitiated from the outset by the belief
which accompanied it, that modern thought (as distinguished
from modern life and modern feeling) was superior to the thought
of the past. Thus, what was primarily intended as a corrective
for the modern mind, was easily perverted into a confirmation of
the dogma of the superiority of modern thought to all earlier
thought. Historical understanding lost its liberating force by
becoming historicism, which is nothing other than the petrified
and self-complacent form of the self-criticism of the modern
mind.

We have seen how one has to judge of the predominant thought
“of the present age in the light of Spinoza’s principles, or how one
can enlarge, in strict adherence to his principles, his view re-
garding the obstacles to philosophy and therewith to the under-
standing of his own books. One thus acquires the right in
reading his books to deviate from his own rules of reading.
One realizes at the same time that one cannot simply replace his
rules of reading by those actually followed by numerous modern
historians. It is true that what today is frequently meant by
historical understanding of Spinoza’s thought, viz. the under-
standing of his thought in terms of his time, could be described
as a more elaborate form of what he himself would have called
the “history’” of his books. But it is also true that he limited
the need for ‘“history’’ to the understanding of hieroglyphic
books. We have no right simply to disregard his view according
to which books like his own can and must be understood by them-
selves. We merely have to add the qualification that this must
be done within the limits of the possible. We have to remain
faithful to the spirit of his injunction. Contrary to what he
implies, we need for the understanding of his books such infor-
mation as is not supplied by him and as is not easily available
to every reasonable reader regardless of time and place. But we
must never lose sight of the fact that information of this kind
cannot have more than a strictly subordinate function, or that
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such information has to be integrated into a framework authenti-
cally or explicitly supplied by Spinoza himself. This holds of all
knowledge which he did not supply directly and which he did
not therefore consider relevant for the understanding of his
books: information regarding his life, character and interests,
the occasion and time of the composition of his books, their
addressees, the fate of his teaching and, last but not least, his
sources. Such extraneous knowledge can never be permitted to
supply the clue to his teaching except after it has been proved
beyond any reasonable doubt that it is impossible to make head
and tail of his teaching as he presented it. This principle creates
from the outset a healthy suspicion against the attempts, so
vastly different among themselves, to understand Spinoza's
teaching as a modification of the Kabbala or of Platonism, or as
an expression of the spirit of the barocco, or as the culmination
of mediaeval scholasticism. Every deviation from that principle
exposes one to the danger that one tries to understand Spinoza
better than he understood himself before one has understood him
as he understood himself; it exposes one to the danger that one
understands, not Spinoza, but a figment of one’s imagination.

Historical understanding, as it is frequently practised, seduces
one to see the author whom one studies, primarily as a con-
temporary among his contemporaries, or to read his books as if
they were primarily addressed to his contemporaries. But the
books of men like the mature Spinoza, which are meant as
possessions for all times, are primarily addressed to posterity.
Hence he wrote them in such a manner as not to require for their
understanding the previous knowledge of facts which, to the best
of his knowledge, could be really relevant and easily accessible
only to his contemporaries. The flight to immortality requires
an extreme discretion in the selection of one’s luggage. A book
that requires for its adequate understanding the use, nay, the
preservation of all libraries and archives containing information
which was useful to its author, hardly deserves being written and
being read at all, and it certainly does not deserve surviving its
author. In particular, there must have been facts and teachings
which were very important to Spinoza during his formative
years when he was naturally less capable than later of dis-
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tinguishing between the merely contemporary — which from
Spinoza's point of view probably included much of what he knew
of mediaeval philosophy — and what he considered deserving
preservation. Information about his ‘“‘development’’ can justly
be regarded as irrelevant until it has been shown that Spinoza’s
final teaching remains mysterious without such information.
- Since his teaching is primarily addressed to posterity, the inter-
preter has always to be mindful of the difference in specific weight
of the books of the mature Spinoza and his letters. The letters
are primarily addressed, not to posterity, but to particular
contemporaries. Whereas the works of his maturity may be
presumed to be addressed primarily to the best type of readers,
the large majority of his letters are obviously addressed to rather
mediocre men.

The need for extraneous information derives from the fact
that a man'’s foresight as to what could be intelligible to posterity
is necessarily limited. To mention only the most striking and at
the same time most important example: Spinoza could not have
foreseen, or at any rate he could not have taken effective pre-
caution against the fact that the traditional terminology of phi-
losophy, which he employed while modifying it, would become
obsolete. Thus the present day reader of Spinoza has to learn
the rudiments of a language which was familiar to Spinoza’s
contemporaries. To generalize from this, the interpreter of
Spinoza has to reconstruct that “background’ which from Spi-
noza's point of view was indispensable for the understanding of
his books, but could not reasonably be supplied through his
books, because no one can say everything without being tedious
to everyone. This means that in his work of reconstruction the
interpreter must follow the signposts erected by Spinoza himself
and, secondarily, the indications which Spinoza left accidentally
in his writings. He must start from a clear vision, based on
Spinoza's explicit statements, of Spinoza’s predecessors as seen
by Spinoza. He must pay the greatest attention to that branch
of ‘“‘the philosophic tradition” that Spinoza himself considered
most important or admired most highly. For instance, he cannot
disregard with impunity what Spinoza says about Plato and
Aristotle on the one hand, and about Democritus and Epicurus
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on the other. He must guard against the foolish presumption,
nourished by unenlightened learning, that he can know better
than Spinoza what was important to Spinoza, or that Spinoza
did not know what he was talking about. He must be willing
to attach greater weight to mediocre textbooks quoted by Spinoza
than to classics which we cannot be sure that Spinoza has even
known of. In attempting to interpret Spinoza, he must try his ut-
most not to go beyond the boundaries drawn by the terminology
of Spinoza and of his contemporaries; if he uses modern terminol-
ogy in rendering Spinoza’s thought, or even in describing its char-
acter, he is likely to introduce a world alien to Spinoza into what
claims to be an exact interpretation of Spinoza’s thought. Only
after one has completed the interpretation of Spinoza’s teaching,
when one is confronted with the necessity of passing judgment on
it, is one at liberty, and even under the obligation, to disregard
Spinoza’s own indications. Spinoza claims to have refuted the
central philosophic and theologic teaching of the past. To judge
of that claim, or of the strength of the arguments in support of
it, one must naturally consider the classics of the tradition
regardless of whether or not Spinoza has known or studied them.
But the understanding of Spinoza's silence about a fact or a
teaching with which he must have been familiar, and whose
mention or discussion would have been essential to his argument,
belongs to the interpretation proper. For the suppression of
something is a deliberate action.

II

According to Spinoza, his rules for reading the Bible are not
applicable to the study of his own writings for the additional
reason that the Bible is addressed to the vulgar, whereas his own
writings are addressed to philosophers. In the preface to the
Treatise he explicitly urges the vulgar to leave that book alone,
and he explicitly recommends the book to ‘‘the philosophic
reader”” or ‘“‘the philosophers”.” Books addressed to the vulgar

= Tr. praef., p. 12 (§§33-34); V, pp. 77-79 (§§37-46); XIV, pp. 173-174
(3§1-2, 10); XV; p. 180 (§§2-3).
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must be adequately intelligible if read in the way in which the
vulgar is used to read, i. e., their substance must disclose itself to
very inattentive and careless reading. In other words, in vulgar
books written for instruction the most fundamental teaching
must be written large on every page, or it must be the clearest
teaching, whereas the same does not hold of philosophic books.

Spinoza held that intelligible books can be fully understood
without the reader’s knowing to whom they are addressed. By
stressing the fact that the Treatise is addressed to a specific
group of men, he supplies us with the first clue to the specific
difficulty of the work. He says that the work is meant especially
for those “who would philosophize more freely if this one thing
did not stand in the way, that they think that reason ought to
serve as handmaid to theology”. Those who think that reason
or philosophy or science ought to be subservient to theology, are
characterized by Spinoza as sceptics, or as men who deny the
certainty of reason, and the true philosopher cannot be a sceptic.?
Thus, the Treatise is addressed, not to actual philosophers, but
to potential philosophers. It is addressed to ‘‘the more prudent
sort” or to those who cannot easily be duped,* i .e., to a class of
men which is clearly more comprehensive than, and therefore not
identical with, the class of the actual -philosophers.

The potential philosophers to whom the T'reatise is addressed,
believe in the authority of theology, i. e. of the Bible. By the
Bible Spinoza understands the Old Testament and the New
Testament.”s The Treatise is then addressed to the potential

3 Ty, praef., p. 12 (§34); XV, p. 180 (§§1-3); XX, p. 243 (§26). Tr. de
intellectus emendatione pp. 18, 29-30 (§§47-48, 78-80). — Spinoza frequently
uses “‘philosophy” and “reason” synonymously, implying of course that
philosophy is the perfection of man’s natural capacity of understanding; cf.
Tr. VII, p. 117 (§94) with XV, pp. 180, 182-184, 187 (§§1-3, 12, 17, 21, 38);
XIV, p. 179 (§38); praef., p. 10 (§27). Cf. IV, p. 59 (§10). — That Spinoza
understands by “philosopher’” a man who is not limited in his investigations
by any regard whatsoever for theology, is indicated in passages such as these:
Tr. VI, pp. 88, 95 (§§34, 37, 67-68); XII, p. 166 (§40); XIII, p. 167 (§5);
XV, p. 188 (§42); ep. 23 (36 §2).

=% Ep. 30. Cf. Tr. XVII, pp. 205, 219 (§§24, 103); XVIII, p. 223 (§11); X,
adnott, 21, 25 (§§1 n., 43 n.).

s Ty. XII, p. 163 (§24); XIV, p. 174 (§6); XV, pp. 180, 184-185 (§§1-3, 24).
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philosophers among Christians. According to Spinoza's explicit
declaration, it was the contrast between Christian belief and
Christian practice that induced him to write that work.?s If we
could trust numerous explicit statements of Spinoza, his ad-
dressing Christian potential philosophers would have to be ex-
plained as follows. Christianity, and not Judaism, is based on
the most perfect divine revelation. Both its universalist and its
spiritual character, as contrasted with the particularist and
‘“‘carnal” character of Judaism in particular, explain why the
ascent to philosophy is easier or more natural for the Christian
than for the Jew, who as such ‘‘despises’’ philosophy. Moreover,
Spinoza's aim is to liberate philosophy from the theological
domination which culminates in the persecution of philosophers
by theologians and their disciples. If Christianity is the religion
of love par excellence, whereas the Old Testament commands
‘‘thou shalt love thy neighbor, and hate thine enemy’’, Spinoza's
plea for toleration is more naturally addressed to Christians than
to Jews.??

In spite of this, the subject matter of the Treatiseis obviously
much more Jewish than Christian. Not only does Spinoza speak
more fully of the Old than of the New Testament; he also refers
in numerous cases, either polemically or approvingly, to Jewish
commentators in the widest sense of the term, and hardly, if
ever, to Christian ones. Moreover, he is much more indebted for
his interpretations to Jewish than to Christian sources. He
indicates that he is so well versed in Jewish lore that he can
safely rely on his memory when speaking of Jewish subjects, or
of what he had ascertained about them ‘“‘a long time ago’.
Probably the most striking example of this Jewish background
of the Treatise is the fact that, in illustrating the two opposed
views of the relation between Bible and philosophy, Spinoza

# Ty. praef., pp. 7-8 (§§13-14). Cf. XIX, pp. 234-235 (§§38-39).

7 Tr. I, p. 21 (§§23, 25); cf. II, p. 43 (§§56-57) and XI, p. 158 (§23) with
11, pp. 42-43 (§§52-55); 111, p. 48 and adnot. 5 (§§21, 21 n., 22); IV, pp.
64-65 (§830-34); V, pp. 70, 77 (§88, 38); XI, pp. 152, 158 (§§4, 24); XII,
pp. 158-159, 163 (§§3, 24); XVII, pp. 214-215, 221 (§§77-82, 115); XVIII,
p. 221 (§2); XIX, pp. 233-234 (§§29-30, 38). Cf. epp. 73 (21 §§4, 7) and
19 (32 §10).
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refers only to the two men whom he considered the leaders of
the two camps within Judaism. He explains his refraining from
philologic examination of the New Testament by his insufficient
knowledge of the Greek language.”® Generalizing from this
remark, we may explain the preponderance of Jewish subject
matter in the Treatise by the fact that Spinoza was much more
versed in the Jewish than in the Christian tradition. One may
go a step further in the same direction and surmise that he in-
corporated into that work a considerable amount of materials
which he had originally used for justifying his defection from
Judaism. Certain incongruities which strike the reader of the
Treatise do not seem to admit of any other explanation. For our
purpose it suffices to mention the two most outstanding examples.
Spinoza says that the subject of the third chapter (the election
of the Jews) is not required by the guiding purpose of the work;
and one could consider applying this statement to the fourth and
fifth chapters as well, which culminate in the critique of the
Jewish ceremonial law. Chapters I11-V would thus appear to be
relics of a work primarily addressed to Jews. Besides, the Treatise
stands or falls by the principle that the true meaning of any
Biblical passage has to be established exclusively out of the
Bible, and not at all with regard to the philosophic or scientific
truth. But in discussing the question of miracles, Spinoza
asserts, in striking contradiction to that principle, that the
Biblical teaching fully agrees with the philosophic teaching, and
that any Biblical passage which contradicts the philosophic
teaching has to be rejected as a sacrilegious addition to Holy
Writ. This method of solving the conflict between philosophy
and Bible had been used with particular energy by Spinoza’s
older Jewish contemporary Uriel da Costa. It would seem that
Spinoza’s occasional use of that method is another relic of his
youthful, as it were intra-Jewish, reflections.

The assertion that Spinoza incorporated into his Treatise parts
of his youthful apology for his defection from Judaism is at best
a plausible hypothesis. Besides, no author who deserves the

# Ty, I, p. 18 (§13); IX, pp. 135-136 (§§30-31, 36); X, p. 150 (§48); XV,
pp. 180-181 (§§1-5).
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name will incorporate into a book parts of an earlier writing
which do not make sense in the new book. Every concern with
the question of what parts of the Treatise might have been taken
from Spinoza's early apology, seduces the interpreter into es-
caping from his plain duty to understand the book as composed
and published by Spinoza, to the questionable pleasures of higher
criticism. While it can only be surmised what parts, if any, of
the Treatise were taken from an earlier writing of Spinoza, it can
be known what function these parts fulfil in the Treatise itself.
Let us discuss from this point of view the two difficulties to
which we have referred.

Spinoza says that his principal aim in the T7eatise is the
separation of philosophy from theology, and that this aim
requires the discussion of ‘‘prophets and prophecy’’ but does not
require the discussion of the questions as to whether the prophetic
gift was peculiar to the Jews and as to what the election of the
Jews means.?? This is perfectly correct as far as the surface
argument of the Treatise is concerned. Yet the deeper argument
requires the proof, as distinguished from the assertion, that
prophecy is a natural phenomenon. The proof offered in the
first two chapters of the Treatise remains unsatisfactory as long
as it has not been shown that prophecy is a universal phenome-
non, i. e., that it is not peculiar to the Jews. This in its turn
cannot be demonstrated without previous discussion of what kind
of phenomena can possibly be peculiar to a nation, or a discussion
of the privileges to which a nation as nation can be chosen. Not
only the third chapter, however, but the fourth and fifth chapters
as well are indispensable for the fully understood argument of
the Treatise. The largest part of the work is in fact devoted
more directly to an investigation of the Old rather than of the
New Testament. In his discussion of the Old Testament, or of
Judaism in general, Spinoza quite naturally follows a traditional
Jewish arrangement of the subject matter. According to the
tradition in question (which ultimately goes back to the Islamic
kaldm), what we may call “theology’’ is divided into two parts,

29 Cf. Tr. 11, p. 44 (§58) with the heading as well as the plan of III. Cf.
X1V, p. 180 (§40).
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the doctrine of God’s unity and the doctrine of God’s justice.
The doctrine of divine justice deals especially with prophecy,
law and providence. This order is necessary because providence,
or divine reward and punishment, presupposes the existence of
a divine law, and the divine law in its turn presupposes divine
revelation or prophecy. It is this order which underlies the plan
of the first six chapters of the Treatise as one sees at once if one
considers the connection, clearly indicated by Spinoza, between
“‘miracles’’ and “providence’’.3°

It is equally possible to understand from the context of the
Treatise why Spinoza disregards in his discussion of miracles the
principle of his Biblical hermeneutics. For reasons which we
shall state later, Spinoza tries to present his views about theolo-
gical subjects with a great deal of restraint. There is, however,
one fundamental point regarding which he consistently refuses
to make any unambiguous concessions, and this is precisely the
possibility of miracles as supra-natural phenomena. Whereas he
speaks without hesitation of supra-rational teachings, he con-
sistently rejects the possibility of miracles proper. If he had
always rejected the possibility of supra-rational teachings, he
would have had no choice but either simply to identify the Bibli-
cal teaching with the rational teaching — and this would have
been fatal to the separation of philosophy from theology — or
else simply to deny all truth to all Biblical teachings as revealed
teachings. The utmost he could dare was not always to deny the
fact of supra-rational revelation but always to deny its supra-
natural or miraculous character, and he could not do this con-

30 Ty, I-II1: prophecy; IV-V: law; VI: miracles. As for the connection
between miracles and providence, cf. Tr. VI, pp. 82, 88-89 (§86, 34, 37, 39).
Spinoza could be familiar with the order which he adopted, of the three
cardinal subjects, partly from the plans of Maimonides’ discussion and partly
from explicit utterances of that authority; cf. Guide III 17 (34b-35a Munk)
and 45 (98b-99a). In the light of the tradition in question, the theological
part par excellence of the Treatise proves to be devoted to the subject of
Divine justice as distinguished from the subject of Divine unity. That this
inference is justified, appears from a comparison of Tr. I-VI with Ethics I
appendix. It would be an exaggeration, but it would not be misleading if
one were to say that the subject of the Treatise as a whole is Divine justice
and human justice; consider Tr. XIX, pp. 229-232 (§§5-20).
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sistently or conveniently without denying the possibility of
miracles proper altogether. To avoid the break with the Bible in
the crucial point, he had to assert that the possibility of miracles
proper is denied by the Bible itself. To maintain this assertion
in the presence especially of the New Testament accounts of the
resurrection of Jesus — of accounts which, as Spinoza admitted,
are incompatible with his spiritualistic interpretation of Christi-
anity — , he had no choice but to suggest that any Biblical
accounts of miracles proper cannot be really Biblical but must
be sacrilegious additions to Holy Writ.3*

There are no valid reasons for doubting that the Treatise and
all its parts are addressed to Christians. As a consequence, one
does not sufficiently explain the preponderance of Jewish sub-
ject matter in the T'reatise by referring to the fact that Spinoza
had greater knowledge of the Jewish than of the Christian tra-
dition. For this very fact would disqualify him from speaking
with authority to Christians on the central subject of Christi-
anity. The peculiarly ‘‘Jewish” character of the work must be
understood in the light of Spinoza’s guiding intention. If one
assumes that he believed in the superiority of Christianity to
Judaism, one cannot help suggesting that he wanted to give to
Christians the following counsel: that they should abandon the
Jewish “carnal” relics which have defaced Christianity almost
from its beginning, or that they should return to the purely

s Cf. Tr. VI, p. 91 (§51) with epp. 75 and 78 (23 §§5-7 and 25 §6). Cf.
Tr. XV, p. 185 (§27). The explicit denial of the resurrection of Jesusin the cited
letters is confirmed by the implication of Tr.- X1, pp. 163, 166 (§§24, 39). —
What we have said .in the text throws light on another difficulty presented
by Spinoza’s discussion of miracles. In his thematic discussion of the Biblical
teaching, he says that the Bible teaches only indirectly that there are no
miracles proper, and yet he adds that any contradictory Biblical passage
must be rejected as a sacrilegious addition. But in the concluding section
of the chapter on miracles he says that the Bible teaches djrectly that there
are no miracles proper, and yet he adds that this explicit Biblical teaching is
not in any way obligatory. That is to say, the Biblical teaching is either
merely implicit and at the same time sacred, or it is explicit and at the same
time indifferent from a religious point of view: it is certainly not explicit and
at the same time obligatory. Cf. Tr. VI, pp. 89-91 (§§39-51) with ¢b., 95-96
(§§66-71).
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spiritual teaching of original Christianity. If the chief aim ot
the Treatise is the liberation of Christianity from its Jewish
heritage, Jewish subjects will quite naturally be in the foreground
of the discussion, and the author’s qualification as a teacher of
things Christian to Christians will be enhanced rather than
diminished by the fact that he is more deeply versed in the
Jewish than in the Christian tradition.

The modern historian is inclined to interpret the purpose of the
Treatise, and therewith to answer the question regarding its
addressees, in terms of the particular circumstances of Spinoza's
life or of his time. There are even some statements of Spinoza
which apparently support such an approach. But the statements
in question are necessarily misunderstood if they are not grouped
around the central fact that the Treatise is not addressed to
Spinoza's contemporaries in particular. It is addressed to poten-
tial philosophers who are Christians. Men of this kind, and hence
Spinoza’'s problem as well as its solution, are coeval with Chris-
tianity, and not peculiar to Spinoza’s age. This does not do away
with the fact that, according to Spinoza’s explicit statement, not
only philosophy and the subject matter itself, but “‘the time’ as
well required of him the investigations presented in the T7eatise.3*
We have to see how this agrees with what one might call the
time-less character of the purpose, and of the thesis, of the work.

Spinoza starts from the contrast between the Christian preach-
ing of universal love and the Christian practice of persecution,
especially the persecution of philosophers. This contrast existed
at all times except at the very beginning of Christianity. For
the decline of Christianity began very early, and its primary
cause was not any guilty action. Since the Gospel was unknown
to their contemporaries, the apostles were compelled to introduce
it by appealing to views that were well-known and accepted at
that time. Thus they laid the foundation for that fusion of
faith and philosophy that contradicts the original intention of
the Gospel and justifies the persecution of philosophy in the
name of religion. Since the power of errors increases with the
length of the time during which they remain uncontested,

32 Ty, I1, p. 29 (§2).
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things became worse and worse as time went on and, but for
certain facts to be mentioned immediately, the situation is
worse in Spinoza's time than it had ever been before. Still,
there are reasons for hoping that just in ‘“‘our age' Christian
society will return for the first time to the pure teaching of the
Gospel. This hope is grounded on facts such as these: there are
now in existence Christian republics or democracies, i. e., societies
which by their nature require freedom of public discussion;
there are no longer any prophets whose authoritative demeanor
is incompatible with urbanity; the unitary ecclesiastical system
of Christianity has been dissolved.* All this does not mean
more, however, than that the chances of a general acceptance by
Christian society of the true Christian teaching in its purity, or
the possibilities of its publication, are greater in Spinoza’s time
than ever before. It does not mean at all that that teaching
was not equally accessible to the free minds of all ages since the
beginnings of Christianity.

III.

The theological part of the Treatise opens and concludes with
the implicit assertion that revelation or prophecy as certain
knowledge of truths which surpass the capacity of human reason
is possible. This assertion is repeated, explicitly or implicitly,
in a considerable number of other passages of the work.* Yet
there are also passages in which the possibility of any supra-
rational knowledge is simply denied.’s Spinoza contradicts
himself then regarding what one may call the central subject of

3 Tr. praef., pp. 7-9 (§§12, 14-20); I, p. 16 (§7); VII, pp. 97-98, 105, 112
(§§1-5, 38-39, 70); VIII, p. 118 (§§2-3); XI, pp. 153, 157-158 (§§8, 21-24);
XII, p. 159 (§4); XIV, pp. 173, 180 (§§2, 4, 40); XVIII, pp. 225-226 (§§24-25);
XIX, pp. 235-237 (§§43, 50, 52-53); XX, pp. 245-246 (§§39-40).

# Tr. I, pp. 15-16, 20-21, 28 (§§1-4, 6-7, 22-23, 45); XV, pp. 184-185,
188 (§§22, 26-27, 44). Cf.,e.g., VI, p. 95 (§65); VII, pp. 98-99, 114 (§§8-10,
78); X1, pp. 155-156 (§§14~15); XII, pp. 162-163 (§§21-22); XIII, pp. 168,
170 (§§6-8, 20); XVI, pp. 198-200 (§§53-56, 61, 64). Cf. ep. 21 (34 §§3, 23).

3 Tr. V, p. 80 (§49); XIII, p. 170 (§17); XIV, p. 179 (§38); XV, pp. 184,
188 (§§21, 23, 42). Cf. IV, p. 62 (§20); VII, p. 112 (§72); also L. Meyer's
preface to Renati Des Cartes Principiorum etc., vers. fin.
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his book. To suspend one’s judgment on what he thought about
that subject would be tantamount to throwing away the Treatise
as a completely unintelligible book. Now, there is no reason why
a sincere believer in revealed and supra-rational teachings should
declare that man has no access whatever to truth except through
sense-perception and reasoning, or that reason or philosophy
alone, as distinguished from revelation or theology, possesses
and justly claims for itself the realm of truth, or that belief in
invisible things which cannot be demonstrated by reason is
simply absurd, or that what are said to be teachings ‘‘above
reason’’ are in truth dreams or mere fictions and ‘‘by far below
reason’’. This observation by itself solves the difficulty: Spinoza
did not admit the possibility of any supra-rational teachings.
Yet we cannot dispense with a more detailed discussion of
Spinoza's self-contradictions. For there occur in the Treatise a
considerable number of them, some of which cannot be disposed
of as easily as the one just mentioned. We are in need of an exact
and universal rule that would enable us to decide with certainty
in all cases which of two given contradictory statements of
Spinoza expresses his serious view.

We shall first enumerate a few additional examples of impor-
tant contradictions. Spinoza asserts that once philosophy and
theology (or reason and faith) are radically separated from each
other or restricted to their peculiar realms, there will be no
conflict between them. Philosophy, and not theology, aims at
truth; theology, and not philosophy, aims at obedience. Now,
theology rests on the fundamental dogma that mere obedience,
without the knowledge of the truth, suffices for salvation, and
this dogma must be either true or untrue. Spinoza asserts that
it is a supra-rational truth. But he also asserts that supra-
rational truths are impossible. If the second assertion is accepted,
it follows that the very foundation of theology is an untruth.s

3 This conclusion is confirmed by the facts that obedience (vfz. to God)
presupposes that God is a lawgiver or ruler, and that reason refutes this
presupposition; cf. Tr. IV, pp. 62-65 (§22-37) and XVI adnot. 34 (§53 n.).
In accordance with the conclusion that we have drawn in the text, Spinoza
says that faith requires, not so much true dogmas, as pious ones, “‘although
there may be among them very many which have not even a shadow of truth”’;
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Hence, philosophy and theology, far from being in perfect accord
with each other, actually contradict each other. Another form of
the same contradiction is presented by the assertions that theol-
ogy (or the Bible or prophecy) is not authoritative regarding any
merely speculative matters, and that theology is authoritative re-
garding some merely speculative matters.37—Spinoza asserts that
the Biblical teaching regarding providence is identical with the
philosophic teaching. On the other hand, he asserts that only
philosophy (and hence not the Bible) teaches the truth about
providence; for only philosophy can teach that God cares equally
for all men, i.e., that one fate meets the just and the unjust;3®
in other words, that there is no providence at all. This agrees
with the implicit thesis that there is a fundamental antagonism
between reason and faith.—Spinoza uses ‘‘prophecy’’ and ‘‘Bible”
as virtually synonymous terms, and he asserts that the only
source for our knowledge of the phenomenon of prophecy is the
Bible. But he also asserts that the augurs of the pagans were
true prophets,’® and thus implies that the first book of Cicero’s
De divinatione, for example, would be as good a source for the
study of prophecy as the Bible.

The contradictions regarding Christianity, or the New Testa-
ment, require a somewhat more extensive treatment. Spinoza
asserts first that no one except Jesus (whom he regularly calls
Christ) has reached the superhuman excellence sufficient for
receiving, without the aid of the imagination, revelations of
supra-rational content; or that he alone — in contradistinction
to the Old Testament prophets in particular — truly and ade-
quately understood what was revealed to him. He is therefore

cf. XIV, p. 176 (§20) and XIII, p. 172 (§29). — Cf. XV, pp. 182, 187, 188
(§§11-12, 38, 43); XII, p. 159 (§6); ep. 21 (34 §§3, 23) on the one hand with
XV, p. 185 (§§26-27) and the passages cited in the preceding note on the other.

31 Cf. Tr. XV, p. 188 (§42) and II, p. 35 (§24) with V, p. 77 (§38), XIII,
p. 168 (§6), and XX, p. 243 (§22).

38 Cf. Tr. VI, pp. 82, 95-96 (§§6, 66~71) with VI, pp. 87-88 (§§37, 32-34
36); XIX, pp. 229, 231-232 (§§8, 20); XIV, pp. 177-178 (§27); Ethics I app.

3 Cf. Tr. III, p. 53 (§39) with I, pp. 15, 16 (§§1, 7); VI, p. 95 (§63); VII,
p- 98 (§6); XII, p. 163 (§27); XIV, p. 179 (§38); XV, p. 188 (§44). — Cf.
also the contradiction between XVII, p. 219 (§§105-106) and XI, p. 152
(§§5-6).
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prepared to say that the wisdom of God has taken on human
nature in Christ, and that Christ is the way of salvation.4® These
statements must be understood, i.e. corrected, in the light of
Spinoza's denial of supra-natural phenomena. Since the laws of
nature in general, and of human nature in particular, are always
and everywhere the same; or since there is never anything
radically ‘“new”, the mind of Jesus, who had a human body,
cannot have been superhuman. In other words, since man has
no higher faculty than reason, or since there cannot be supra-
rational truths, Jesus cannot possibly have been more than the
greatest philosopher who ever lived. The second of the two the-
matic treatments of Jesus which occur in the Treatise fully con-
firms this conclusion. If Spinoza affirms ‘“‘with Paul” that all
things are and move in God, he can be presumed to have believed
that his own doctrine of God as the immanent cause of all things
goes back to Jesus himself. He even proves that Jesus’ knowl-
edge was of necessity purely rational, because Jesus was sent to
teach the whole human race and therefore he had to conform to
the opinions common to the whole human race, i.e., to the funda-
mental principles of reason; whereas the Old Testament prophets
had to conform merely to the opinions of the Jews, i.e., to a
particular set of prejudices.#? Or, more precisely, whereas the
Old Testament prophets were themselves under the spell of the
popular prejudices, Jesus and the apostles only adapted freely
the expression of their rational thoughts to the popular preju-
dices.# Not indeed the exoteric teaching of the New Testament
but its esoteric teaching is genuinely philosophic. This con-
clusion is, however, strikingly at variance with the chief purpose
of the Treatise. The radical separation of philosophy and Bible
would be a preposterous demand if the esoteric teaching of the

4 Tr. I, pp. 20-21 (§§22-25); IV, pp. 64-65 (§§30-32). Cf. epp. 73 (21 §4).
and 75 (23 §9).

4« Tr. I, p. 16 (§3). Consider the use of the modus irrealis in I, pp. 20-21
(§22) and I adnot. 3 (§40 n.). Cf. III, p. 47 (§12); VI, p. 95 (§§66-67);
XII, pp. 159-160 (§7); Ethics I1I praef.

4 Ty, IV, pp. 64-65 (§§30-36).- Cf. XI, p. 154 (§11). Cf. also the preface to
the Ethics in the Opera posthuma.

4 Ty, 11, pp. 42-43 (§§52-57); V, pp. 77-78 (§§37—40); XI, p. 158 (§23).
Cf. the argument of XI as a whole.
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New Testament were the peak of philosophic wisdom. Besides,
when Spinoza affirms “with Paul” that all things are and move
in God, he adds that the same view was perhaps held by all
ancient philosophers and by all ancient Hebrews. He speaks
with high regard of Solomon’s teaching about God and he calls
Solomon simply ‘‘the philosopher”. Yet philosophy, as Spinoza
conceives of it, presupposes the knowledge of mathematics, and
Solomon had hardly any mathematical knowledge; moreover,
the people accepted Solomon'’s sayings as religiously as those of
the prophets, whereas the people would deride rather than
respect philosophers who lay claim to authority in religious
matters. Thus it would be more accurate to ascribe to Solomon,
not philosophy, but popular wisdom, and accordingly to apply
the same description to the teaching of Jesus.# This agrees
with the facts that, according to Spinoza, the doctrine of ‘‘the
Scripture’’, i.e., of both Testaments, contains ‘‘no philosophic
things but only the most simple things'’, and that he probably
regarded his teaching, i.e., the true philosophic teaching, about
God as opposed to all earlier teachings.*s The rational teaching
that Spinoza would seem to have seriously ascribed to Jesus,
was hardly more than rational morality. Yet he does not con-
sistently maintain that the true moral teaching was discovered,
or preached for the first time, by Jesus. To say nothing of the
fact that it is by nature accessible to all human beings at all
times, it was certainly known to, and preached by, the prophets
and wise men of the Old Testament.®® The teaching that is
characteristic of Jesus or of the New Testament in general is
not rational morality itself but its combination with such a
“history” as permitted its being preached to the common people
of all nations. In other words, the substance of the teaching of
the two Testaments is identical. They differ only in this: the Old
Testament prophets preached that identical teaching by virtue

«“ Tr. 11, pp. 36, 41 (§§29, 48); IV, p. 66 (§40); VI, p. 95 (§67); VII, p. 114
(§79); X1, p. 156 (§15). Ep. 73 (21 §2).

s Tr. XIII, p. 167 (§4); XIV, p. 174 (§8); XV, p: 180 (§2). Cf. page 80
above.
4 Tr. IV, pp. 66-68 (§§40-46, 48); V, pp. 71-72 (§§10-13); VII, p. 99
(§11); XII, p. 162 (§19); XIX, p. 231 (§16).
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of the Mosaic Covenant, and therefore addressed it only to the
Jews, whereas the apostles preached it by virtue of the passion
of Jesus, and therefore addressed it to all men.#” Now the com-
bination of rational morality with a “historical’’ basis of either
kind implies that the rational morality is presented in the form
of a divirie command, and hence that God is presented as a law-
giver. Thus the New Testament demands obedience to God as
does the Old, and therefore both Testaments are equally in
conflict with the philosophic teaching according to which God
cannot be conceived as a lawgiver. ‘“To know Christ according
to the spirit” means to believe that God is merciful; but philo-
sophy teaches that it does not make sense to ascribe mercy to
God.#® In short, the New Testament is not more rational than
the Old. There is then no reason why the apostles, for example,
should have been more emancipated from the prejudices of
their age than the Old Testament prophets had been. In defend-
ing his Treatise in one of his letters, if not in the Treatise itself,
Spinoza admits that all apostles believed in the bodily resurrec-
tion of Jesus and hence were under the spell of popular preju-
dices.# There may be more of reasoning in the New Testament
than in the Old, and the greatest Old Testament prophet may
never have produced a single legitimate argument; but this does
not mean of course that there are no illegitimate arguments in
the New Testament.5° Philosophic statements occur especially
in Paul’s Epistles, but no more than in the writings ascribed to
- Solomon. Paul’s philosophic utterances could be traced to his
desire to be a Greek with the Greeks, or to make the Gospel
acceptable to a multitude tainted by philosophy; the most
philosophic utterances of the New Testament would thus appear
to be simply borrowings from Greek philosophy. Furthermore,
since these utterances were made in deliberate accommodation to
the prejudices of their addressees, they do not necessarily agree
with Paul’'s own views. Above all, Paul’s pedagogic use of philo-

41 Tr. XII, pp. 163, 165-166, (§§24, 37); XIX, p. 231 (§ 16).

& Ty, IV, p. 64 (§30); XIII, pp. 171-172 (§26); X1V, pp. 174, 178 (§§6-8, 28).

9 Epp. 75 (23 §5) and 78 (25 §6).

so Tr. XI, pp. 152-153 (§§5-7); XIV, pp. 175-176 (§§17-18). Cf. ep.
75 (23 §7).
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sophy seems to have laid the foundation for the fatal fusion of
philosophy and theology against which the whole Treatise is
directed. Certainly Paul’s teaching of justification ‘“by faith
alone” contradicts what Spinoza considers the central and most
useful teaching of the Bible.s* One could think for a moment
that by insisting on the universalistic character of the New
Testament, as distinguished from the particularistic character
of the Old, Spinoza denies the identity, which he elsewhere
asserts, of the moral teaching of the two Testaments. Yet he
quotes the statement ‘‘love thy neighbour and hate thine enemy’*
in order to prove, not the difference, but the basic identity of the
teaching of the Sermon on the Mount with that of Moses. The
difference between the commands ‘‘hate thine enemy” (i.e., the
foreigner) and ‘love thine enemy’ is exclusively due to the
changed political circumstances of the Jewish people: Moses
could think of the establishment of a good polity, whereas Jesus
(just as Jeremiah before him) addressed a people which had lost
its political independence.s* Spinoza does not consistently grant
that what the New Testament teaches in regard to private
morality is superior to the Old Testament teaching. But even if
he did, this would be outweighed in his opinion by the fact that
Christianity, owing to the circumstances of its origin, offers
much stronger support for the dualism of spiritual and temporal
power, and therewith for perpetual civil discord, than the Old
Testament teaching, which was originated by Moses, who was
king in fact if not in name. For the safety of the community is
the highestlaw.ss To sum up: Spinoza’s identification of the teach-
ing, or the esoteric teaching, of the New Testament with the
true teaching is contradicted in numerous passages of the Treatise.

Our last example shall be a contradiction which we have been
forced to imitate in our own presentation and which has the

st Tr. X1, pp. 156-158 (§§15, 21, 23-24); XII, p. 166 (§40); XIII, p. 167
(83); X1V, pp. 175-176 (§§14-19); III, p. 54 (§46). Cf. the implicit criticism
of Paul in-I, pp. 21, 28-29 (§§25, 46).

s Tr. XIX, p. 233 (§§29-30); XII, pp. 165-166 (§37); VII, pp. 103-104
(§§30-33). ,

3 Tr. XVIII, pp. 225-226 (§25); XIX, pp. 232, 236-238 (§§22-24, 50-59).
Cf. V, pp. 70-72 (§§8-9, 13-14).
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advantage that we can resolve it by having recourse to Spinoza’s
own explanation of a similar difficulty. In one set of passages of
the Treatise Spinoza suggests that the Bible is hieroglyphic, i. e.,
unintelligible on account of its subject matter. In accordance
with this view, he explicitly says in one of his letters that he
simply does not understand the Bible. This view exposes him to
the danger of being forced to admit that the Bible is rich in
mysteries and requires for its understanding supra-rational il-
lumination;* it is at any rate incompatible with the whole
meaning and purpose of the Treatise. There is another set of
passages in which Spinoza says with equal definiteness that the
Bible is easily intelligible on account of its subject matter, that
all difficulties obstructing its understanding are due to our
insufficient knowledge of the language, the poor condition of the
text and similar causes,’s and that almost all these difficulties
can be overcome by the use of the right method: there is no
need whatsoever for supra-rational illumination nor for an au-
thoritative tradition. What then does he mean by saying that
he does not understand the Bible? When mentioning in 'the
Treatise the Christology of “‘certain Churches”, he says that he
does not speak at all about these things nor deny them, ‘“‘for I
willingly confess that I do not understand them”. In what is
the authentic commentary on this passage, he first repeats his
statement that he does not understand the Christology of ‘‘cer-
tain Churches’’, but then adds that, ‘‘to confess the truth”, he
considers the doctrines in question absurd, or evidently self-
contradictory.® Accordingly, he says that he does not under-
stand the Bible because he does not want ‘‘to confess the truth”
that he regards the Biblical teaching as self-contradictory. His
view concerning the intelligibility of the Bible must then be
stated as follows: since one cannot realize that the teaching of a
book is absurd if one does not understand that teaching, the
Bible is certainly intelligible. But it is easier to understand a
book whose teaching is lucid than a book whose teaching is

s«-Tr. VII, pp. 98, 112°(§§9, 23); XII, p. 159 (§4); II, pp. 35, 36 (§§25, 29).

ss Tr. V, pp. 76-77 (§§35-39); VII, p. 112 (§§70, 73); XIII, p. 167 (§§3—4).
Cf. X1V, p. 174 (§§ 6-8) and II, p. 34 (§21).

6 Tr. 1, p. 21 (§24); ep. 73 (21 §5).
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self-contradictory. It is very difficult to ascertain the meaning
of a book that consists to a considerable extent of self-contra-
dictory assertions, of remnants of primeval prejudices or super-
stitions, and of the outpourings of an uncontrolled imagination.s?
It is still more difficult to understand a book of this kind if it is,
in addition, poorly compiled and poorly preserved. Yet many of
these difficulties can be overcome by the use of the right method.

Spinoza, who regarded the Bible as a book rich in contra-
dictions, has indicated this view in a book that itself abounds in
contradictions. We have to see whether his treatment of Biblical
contradictions does not supply us with some help for the under-
standing of his own work. We must limit ourselves to what he
has to say about contradictions between non-metaphoric state-
ments of one and the same speaker. His rule is that in such
cases one has to suspend one’s judgment as to what the speaker
thought about the subject in question, unless one can show that
the contradiction is due to the difference of the occasion or of
the addressees of the two statements.’® He applies this rule to the
(real or alleged) contradiction between certain views of Jesus and
Paul: while one of the views is addressed to the common people,
the other is addressed to the wise. But Spinoza goes beyond this.
The mere fact that Paul says on some occasions that he speaks
“‘after the manner of man”, induces Spinoza to dismiss all
statements of Paul which agree with what Spinoza considers the
vulgar view, as mere accommodations on the part of Paul and to
say of them that they are spoken ‘‘after the manner of man’’ .59
If we reduce this procedure to its principle, we arrive at the fol-
lowing rule: if an author who admits, however occasionally, that
he speaks “‘after the manner of man’’, makes contradictory state-
ments on a subject, the statement contradicting the vulgar view
has to be considered as his serious view; nay, every statement of
such an author which agrees with views vulgarly considered
sacred or authoritative must be dismissed as irrelevant, or at

57 Tr. XV, pp. 180, 184 (§§3, 20); VI, pp. 81-82, 88 (§§1-5, 36). See especially
the explicit addition to the teaching of the Treatise in ep. 73 (21 §3), an
addition clarifying the meaning of ‘‘superstition’’.

s8 Tr. VII, pp. 101, 103104 (§§21, 29-33).

59 Tr. IV, p. 65 (§§33-36); 11, p. 42 (§51); XVI, adnot. 34 (§53 n.).
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least it must be suspected even though it is never contradicted
by him.¢° '

Spinoza himself is an author of this kind. The first of the
three ‘“‘rules of living’ which he sets forth in his Treatise on the
improvement of the understanding reads as follows: *“To speak with
a view to the capacity of the vulgar and to practice all those
things which cannot hinder us from reaching our goal (sc. the
highest good). For we are able to obtain no small advantage from
the vulgar provided we make as many concessions as possible
to their capacity. Add to this that in this way they will lend
friendly ears to the truth” 5 i. e., the vulgar will thus be induced
to accept such truths as the philosopher may wish. to com-
municate to them, or they will not resent occasional heresies
of the philosopher. At any rate, Spinoza means not merely that
the choice of the form of his external worship, or of his religious
affiliation, is a matter of mere expediency for the philosopher, but,
above all, that he will adapt the expression of his thought to the
generally accepted opinions by professing, as far as it is possible
or necessary, these very opinions, even though he considers them
untrue or absurd. That this is the correct interpretation of the
phrase ‘‘ad captum vulgi loqui”, appears from what Spinoza
says on the subject in the Treatise. For in the Treatise he
teaches that God, and Jesus and Paul as well, in speaking to
men who held vulgar opinions, accommodated themselves to the
capacity of their addressees by professing or at any rate not
questioning those opinions. Even in the case of Moses Spinoza
suggests that he may have taught things which he did not
believe (“Moses believed, or at least he wished to teach . ..”).5
And he calls this kind of communication to speak ‘‘ad captum
vulgi” or, more frequently, ‘‘ad captum alicuius”. For to speak
with a view to the capacity of the vulgar necessarily means to
argue ad hominem, or to accommodate oneself to the particular
prejudices of the particular vulgar group or individual whom one

6o For a somewhat different formulation of the same principle, see E. E.
Powell, Spinoza and Religion, Boston 1941, 65.

6t Ty, de int. em., p. 9 (§17). Cf. Tr. pol. I1I 10.

6 Ty, VII, p. 101 (§22). This statement is prepared by an allusion in II,
pp. 38-39 (§§36, 38). Cf. IV, pp. 45, 53 (§§6, 41).



[39] SPINOZA'S THEOLOGICO-POLITICAL TREATISE 107

happens to address.® The author or authors of the Bible speak
‘“ad captum vulgi” by communicating a salutary or pious teach-
ing, while not only not questioning but even professing, and thus
confirming, the untrue or absurd principles or premises of the
addressees.%

Itis no accident that practically the only authentic information
about the precise character of Spinoza’s method of communi-
cation is supplied by the Treatise. A full and direct explanation
of this subject was, for obvious reasons, out of the question. But
it was possible to assert that in the Bible, a superior mind or
superior minds condescend to speak in the language of ordinary
people, and that there occur in the Bible a number of statements
which contradict those Biblical statements that are adapted to
vulgar prejudices. Spinoza was thus led to assert that at least
some of the Biblical contradictions are conscious or deliberate,
and therewith to suggest that there is an esoteric teaching of the
Bible, or that the literal meaning of the Bible hides a deeper,
mysterious meaning. By contradicting this ultimate conse-
quence,’ he leaves no doubt in the reader’s mind as to the
ironical or exoteric character of his assertion that the statements
of the Bible are consciously adapted by its authors to the
capacity of the vulgar. But the temporary device has fulfilled

6 “Ad captum vulgi”; VI, p. 84 (§14); XV, p. 180 (§2). “Secundum captum
vulgi”: XIII, p. 172 (§26); XV, pp. 178-179 (§33). ‘“Ad captum plebis”:
V, p. 77 (§§37-38). ‘““Ad captum alicuius”: II, pp. 37, 43 (§§31-33, 53, 55,
57); II1, pp. 4445, 54 (§§3, 6, 46). ‘“Ad hominem sive ad captum alicuius’:
I1, p. 43 (§57). In III, p. 45 (§6) Spinoza applies the expression “ad captum
(Hebraeorum) loqui” to a remark of his own. —Cf. XIV, p. 173 (§§1-2);
VII, pp. 104, 115 (§§35, 81-82); praef., p. 6 (§§7-8).

& Tr. VI, p. 88 (§36); XV, p. 180 (§§2-3). Cf. II, pp. 32-33, 3543 (§§15,
24, 29, 31-35, 41-45, 47, 50, 52-57); IV, p. 65 (§§33-37); V, pp. 76-78 (§§35~
40); VII, pp. 98-99 (§10); XI, pp. 156, 158 (§§15, 23-24); X1V, p. 173 (§§1-3).

6 Tr. praef., p. 9 (§18); II, pp. 36-37 (§30); VII, p. 105 (§37); X, p. 149
(§41); XII, p. 163 (§27); XIII, pp. 167-168 (§§4-5). — When saying that
God spoke with a view to the capacity of the prophets, or of the vulgar,
Spinoza himself is speaking “‘ad captum vulgi"” by accomodating himself to
the belief, which he rejects, in Divine revelation. The fact that he refers with
particular emphasis to Paul’s speaking “after the manner of man’ does not
prove that, in his opinion, Paul was emancipated from. the vulgar opinions
as such, as will have appeared from what we said-on page 102 above.
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its most important function which is to supply the reader with
an urgently needed piece of information. We may say that
Spinoza uses the sketch of his exoteric interpretation of the Bible
for indicating the character of his own exoteric procedure.

There must be scholars who believe that ‘“‘to speak with a
view to the capacity of the vulgar’” merely means to express
oneself in not too technical a language, and who argue that the
alternative interpretation would be a reflection on Spinoza's
character. Those scholars are requested to consider that, if their
reason were valid, Spinoza would impute to the author or authors
of the Bible a morally questionable practice. Whatever may be
the sound moral rule, Spinoza had certainly no compunctions to
refrain from ‘‘confessing the truth”’, or to reveal his views while
hiding them behind more or less transparent accommodations to
the generally accepted opinions. When he says that the wise
man will never, not even in the greatest danger, act dolo malo,
he does not mean that the wise man will never employ any ruses;
for he explicitly admits that there are good or legitimate ruses.%
If the statesman is under an obligation to employ all kinds of
ruses in the interest of the material welfare of the ruled,’” the
same duty must be incumbent on those to whom nature has
entrusted the spiritual guidance of mankind, i. e., on the philoso-
phers, who are much more exposed to the suspicions of the
multitude®® than statesmen, and therefore in greater need of
caution than anyone else. “Caute’” was the inscription of Spi-
noza’s signet. By this he did not primarily mean the caution
required in philosophic investigations but the caution that the
philosopher needs in his intercourse with non-philosophers. The
only reason which he can find for showing that the reading of
histories is most useful is that we may learn through their study
“to live more cautiously among men and more successfully to ac-
commodate our actions and our life, within the limits of reason, to

% Tr. XVI, p. 192 and adnot. 32 (§§16 n., 18). Tr. pol. 111 17. Cf. Ethics
1V 72.

61 Cf, Tr. XVI, p. 197 (§46). Tr. pol. 12, 111 14, 17.

68 Ty. praef., p. 12 (§§7-8); 1I, pp. 29-30 (§2); VII, p. 114 (§79); XX,
pp. 244-245 (§§32-35); ep. 30.
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their way of thinking.””® For he considered caution, and es-
pecially caution in speech, extremely difficult: “not even the
most learned or experienced, to say nothing of the common
people, know how to be silent. This is a common vice of men,
to confide their intentions to others, even though silence is
needed.” If it is of the essence of the wise man that he is able
to live under every form of government, i. e., even in societies
in which freedom of speech is strictly denied, it is of his essence
that he is able to live without ever expressing those of his
thoughts whose expression happens to be forbidden.?° The phi-
losopher who knows the truth, must be prepared to refrain from
expressing it, not so much for reasons of convenience as for
reasons of duty. Whereas truth requires that one should not
accommodate the words of the Bible to one’s own opinions, piety
requires that everyone should accommodate the words of the
Bible to his own opinions,” i .e., that one should give one’s own
opinions a Biblical appearance. If true religion or faith, which
according to him requires not so much true dogmas as pious
ones, were endangered by his Biblical criticism, Spinoza would
have decided to be absolutely silent about this subject; nay, he
would have gladly admitted — in order to escape from all dif-
ficulties — that the deepest mysteries are hidden in the Bible.
That is to say, he would have suppressed the truths in question
and asserted their contraries, if he had felt that these truths
could do harm to the mass of readers.

If we disregard, as we must, Spinoza's references to his alleged
Biblical models, the only man to whom he almost explicitly
refers in the Treatise as a predecessor regarding his technique of
presentation is :Abraham ibn Ezra, of whom he speaks with
unconcealed respect. Ibn Ezra “‘did not dare to explain openly’’
what he thought about the authorship of the Pentateuch, but

% Tr. IV, pp. 61-62 (§19). Cf. Ethics IV 69, 70 and schol. — Regarding
Spinoza’s caution, see also epp. 7 (7 §§4-5), 13 (9 §§1-4), 82 (71 §2). Compare
the discussion of this subject by Powell, op. cit., 51-65.

. Tr. XX, p. 240 (§§8-9); XVI, adnot. 33 (§34 n.).

7 Cf. Tr. XIV, pp. 173, 178-179 (§83, 32-33) with VII, pp. 115, 101
(§§85, 22).

7 Tr. XII, p. 159 (§4).
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indicated his view ‘‘in rather obscure words”. One cryptic
statement of ibn Ezra that is quoted by Spinoza, ends with the
words ‘“He who understands, should be silent”. A certain
allusion made by Spinoza himself ends with the words that he
wished to remain silent on the subject in question for reasons
which the ruling superstition or the difficult times do not permit
to explain, but that “it suffices to indicate the matter to the
wise'.” Spinoza did not indicate what he owed to Maimonides,
to whom he refers more frequently than to ibn Ezra, although
in a much less friendly tone. But when saying that Moses
“believed or at least wished to teach’ that God is zealous or
angry, he merely makes explicit what Maimonides had implied
when intimating that the belief in God’s anger is required, not
for man’s ultimate perfection, but for the good ordering of civil
society.™ For Moses, whom Maimonides considered the wisest
of all men, was necessarily aware of the particular character of
the belief in question, to which he gave so forceful an expression.
In his Guide of the Perplexed, Maimonides presents his teaching
by using deliberate contradictions, hidden from the wvulgar,
between non-metaphoric statements; it is in this way that he
reveals the truth to those who are able to understand by them-
selves, while hiding the truth from the vulgar. He raises the
question as to whether the same kind of contradiction is also
used in the Bible, but he does not answer it.’s If he has answered
it in the affirmative — as, in a sense, he necessarily did — the
Guide would be the model for Spinoza’s sketch of an exoteric
interpretation of the Bible, an interpretation according to which
the Bible consists partly of vulgar statements and partly of
philosophic statements which deliberately and secretly contradict
the vulgar ones. At any rate, there can be no doubt that,
generally speaking, Maimonides' method of presentation is meant
to be an imitation of what he declared to be the method of the
Bible. Maimonides in his turn was indebted for his method to

3 Tr. VIII, pp. 118-119 (§§4-5, 9); X, adnot. 21 (§1 n.). As regards the
use of ‘“‘openly” (aperte), compare the parallels in II, p. 36 (§27); IV, p. 65
(§35); V, p. 80 (§49); XV, p. 180 (§4); ep. 13 (9 §1).

1 Tr. VII, p. 101 (§§21-22). Guide III 28 (61a Munk).

s Guide 1 Introduction (11 b, 3 b, 8 b Munk). Cf. Tr. VII, p. 113 (§75).
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‘“the philosophers’ of his period. The typical philosopher, as
presented in Yehuda Halevi's Cuzari, considered it perfectly
legitimate for the philosopher to adhere in his speeches as well
as in his actions to a religion to which he does not adhere in his
thought, and he took it for granted that the philosophic teaching
proper is necessarily accompanied by an exoteric teaching.
Farabi, whom Maimonides regarded as the greatest philosophic
authority of his period, virtually denied all cognitive value to
religion, and yet considered conformity with the laws and the
beliefs of the religious community in which one is brought up
as a necessary qualification for the future philosopher.

But it would be a mistake to think that one has to look for
Spinoza's models exclusively in Islamic philosophy. Féaribi him-
self traces the procedure to which we have referred to Plato.
Practically the same expression that Spinoza applies to Moses
(“‘he believed, or at least he wished to teach...”) is applied to
Socrates by Lessing, who had studied Spinoza very closely, and
who stated that there is no other philosophy than that of Spinoza.
According to Lessing, Socrates ‘‘believed in eternal punishment
in all seriousness, or at least believed in it to the extent that he
considered it expedient to teach it in words that are least sus-
ceptible of arousing suspicion and most explicit.”” Lessing held
that “all ancient philosophers” had made a distinction between
their exoteric and their esoteric teaching and he ascribed the
same distinction to Leibniz.” Spinoza’s rules of living which
open with “‘ad captum vulgi loqui”’ are modelled on the rules of
Descartes’ ‘“‘morale par provision’” which open with the demand
for intransigent conformism in everything except in the strictly
private examination of one’s own opinions.”” We can barely
allude to the question of Descartes’ technique of writing, to a
question which seems to baffle all his students because of the
extreme caution with which that philosopher constantly acted.
The traditional distinction between exoteric (or ‘‘disclosed") and
esoteric (or “‘enigmatical’’) presentation was accessible to Spinoza
also through Bacon, who insisted especially on the ‘“‘secret and

7 “Leibniz von den ewigen Strafen’”, Werke, edd. Petersen and von Ols-
hausen, XXI, 147 and 160.
71 Discours de la méthode, 111 and VI in princ.
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retired”’ character of the science of government. The student of
Spinoza must pay particular attention to Bacon’s principles
regarding the use of terms: ‘it seemeth best to keep way with
antiquity usque ad aras; and therefore to retain the ancient
terms, though I sometimes alter the uses and definitions, ac-
cording to the moderate proceeding in civil government; where al-
though there be some alteration, yet that holdeth which Tacitus
wisely noteth, Eadem Magistratuum vocabula.”’® 1t is well-known
how much Spinoza silently complied with this politic rule. He
seems to allude to it when saying that if a man wishes to alter the
meaning of a term to which he is accustomed, he will not be
able “‘without difficulty” to do it consistently in speech and in
writing.”? We merely have to remember the fact that “all
excellent things are as difficult as they are rare’’.

Spinoza’s caution or thrift in communicating his views is far
from being excessive if we judge his procedure by the standards
admitted by a number of earlier thinkers. In fact, judged by
these standards, he proves to be extraordinarily bold. That very
bold man Hobbes admitted after having read the Treatise that
he himself had not dared to write as boldly. Spinoza was very
bold in so far as he went to the extreme to which he could go as
a man who was convinced that religion, i. e., positive religion, is
indispensable to society, and who took his social duties seriously.
He was cautious in so far as he did not state the whole truth
clearly and unequivocally but kept his utterances, to the best of
his knowledge, within the limits imposed by what he considered
the legitimate claims of society. He speaks then in all his
writings, and especially in the Treatise, ‘‘ad captum vulgi’’. This
is not at variance with the fact that the Treatise is explicitly
addressed, not to the vulgar, but to philosophers. For Spinoza
was not in a position effectively to prevent the Latin-reading

8 Advancement of Learning, Everyman's Library ed., 92, 141-142, 205-206.
Cf. De augmentis 111 4 and VI 2.

7 Tr. VII, p. 106 (§42). — v. Dunin-Borkowski, Spinoza, II, 217-218:
“Nur im Notfall brachte (Spinoza) eine selbstersonnene Terminologie auf. ..
Die altgewohnte Form sollte gleichsam die gefihrliche Beunruhigung be-
schwichtigen. Die Leser konnten zuerst meinen, dass sie sich in einer ihnen
wohl bekannten philosophischen Welt bewegten.”
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part of the vulgar from reading the Treatise and from thus
becoming obnoxious to him. Accordingly, that book serves the
purpose, not merely of enlightening the potential philosophers,
but also of counteracting the opinion which the vulgar had of
Spinoza, i. e., of appeasing the plebs itself.8> Furthermore, the
Treatise is addressed, not so much to philosophers simply, as to
potential philosophers, i. e., to men who, at least in the early
stages of their training, are deeply imbued with the vulgar
prejudices: what Spinoza considers the basic prejudice of those
potential philosophers whom he addresses in the Treatise, is
merely a special form of the basic prejudice of the vulgar mind
in general.®

In the Treatise Spinoza addresses potential philosophers of a
certain kind while the vulgar are listening. He speaks therefore
in such a way that the vulgar will not understand what he means.
It is for this reason that he expresses himself contradictorily:
those shocked by his heterodox statements will be appeased by
more or less orthodox formulae. Spinoza boldly denies the pos-
sibility of miracles proper — in a single chapter. But he speaks
of miracles throughout the work without making it clear in the
other chapters that he understands by miracles merely such
natural phenomena as seemed to be strange to the particular
vulgar thinkers who observed or recorded them. To exaggerate
for purposes of clarification, we may say that each chapter of the
Treatise serves the function of refuting one particular orthodox
dogma while leaving untouched all other orthodox dogmas.?
Only a minority of readers will take the trouble of keeping
firmly in mind the results of all chapters and of adding them up.
Only a minority of readers will admit that if an author makes
contradictory statements on a subject, his view may well be
expressed by the statements that occur least frequently or only
once, while his view is concealed by the contradictory statements
that occur most frequently or even in all cases but one; for many

8o Epp. 30 and 43 (49 §2).

8 Cf. Tr. praef., p. 12 (§34) with I, p. 15.(§2). Cf. V, p. 69 (§3). Cf. the
analyses of superstition-in T7. praef., p. 5 (§4) and in Ethics I app.

% Fundamentally the same procedure is followed by Hobbes in the Third
Part of his Leviathan.
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readers do not fully grasp what it means that the truth, or the
seriousness, of a proposition is not increased by the frequency
with which the proposition is repeated. One must also consider
‘“the customary mildness of the common people”,% a good-
naturedness which fairly soon shrinks from, or is shocked by, the
inquisitorial brutality and recklessness that is required for ex-
torting his serious views from an able writer who tries to conceal
them from all but a few. Itis then not misleading to say that the
orthodox statements are more obvious in the Treatise than the
heterodox ones. It is no accident, for example, that the first
sentence of the first chapter is to the effect that prophecy or
revelation is such certain knowledge of any subject as is revealed
by God to human beings. We may call the more or less orthodox
statements the first statements, and the contradictory statements
the second statements. Of the two thematic statements about
Jesus, the first is definitely nearer to the orthodox Christian view
than is the second one.3 This rule must be taken with a grain
of salt: the conclusion of the theological part of the Treatise is
hardly less orthodox than its opening. The ‘‘second statements’’
are more likely to occur — according to a rule of forensic rheto-
ric% — somewhere in the middle, i. e., in places least exposed to
the curiosity of superficial readers. Thus even by presenting
his serious view in one set of explicit statements, while contra-
dicting it in another set, Spinoza could reveal it to the more
attentive readers while hiding it from the vulgar. But not all of
Spinoza's contradictions are explicit. In some cases, not the
explicit statements, but the necessary consequences from explicit
statements contradict other explicit statements. In other cases,
we are confronted with a contradiction between two explicit
statements, neither of which is necessarily heterodox or expresses
directly Spinoza's view on the subject; but the incongruity
presented by the contradiction points to an unexpressed and
unambiguously heterodox view, by which the surface contra-

8 Aristotle, Resp. Ath. 22. 4.

% Compare also Tr. VII, pp. 98-99 (§§6-10) with 4b., pp. 109-111 (§§58-
66) — note the “‘consulto omisi’” on p. 109 (§59) —; and XIV, p. 173 (§3:
licet) with 4b., pp. 178-179 (§§32-33: tenetur).

% Cicero, Orator 15. 50. Cf. De oratore 11 77. 313.
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diction is resolved, and which thus proves to be obliquely
presented by the surface contradiction.

The sound rule for reading the Treatise is, that in case of a
contradiction, the statement most opposed to what Spinoza
considered the vulgar view has to be regarded as expressing his
serious view; nay, that even a necessary implication of a hetero-
dox character has to take precedence over a contradictory
statement that is never explicitly contradicted by Spinoza.?” In
other words, if the final theses of the individual chapters of the
Treatise (as distinguished from the almost constantly repeated
accommodations) are not consistent with each other, we are led
by the observation of this fact and our ensuing reflection to a
consistent view that is no longer explicitly stated, but clearly
presupposed, by Spinoza; and we have to recognize this view as
his serious view, or as the secret par excellence of the Trea-
tise. Only by following this rule of reading can we understand
Spinoza’s thought exactly as he himself understood it and
avoid the danger of becoming or remaining the dupes of his
accommodations.

Since Spinoza states the rule ‘‘ad captum vulgi loqui” without
any qualification, there is a reasonable presumption that he
acted on it also when writing his Ethics. This presumption
cannot be disposed of by reference to the ‘‘geometric’’ character
of that work, for “ad captum wvulgi loqui’’ does not mean to
present one’s thoughts in a popular garb, but to argue ad kominem
or ex concessis, i. e., from a covered position. Spinoza presented
the teaching of Descartes’ Principia also in ‘‘geometric’’ form,
although he did not even pretend that that teaching was the
true teaching.?® Nor is the strictly esoteric or scientific character
of the Ethics guaranteed by the fact that Spinoza did not ex-
plicitly address that work to a human type other than actual or
mature philosophers, for there are many other ways in which an

% An example would be the statements “I understand the Bible” and “I
do not undarstand the Bible”. Regarding implicit contradictions, cf. T7r.
XV, p. 184 (§20).

387 Cf. page 105 above.

8 Ep. 13 (9 §§1-2). Cf. L. Meyer's preface to the Renati Des Cartes Princi-
prorum etc.
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author can indicate that he is speaking ‘‘ad captum alicuius”.
To mention one of them, there has scarcely ever been a serious
reader of the Ethics who has not also read the Treatise; those for
whom indications suffice understood from the Treatise what
Spinoza seriously thought of all positive religions and of the
Bible, and they recognized at once from the pious references to
Biblical teachings which occur in the Ethics® that this book is by
no means free from accommodations to the accepted views. In
other words, one cannot leave it at the impression that while the
Treatise is, of course, exoteric, the Ethics is Spinoza’s esoteric
work simply, and that therefore the solution to all the riddles
of the Treatise-is presented explicitly and clearly in the Ethics. .
For Spinoza cannot have been ignorant of the obvious truth
which, in addition, had been pointed out to him if not by Plato,
at any rate by Maimonides,?° that every book is accessible to all
who can read the language in which it is written; and that
therefore, if there is any need at all for hiding the truth from
the vulgar, no written exposition can be strictly speaking esoteric.

In the absence of statements of Spinoza which refer specifically
to the manner of communication employed in the Ethics, most
students will feel that the question regarding the esoteric or
exoteric character of that work can be settled only on the basis
of internal evidence. One of the most learned contemporary
students of Spinoza speaks of ‘‘the baffling allusiveness and
ellipticalness of (the) style’” of the Ethics, and he notes that in
that work ‘‘statements are not significant for what they actually
affirm but for the denials which they imply.” He explains
Spinoza's procedure by the circumstance that Spinoza, a Jew,
lived in a non-Jewish environment in which he ‘“‘never felt himself
quite free to speak his mind; and he who among his own people’
never hesitated to speak out with boldness became cautious,
hesitant and reserved.” In the spirit of this ‘‘historical”’ reason
(i. e., of a reason primarily based, not on Spinoza's explicit
statements, but on the history of the author’s life), he finally
asserts ‘“‘Little did -he understand the real cause of his own

89 Ethics IV 68 schol.; V 36 schol. Cf. Tr. pol. 11 6, 22, 111 10, VII 25.

9c Maimonides, Gusde 1 Introduction :(4 a Munk). Cf. Plato, Seventh
Letter 341 d4—e3 and 344c3-d5; Phaedrus 275¢5 fi.
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behavior”, i. e., he admits that he is trying to understand Spinoza
better than he understood himself. Apart from this, one can
hardly say that Spinoza ‘‘never’” hesitated to state his views
when speaking to Jews; for only while he was very young did he
have normal opportunities of conversing with Jews, and caution
is not a quality characteristic of youth. On the principle ex-
pressed by Spinoza himself, he would have had to be extremely
“cautious, hesitant and reserved” “among his own people” if he
had lived in an age when the separation from the Jewish com-
munity was impossible for a self-respecting man of Jewish
origin, who was not honestly convinced of the truth of another
religion. Professor Wolfson also explains the particular style of
the Ethics by Spinoza’s Talmudic and Rabbinic training, and he
accordingly demands that one must approach the study of the
Ethics in the spirit “‘in which the old Rabbinic scholars approach
the study of their standard texts.” He admits however by
implication the very limited value of this approach by saying
that ‘““we must constantly ask ourselves, with regard to every
statement he makes, what is the reason? What does he intend to
let us hear? What is his authority? Does he reproduce his
authority correctly or not?”’%* For, clearly, Spinoza did not know
of any authorities in philosophic investigation. There is all the
difference in the world between an author who considers himself
merely a link in the chain of a venerable tradition, and for this
very reason uses allusive and elliptical language, i. e., language
that is intelligible only on the basis of the tradition in question,
and an author who denies all value to tradition and therefore
uses various stylistic means, especially allusive and elliptical lan-
guage in order to eradicate the traditional views from the minds
of his best readers. Wolfson indicates a much more adequate
reason for the particular style of the Ethics by stating that
Spinoza’s ‘“ ‘God’ is merely an appeasive term for the most
comprehensive principle of the universe’’, or that it was merely
a “literary pretension that his entire philosophy was evolved
from his conception of God.” For it is easily understandable
that Spinoza could not neutralize accommodations of this magni-

* H. A. Wolfson, The philosothy of Spinoza, Harvard University Press,
1934, 1, 22-24.
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tude but by allusions, ellipses, or similar devices. In other words,
if, as Wolfson consistently suggests, Spinoza's doctrine of God is
fundamentally nothing but an “internal criticism’ of traditional
theology,” one has to admit, on the basis of Spinoza’s explicit
demand for, and authentic interpretation of, “‘ad captum wvulgi
loqui'’, that Spinoza's doctrine of God — apparently the basis or
starting-point of his whole doctrine — belongs as such to a mere
argument ad hominem or ex concessis, that rather hides than
reveals his real starting-point. To express this in technical
language, what Spinoza presents in his Ethics is the ‘‘synthesis’,
whereas he suppresses the ‘“‘analysis’ which necessarily precedes
it.9s That is, he suppresses the whole reasoning, both philosophic
and “‘politic”’, leading up to the definitions by which the reader
is startled and at the same time appeased when he opens that
book. If it is true that Spinoza’s * ‘God’ is merely an appeasive
term’’, one would have to rewrite the whole Ethics without
using that term, i.e., by starting from Spinoza’s concealed
atheistic principles. If it is true that Spinoza’'s * ‘God’ is merely
an appeasive term’’, one certainly has no longer any right to
assume that, according to Spinoza, the idea of God, to say
nothing of God’s existence, is ‘‘immediately known as an intu-
ition"',% and therefore the legitimate starting-point for philoso-
phy. However this may be, Spinoza's general principle of
accommodation to the generally accepted views imposes on the
interpreter the duty to raise the question as to what are the
absolute limits to Spinoza's accommodation; or, in more specific
terms, as to what are the entirely non-theological considerations
that brought Spinoza into conflict with materialism, and to what
extent these considerations vouch for the explicit teaching of the
Ethics. In other words, one has to see whether there are not
anywhere in Spinoza's writings indications, however subtle, of a
strictly atheistic beginning or approach. This is, incidentally,
one reason why the Treatise should be read, not merely against

9 Wolfson, op. cit., I, 20-22, 159, 177; 11, 4. Cf. Tr. 11, p. 43 (§§56-57);
VI, p. 88 (§36).

93 Cf. the end of Descartes’ “Secundae Responsiones' to objections to his
Meditationes. Cf. also Regulae IV.

9 Wolfson, op. cit., I, 375.
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the background of the Ethkics, but also by itself. Precisely the
more exoteric work may disclose features of Spinoza’s thought
which could not with propriety be disclosed in the Ethics. While
former generations publicly denounced Spinoza as an atheist,
today it is almost a heresy to hint that, for all we know prior to
a fresh investigation-of the whole issue, he may have been an
atheist. This change is due not merely, as contemporary self-
complacency would have it, to the substitution of historical
detachment for fanatical partisanship, but above all to the fact
that the phenomenon and the causes of exotericism have almost
completely been forgotten.

To return to the Treatise, we are now in a position to state the
true reasons for certain features of that work which have not yet
been sufficiently clarified. The T'reatise is addressed to Christians,
not because Spinoza believed in the truth of Christianity or even
in the superiority of Christianity to Judaism, but because ‘‘ad
captum vulgi loqui’”’ means ‘‘ad captum hodierni vulgi loqui”’ or
to accommodate oneself to the ruling opinions of one’s time, and
Christianity, not Judaism, was literally ruling. Or, in other
words, Spinoza desired to convert to philosophy ‘‘as many as
possible”,% and there were many more Christians in the world
than there were Jews. To this one may add two ‘‘historical”
reasons: after his open and irrevocable break with the Jewish
community, Spinoza could no longer with propriety address Jews
in the way in which, and for the purpose for which, he addresses
Christians in the Treatise; in addition, there existed in his time
a considerable group of Christians, but not of Jews, who were
“liberal” in the sense that they reduced religious dogma to a
minimum, and at the same time regarded all ceremonies or
sacraments as indifferent, if not harmful. At any rate, Spinoza
was ‘‘a Christian with the Christians” in exactly the same way
in which, according to him, Paul was ‘‘a Greek with the Greeks
and a Jew with the Jews'.% It is the political and social power
of Christianity which also explains why the subject matter of the

5 Tr. de int. em., pp. 8-9 (§14); cf. Ethics V 20. — Cf. page 106 above.
As to the oppressed condition of the Jews, cf. Tr. III, pp. 55, 57 (§§47, 55);
VII, p. 106 (§45).

% Cf. Tr. II1, p. 54 (§46); VI, p. 88 (§36).
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Treatise is Jewish rather than Christian. It was infinitely less
dangerous to attack Judaism than to attack Christianity, and it
was distinctly less dangerous to attack the Old Testament than
the New. One has only to read the summary of the argument
of the first part of the Treatise at the beginning of the thirteenth
chapter in order to see that while the explicit argument of that
part is chiefly based upon, or directed against, the Old Testament,
the conclusions are meant to apply to “the Scripture’’, i. e., to
both Testaments alike.9” When Spinoza criticizes at relatively
great length the theological principle accepted by ‘‘the greatest
part” of the Jews, he clearly has in mind ‘‘the greatest part’ of
the Christians as well, as appears from his reference, in the
passage in question, to the doctrine of original sin, and from
parallels elsewhere in the Treatise.?® After having indicated the
doubtful character of the genealogies of Jeconiah and Zerubabel
in 1 Chronicles 3, Spinoza adds the remark that he would rather
have wished to remain silent on this subject, for reasons which
the ruling superstition does not permit to explain. Since he had
not felt any hesitation to point out the doubtful character of
other Old Testament records of a similar nature, his cryptic
remark can only refer to the connection between the genealogy
in question and the genealogy of Jesus in the first chapter of the
Gospel according to Matthew.? The preponderance of Jewish
subject matter in the Treatise is then due to Spinoza's caution
rather than to his insufficient knowledge of Christianity or of the
Greek language.’°® His relative reticence about specifically Chris-

97 To this may be added that the accusation of tampering with the Biblical
text, or of pious fraud, is directed by Spinoza not only against the Jews in
regard to the Old Testament, but also against the Christians in regard to
the New Testament; cf. Tr. VI, p. 91 (§51) with epp. 75 (23 §5) and 78 (25 §6).

8 Tr, XV, pp. 181-182 (§§4, 10). Cf. the brief reference to fundamentally
the same theological principle in V, p. 80 (§49), a reference characteristically
concluding with the words: “Sed de his non est opus apertius loqui.” Cf.
praef., p. 8 (§§14-17).

99 Tr. X, adnot. 21 (§1 n.). For the use of ‘“‘superstition’ in this passage,
cf. ep. 76 (74 §§4, 14).

10 At the end of the tenth chapter of the Treatise, Spinoza explains his
refraining from literary criticism of the New Testament by his insufficient
knowledge of the Greek language. But this does not explain why he limits
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tian subjects could be expected to protect him against persecution
by the vulgar, while it was not likely to disqualify him in the
eyes of the ‘““‘more prudent” readers, who could be relied upon to
understand the implication of his attack on Judaism, and es-
pecially on the Old Testament.

From Spinoza’s authentic interpretation of ‘‘ad captum vulgi
loqui” it follows that he cannot have meant the exoteric teaching
of the Treatise as a ‘‘timeless” teaching. But for the same
reason the Treatise is linked to its time, not because Spinoza's
serious or private thought was determined by his ‘‘historical
situation’ without his being aware of it, but because he con-
sciously and deliberately adapted, not his thought, but the
public expression of his thought, to what his time demanded or
permitted. His plea for ‘“‘the freedom of philosophizing”, and
therefore for ‘‘the separation of philosophy from theology”,is
linked to its time in the first place because the time lacked that
freedom and simultaneously offered reasonable prospects for its
establishment. In another age, or even in another country,
Spinoza would have been compelled by his principle of caution
to make entirely different proposals for the protection of phi-
losophy, without changing in the least his philosophic thought.
The weakening of ecclesiastical authority in Christian Europe,
the great variety of Christian sects in certain Protestant coun-
tries, the increasing unpopularity of religious persecution, the
practice of toleration in Amsterdam in particular, permitted
Spinoza to suggest publicly ‘‘the separation of philosophy from
theology” in the interest, not merely of philosophy or of the
philesophers, but of society in general; and to suggest it, not
mierely on philosophic grounds, but on Biblical grounds as well.tor
Spinoza's argument is linked to his time especially because his
plea for ‘‘the freedom of philosophizing” is based on arguments
taken from the character of the Biblical teaching. For, as is

his remarks on the New Testament in the eleventh chapter to the Epistles
of the apostles. The reason of this striking fact is his desire to remain silent
about the Gospels. Cf. also V, p. 76 (§34). — Hermann Cohen (J#dische
Schriften, Berlin 1924, 111, 367): “Die Furcht hat (Spinoza) zu zweierlei Mass
am Alten und Neuen Testament getrieben.”

ot Ty, X1V, pp. 173, 179 (§§2, 34); XX, pp. 245-246 (§40). Ep. 30.
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shown by his references to classical authors, he believed that the
legitimation of that freedom on social grounds alone was also
possible in classical antiquity, and hence would be possible in
future societies modelled on the classical pattern. More exactly,
Spinoza considered this particular kind of legitimation of the
freedom of inquiry a classical rather than a Biblical heritage.
Apart from this, it follows from our previous argument that
the exoteric teaching of the Treatise is not meant to be ‘“‘con-
temporaneous’’ with Christianity. The Treatise is ‘‘contempo-
raneous’’ not with the specific assumptions which it attacks,
but with those to which it appeals. The assumptions to which
Spinoza appeals in the most visible part of the argument of the
Treatise, are these: the good life simply is the practice of justice
and charity, which is impossible without belief in Divine justice;
and the Bible insists on the practice of justice and charity
combined with the belief in Divine justice as the necessary and
sufficient condition of salvation. At the moment these assump-
tions cease to be publicly defensible,’*s the exoteric teaching of
the Treatise would lose its raison d'ére.

Almost everything we have said in the present essay was
necessary in order to make intelligible the particular complexity
of the argument of the Treatise. A considerable part of that
argument is actually an appeal from traditional theology to the
Bible, whose authority is questioned by the other part of the
argument. The hermeneutic principle that legitimates the whole
argument and thus blurs the fundamental difference between its
heterogeneous parts, is expressed by the assertion that, as a matter
of principle, the literal meaning of the Bible is its only meaning.
The return to the literal sense of the Bible fulfills an entirely

12 Cf, the heading of T7. XX with Tacitus, Histories I 1, and Tr. XVII,
p. 201 (§9) with Curtius Rufus VIII 5. 17. Cf. also XVII, p. 206 (§32);
XVIII, pp. 225-226 (§25); XIX, pp. 236-237 (§§50-53); XI, pp. 157-158
(§822-24); 11, p. 43 (§§55-57). — Cf. Machiavelli, Discorsi I 11: in the age
of the good Roman emperors everyone could hold and defend every opinion
he pleased; also Hobbes, Leviathan ch. 46 (Everyman'’s Library ed. p. 374),
and the argument of Milton's Areopagitica as a whole.

13 By a publicly defensible view we understand here, not so much a view
whose propagation is permitted by law, as a view backed by the sympathy
of a powerful section of society.
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different function within the context of the criticism, based on
the Bible, of traditional theology on the one hand and within
the contrary context of the attack on the authority of the Bible
on the other. Arguing from the conceded premise that the Bible
is the only document of revelation, Spinoza demands that the
pure word of God be not corrupted by any human additions,
inventions, or innovations, and that nothing be considered a
revealed doctrine that is not borne out by explicit and clear
statements of the Bible.**¢ The hidden reason for this procedure
is twofold. Spinoza considers the teaching of the Bible partly
more rational and partly less rational than that of traditional
theology. In so far as it is more rational, he tries to remind
traditional theology of a valuable heritage which it has forgotten;
in so far as it is less rational, he indicates to the more prudent
readers the precarious character of the very basis of all actual
theology. He thus leads the reader insensibly towards the
criticism of the authority of the Bible itself. This criticism
requires the return to the literal meaning of the Bible for the
additional reason that the Bible is a popular book: a popular
book meant for instruction must present its teaching in the most
simple and easily accessible manner.’s The opposition of the
two approaches finds what is probably its most telling expression
in the opposite ways in which Spinoza applies the term “ancient”
to the Bible: viewed as the standard and corrective for all later
religion and theology, the Bible is the document of ‘‘the ancient
religion’’; viewed as the object of philosophic criticism, the
Bible is a document transmitting “the prejudices of an ancient
nation”.* [n the first case, ‘‘ancient’” means venerable; in the
second case, ‘‘ancient’’ means rude and obsolete. The confusion
becomes still greater since Spinoza gives in the Treatise the
outlines of a purely historical interpretation of the Bible. In
fact, his most detailed exposition of hermeneutic rules might
seem exclusively to serve the purpose of paving the way for a
detached, historical study of the Bible. One is therefore con-

4 Tr. I, p. 16 (§7); VI, p. 95 (§65).

s Tr. VII, p. 116 (§87); XIII, p. 172 (§§27-28).

1% Compare T7r. praef., p. 8 (§16); XVIII, p. 222 (§§7-9); XIV, p. 180
(§40) on the one hand, with XV, p. 180 (§2); VI, p. 81 (§4) on the other.
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stantly tempted to judge Spinoza’s use of the Bible as an authori-
tative text, as well ‘as his use of the Bible as the target of
philosophic criticism, by what he himself declares to be the
requirements of a “scientific’’ study of the Bible; and one is thus
frequently tempted to note the utter inadequacy of Spinoza's
arguments. Yet one must never lose sight of the fact that the
detached or historical study of the Bible was for Spinoza a cura
posterior. Detached study presupposes detachment, and it is
precisely the creation of detachment from the Bible that is
Spinoza's primary aim in the Treatise. The philosophic criticism
of the Biblical teaching, and still more the appeal from traditional
theology to the authority of the Bible, cannot be judged in terms
of the requirements of the historical study of the Bible, because
both uses of the Bible essentially precede that historical study.
Whereas the historical study of the Bible, as Spinoza conceives
of it, demands that the Bible be not taken as a unity, his two
primary purposes require just the opposite; for the claims to
which he either defers or which he attacks, are raised on behalf
of the Bible as a unitary whole. The first six chapters of the
Treatise, which lay the foundation for everything that follows,
and especially for Spinoza’s higher criticism of the Bible, do not
in any way presuppose the results of that criticism; in fact,
they contradict these results: in these basic chapters, Moses’
authorship of the Pentateuch is taken for granted. Mutatis
mutandis the same applies to Spinoza’s attempt to utilize the
Bible for political instruction (chapters XVII-XIX).?*7 The
possible value of Spinoza’s philosophic criticism of the Biblical
teaching is not impaired by this apparent incongruity; for
regardless of who were the authors of the various theological
theses asserted in the Bible, or the originators of the institutions
recorded or recommended in the Bible, the proof of the absurdity
or unsoundness of the theses and institutions in question is the
necessary and sufficient condition for the rejection of Biblical
authority.

The validity of Spinoza's philosophic criticism of the Bible

107 Consider also the difference between the correct sequence of questions
to be raised by the interpretation of the Bible — Tr. VII, pp. 102-104 (§§26—
36) — and the sequence of the topics discussed in the Treatise.
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certainly requires that he has grasped the intention of the Bible
as a whole. It is at this point that the distinction between his
use of the Bible as authority and his use of the Bible as the
target of philosophic criticism becomes decisive for the under-
standing of the Treatise. For it is possible that what Spinoza
says about the intention of the Bible as a whole belongs to the
context of his appeal from traditional theology to the authority
of the Bible. It would certainly not be incompatible with Spi-
noza's principle ‘‘ad captum vulgi loqui” if he had used the Bible
in that exoteric context in the way in which counsel for defense
sometimes uses the laws: if one wants to bring about an acquittal
— the liberation of philosophy from theological bondage — one
is not necessarily concerned with ascertaining the true intention
of the law. We cannot take it for granted then that Spinoza
really identified the fundamental teaching of the Bible with what
the Bible teaches everywhere clearly, or that he really believed
that the moral teaching of the Bible is everywhere clearly
expressed and in no way affected by defective readings and so
on.’*® The fact that he teaches these and similar things regarding
the general character of the Bible does not yet prove that he
believed them; for, not to repeat our whole argument, he also
asserts that there cannot be any contradictions between the
insight of the understanding and the teaching of the Bible
because ‘‘the truth does not contradict the truth”,”*9 and we
know that he did not believe in the truth of the Biblical teaching.
In addition, there is some specific evidence that supports the
particular doubt we are raising. In his list of those Biblical
teachings which allegedly are presented clearly everywhere in the
Bible, Spinoza mentions the dogma that in consequence of God’s
decree the pious are rewarded and the wicked are punished; but
elsewhere he says that, according to Solomon, the same fate
meets the just and the unjust, the pure and the impure.”™ He
enumerates among the same kind of teachings the dogma that

8 Ty, VII, pp. 102-103, 111 (§§27-29, 68-69); IX, p. 135 (§32); XII,
pp. 165-166 (§§34-38).

109 Bp. 21 (34 §3). Cf. Cogitata metaphysica 11 8 §5.

mo Cf. Tr. XII, p. 165 (§36) with VI, p. 87 (§33); XIX, pp. 229, 231-232
(§88, 20).



126 STRAUSS [58]

God takes care of all things; it is hard to see how this can be
taught in the Bible everywhere clearly if, as Spinoza maintains,
the Bible teaches in a number of important passages that God is
not omniscient, that he is ignorant of future human actions, and
that he takes care only of his chosen people. He also lists among
the teachings in question the dogma that God is omnipotent;
again, it is hard to see how this can be taught in the Bible
everywhere clearly if, as Spinoza suggests, Moses himself believed
that the angels or ‘‘the other gods”, as well as matter, are not
created by God.”* Furthermore, Spinoza says that charity is
recommended most highly everywhere in both Testaments, and
vet he also says that the Old Testament recommends, or even
commands, hatred of the other nations.”* Above all, Spinoza
makes the following assertions: the only intention of the Bible is
to teach obedience to God, or the Bible enjoins nothing but
obedience; obedience to God is fundamentally different from love
of God; the Bible also enjoins love of God.™s Precisely because
Spinoza openly abandoned in the Treatise the belief in the cogni-
tive value of the Bible, his maxim to speak ‘‘ad captum vulgi”
forced him to assign the highest possible value to the practical
or moral demands of the Bible. It is for this reason that he
asserts that the practical teaching of the Bible agrees with the
true practical teaching, i. e., the practical consequences of phi-
losophy. For obvious reasons, he had to supplement this as-
sertion by maintaining that the practical teaching of the Bible
is its central teaching, that it is everywhere clearly presented in
the Bible and that it could not possibly be corrupted or mutilated
by the compilers and transmitters of the Bible.

The Treatise is primarily directed against the view that phi-
losophy ought to be subservient to the Bible, or against ‘‘scep-
ticism’’. But it is also directed against the view that the Bible

m Cf, Tr. V, p. 77 (§38); VII, p. 102 (§27); XII, p. 165 (§36) with II, pp.
37-39 (§§32-35, 37-40); III, pp. 44-45 (§3); VI, pp. 81-82 (§§2, 4); XVII,
pp. 206, 214-215 (§§30, 77-79).

m Cf, Ty, XII, p. 166 (§37) with XVII, p. 214 (§77); XIX, p. 233 (§29).

m Cf. Tr. XIII, p. 168 (§§7-8); XIV, p. 174 (§§5-9) with XVI, adnot.
34 (§53 n.). Cf. IV, pp. 59, 60-61, 65 (§§7-8, 14-15, 34); XII, p. 162 (§19);
X1V, p. 177 (§§24-25).
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ought to be subservient, or to be accommodated, to philosophy,
i. e., against “dogmatism”.”# Furthermore, while the work is
primarily directed against Christianity, it is also directed against
Judaism. The Treatise is then directed against these four widely
different positions: Christian scepticism, Christian dogmatism,
Jewish scepticism, and Jewish dogmatism. Now, arguments
which might be decisive against one or some of these positions,
might be irrelevant if used against the others. For example,
arguments taken from the authority of the New Testament
might be conclusive against one or the other form of Christian
theology, or even against all forms of Christian theology, but
they are clearly irrelevant if used against any Jewish position,
Hence, one should expect that Spinoza would criticize each of the
four positions by itself. But with very few exceptions he directs
one and the same criticism against what might appear to be a
fantastic hybrid constructed ad hoc out of Judaism and Chris-
tianity, and of dogmatism and scepticism. His failure to dis-
tinguish throughout between the various positions which he
attacks, and to pay careful attention to the specific character of
each, might seem to deprive his criticism of every claim to serious
attention. For example, he prefaces his denial of the possibility
of miracles by such an account of the vulgar view on the subject
as probably surpasses in crudity everything ever said or sug-
gested by the most stupid or the most obscurant smatterer in
Jewish or Christian theology. Here, Spinoza seems to select as
the target of his criticism a possibly non-existent position that
was particularly easy to refute. Or, to take an example of a
different character, he prefaces his denial of the cognitive value
of revelation by the assertion that ‘‘with amazing rashness’ ‘‘all”
writers have maintained that the prophets have known every-
thing within the reach of the human understanding, i.e., he
imputes to all theologians a view which is said to have been
rejected ‘‘by all important Christian theologians of the age.”’rs

m Ty, XV, p. 180 (§1).

15 v. Dunin-Borkowski, Spinoza, IV, 315. — Cf. Maimonides, Guide, 11 32
and 36. See also Abrabanel’s criticism in his commentary on these chapters
as well as in his commentary on Amos 1.1 and on 1 Kings 3.14; cf. Tr. II,
p. 29 (§1).
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The view in question was held by Maimonides, and Spinoza
seems, ‘‘with amazing rashness”, to take Maimonides as the
representative of all theologians. Here, he seems to select as the
target of his criticism an actual theological position for the
irrelevant reason that he had happened to study it closely
during his youth.

The Treatise remains largely unintelligible as long as the
typical difficulties represented by these two examples are not
removed. We intend to show that these difficulties cannot be
traced to Spinoza’s caution, and thus to express our agreement
with the view, which we never contradicted, that Spinoza’s
exotericism is not the only fact responsible for the difficulties of
the Treatise. We start from the observation that a certain
simplification of the theological issue was inevitable if Spinoza
wanted to settle it at all. He effects the necessary simplification
in two different ways which are illustrated by our two examples.
In the first example, he starts from the implicit premise that all
possibly relevant Jewish and Christian theologies necessarily
recognize the authority, i. e., the truth, of the thematic teaching
of the Old Testament; he assumes moreover that the true
meaning of any Old Testament passage is, as a rule, identical
with its literal meaning; he assumes finally that the most funda-
mental teaching of the Old Testament is the account of creation.
Now, Moses does not explicitly teach creation ex nihilo; Genesis
1.2 seems rather to show that he believed that God has made the
visible universe out of pre-existing ‘‘chaos’’; his complete silence
about the creation of the angels or ‘‘the other gods’ strongly
suggests that he believed that the power of God is, indeed,
superior to, but absolutely different from, the power of other
beings. To express Moses’ thought in the language of philosophy,
the power of nature (which is what he meant by ‘‘chaos”, and
by which he understood a blind ‘“‘force or impulse’) is coeval
with the power of God (an intelligent and ordering power), and
the power of nature is therefore not dependent on, but merely
inferior or subject to, the power of God. Moses taught that
uncreated ‘‘chaos’’ precedes in time the ordered universe which
is the work of God, and he conceived of God as king. Itis there-
fore reasonable to suppose that he understood the subordination
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of the power of nature to the power of God as the subjugation
of the smaller by the greater power. Accordingly, the power of
God will reveal itself clearly and distinctly only in actions in
which the power of nature does not cooperate at all. If that only
is true which can be clearly and distinctly understood, only the
clear and distinct manifestation of God's power will be its true
manifestation: natural phenomena do not reveal God's power;
when nature acts, God does not act, and vice versa. It does not
suffice therefore, for the manifestation of God's power, that God
has subjugated and reduced to order the primeval chaos; he has
to subjugate “‘the visible gods’’, the most impressive parts of the
visible universe, in order to make his power known to man: God’s
power and hence God’s being can be demonstrated only by
miracles. This is the core of the crude and vulgar view which
Spinoza sketches before attacking the theological doctrine of
miracles. The seemingly non-existent theologian whom Spinoza
has in mind when expounding that view is none other than Moses
himself, and the view in question is meant to be implied in
Genesis 1, in a text of the highest authority for all Jews and all
Christians.™¢ Spinoza does then not go beyond reminding his
opponents of what he considers ‘““the original’’ of their position.
As is shown by the sequel in the Treatise, he does not claim at
all that that reminder suffices for refuting the traditional doctrine
of miracles. To conclude, our example teaches us that Spinoza
tries to simplify the discussion by going back from the variety of
theologies to the basis common to all: the basic doctrine of the
Old Testament.

To turn now to the second example, in which Spinoza identifies
the view of all theologians with the view of Maimonides, Spinoza
here starts from the implicit premise that not all theological
positions are of equal importance. He certainly preferred ‘‘dog-
matism”’, which admits the certainty of reason, to ‘“‘scepticism’’,
which denies it: the former ruins the Bible (i. e., it commits only
a historical error), whereas the latter ruins reason (i. e., it makes

w6 Cf. Tr. VI, pp. 81-82 (§§1-4) with II, pp. 38-39 (§§37-40); IV, p. 64
(§30). Cf. II, p. 37 (§31); VI, pp. 87-89 (§§34, 39); VII, p. 115 (§83).
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brutes out of human beings).”” Furthermore, I take it that
Spinoza rejected a limine the view according to which the
teaching of reason is simply identical with the teaching of reve-
lation; for this view leads to the consequence that, in"the first
place the philosophers, and indirectly all other men, would not
need revelation, revelation would be superfluous, and an all-wise
being does not do superfluous things.”*® His critical attention
was thus limited to the view that the teaching of revelation is
partly or wholly above reason but never against reason, or that
natural reason is necessary but not sufficient for man'’s salvation
or perfection. At this point he was confronted with the alterna-
tive that the process of revelation is, or is not, above human
comprehension. Certain Biblical accounts satisfied him that the
phenomenon of revelation or prophecy is, in principle, intel-
ligible, i. e., that revelation is effected, not directly by the Divine
will, but by the intermediacy of secondary causes. Accordingly,
he had to seek for a natural explanation of the fact that certain
human beings, the prophets, proclaimed a teaching that was
partly or wholly above reason but never against reason. The
only possible natural explanation was that the prophets were
perfect philosophers and more than perfect philosophers. This
view of prophecy was explicitly stated in part, and partly sug-
gested by Maimonides.””® When Spinoza says that ‘‘all’’ theo-
logians have asserted that the prophets have known everything
within the reach of the human understanding, he then simplifies
the controversial issue by limiting himself, not to the theological
position which was easiest to refute, or which he just happened
to know best, but to the one which he regarded as the most
reasonable and therefore the strongest.

All the difficulties discussed in the preceding pages concern the
reasons with which Spinoza justifies the practical proposals made
in the Treatise. These proposals themselves are very simple. If

w7 Cf, Tr. XV, p. 180 (§§1-3) with praef., p. 8 (§§16-17) and XIII, p.
170 (§17).

=8 Cf, Tr XV, p. 180 (§§1-3) with praef., p. 8 (§§16-17); XIII, p. 170
(§17). — XV, p. 188 (§44).

w9 Cf, Tr. V, pp. 79-80 (§§47-49) with VII, p. 115 (§83); II, p. 29 (§2).
Cf. XVI, p. 191 (§11); IV, p. 58 (§4).
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they were not, they could not reach many readers, and hence
they would not be practical. The practical proposals are sup-
ported by both the obvious and the hidden reasoning. The
practical proposals together with the obvious reasoning are that
part of the teaching of the Treatise that is meant for all its
readers. That part of the teaching of the Treatise must be
understood completely by itself before its hidden teaching can
be brought to light.



TRANSLATOR'S PREFACE

In these translations, I have adhered to the Gebhardt Heidelberg text of 1926 ex-
cept as noted. Leaving the task of annotation and exposition in the hands of more
competent scholars, I shall confine myself in this Preface to a personal odyssey, a
sort of voyage around Spinoza.

At Oxford I do not remember that I read anything by Spinoza and very little
about him. But that little interested me strangely. So I attended the lectures given
by H. H. Joachim, without much understanding. These lectures were delivered
in the late afternoon, and as the sun streamed through New College windows onto
the gray head of that venerable and beloved figure, it was for me an aesthetic ex-
perience rather than an intellectual enlightenment.

But the seed was sown. Many years later, being entrusted with the task of lec-
turing to university extension adult classes, I chose Spinoza’s Ethics, using the edi-
tion translated by Boyle. That edition was prefaced by an inspiring introduction
by Santayana. But there were a number of passages in the translation that puzzled
me, and when I sought out the original Latin in a library, I found that they were
mistranslations. Writing to the publisher, I pointed out four such passages and pro-
vided my own translations. In due course I received a courteous reply, confirm-
ing my criticisms and promising to incorporate my corrections in the next reprint.
A check for £5 was enclosed (it should be remembered that £5 was worth far more
in the 1950s than it is now). The next edition appeared with my corrections.

Now I had tasted— justa sip— of the heady wine of authorship. Ambition grew;
could I not improve on the Boyle translation? My offer to do so was courteously
refused by the publisher as commercially unviable.

In 1972, at the age of 60, I resigned my post as headmaster of agrammar school.
Gifted with the abundant leisure of retirement, I turned my mind to a translation
of Spinoza’s Ethics. This I duly offered to some respected publishers in the United
Kingdom. They declined, invariably with courteous regrets, but one of them, for-
tunately, advised me to try Hackett Publishing Company in the United States.

So began my long and happy connection with Hackett. My translation of the
Ethics came out in 1982. Encouraged by a few laudatory reviews, I turned my at-
tention to the Theological-Political Treatise, a work for which I have a fervent ad-
miration. Thereafter, gently cajoled by Lee Rice, to whom I remain vastly
indebted, I continued with the rest of Spinoza’s works with the exception of the
Hebrew Grammar and the Short Treatise on God, Man, and His Well-Being, which
was originally written in Dutch. The results are here before you.

vil
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Translator’s Preface

A word on Spinoza’s Latinity. This was criticized by some earlier scholars, per-
haps because of his modest admission in Letter 13, where he seeks the help of his
more accomplished friends in polishing his hastily composed Principles of Carte-
sian Philosophy. Unsure of himself as he may have been, he nevertheless suc-
ceeded in forging for himself a powerful linguistic instrument, wonderfully lucid,
devoid of all rhetoric, and with a peculiar charm of its own. It was an appropriate
medium of expression for one who, in much of the Ethics, was nearing the limits
of what it is that can be put into words.

I could not have persisted with the task of translation without a steady convic-
tion of its worthwhileness. To my mind, although Spinoza lived and thoughtlong
before Darwin, Freud, Einstein, and the startling implications of quantum theory,
he had a vision of truth beyond what is normally granted to human beings. He
was relentless in pursuit of a goal that was basically ethical and religious, ridding
himself of the anthropocentric bias that is inevitably innate in human beings and
manifested in their religious beliefs. His conclusions did not dismay him, as they
did so many of his contemporaries when they realized the full implications. Even
Henry Oldenburg, his correspondent for many years, in his later letters was ap-
palled when he came to see the full implications of Spinoza’s radical thinking.
But Spinoza boldly looked reality in the face and, far from being discouraged at
what he saw, drew from it a spiritual sustenance, an elevation of mind that sup-
ported him all his life. It is this aspect of Spinozism that is captured in the title of
Errol Harris’ book Salvation from Despair. Such, then, are the considerations,
purely personal, that have induced me to undertake this lengthy task.

Finally, while I have never contributed to the rich field of Spinozan exegesis,
I venture to share with readers an idea that continues to occur to me, one that may
be capable of elaboration by other scholars. Genuine artistic creativity seems to
us a mysterious business. Many writers, poets, painters, and composers have tried
to indicate, with varying success, what happens in this process. They say that they
do not know what they are doing or are about to do. They are, as it were, possessed.
My own favorite illustration is Book IV of the Aeneid, where Vergil becomes so
absorbed in the creation of his Dido character that the stammering Aeneas cuts
a very unheroic figure; yet he should be the flawless hero, the prototype of his al-
leged descendant Augustus. Can the essence of God be seen as the source of the
ill-understood phenomenon that we call artistic creativity? In the “conatus” of hu-
man beings, a conatus that derives from God’s potentia, do we see a shadow, an
image, of God’s creativity, finding expression most markedly in the process of artis-
tic creativity?

I conclude with a tribute to my wife, who heroically endured for many years
my preoccupation with Spinoza.

Samuel Shirley
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1632
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1638

1640
1641
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CHRONOLOGY

Calvin publishes the Institution of the Christian Religion.

Beginning of the war of independence of the Spanish-Dutch region
against Spain.

The “Union of Utrecht” establishes the United Provinces.
Publication of Socinus’ De Christo Servatore.

The Espinosa family emigrates from Portugal to Nantes and thence to
Amsterdam.

Arminius and Gomar debate at Leiden on the questions of tolerance and
freedom of the will.

Uytenbogaert, a disciple of Arminius and teacher of Oldenbarneveldt,
publishes the Remonstrant Manifesto.

The Thirty Years War begins.

The Synod of Dordrecht condemns Arminianism and puts Oldenbarn-
evelt to death. The Collegiant sect is formed. Descartes is a soldier in the
army of Maurice of Nassau.

Descartes is living in Holland.

18 October: Lodewijk Meyer is baptized at the Old Church in Amster-
dam.

4 November: Johan Bouwmeester is born in Amsterdam.
24 November: Birth of Baruch d’Espinosa at Amsterdam.

Papal condemnation of Galileo, who is placed under house arrest.
Descartes decides not to publish Le Monde.

The founding of the great Portuguese Synagogue of Amsterdam. Spinoza
is registered as a student in the Hebrew school.

Beginning of the English civil war.
Descartes” Meditationes de Prima Philosophia is published.
Hobbes publishes De Cive.
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1644
1647

1648
1649
1650

1651

1653

1654

1656

1657

1658

1659

1660

1662

Descartes published Principia Philosophiae.

Descartes’ Méditations Metaphysiques is published in French transla-
tion.

The Peace of Munster. Definitive establishment of the United Provinces.
Charles I of England is executed.

11 February: Death of Descartes. 6 November: A failed coup
d’état by William II of Orange. Jan de Witt becomes the Grand Pensioner
of the Netherlands.

Beginning of the Anglo-Dutch War. Hobbes publishes Leviathan.
30 March: Bouwmeester is enrolled in philosophy courses at the Uni-
versity of Leiden.

A decree by the States General prohibits the publication and diffusion of
Socinian works and ideas.

End of the Anglo-Dutch War. Spinoza begins to meet with a group of
“churchless Christians” (Pieter Balling, Jarig Jelles, Jan Rieuwertsz, Fran-
ciscus Van den Enden) in Amsterdam. 19 September: Meyer is
enrolled as a student in philosophy at the University of Leiden.

27 July: Spinoza is banished from the Jewish community in Amsterdam.
He begins the study of humanities, Latin, philosophy, and theater at the
school of the ex-Jesuit Van den Enden. 6 October: Decree of the
States of Holland and of Frisia prohibiting the teaching of Cartesianism.

The play Philedonius of Van den Enden is produced in Amsterdam. Spin-
oza is still studying with Van den Enden and may also be enrolled at the
University of Leiden.

27 May: Bouwmeester receives a doctorate in medicine from the Uni-
versity of Leiden. 25 September: Meyer is enrolled in courses in
medicine at Leiden. Spinoza begins work on the Treatise on the Emen-
dation of the Intellect (unfinished).

Adriaan Koerbagh receives a doctorate in medicine from the University
of Leiden.

Restoration of the Stuarts in England. Spinoza leaves Amsterdam and
moves to Rijnsburg, where he is a familiar visitor among Collegiant cir-
cles. He begins work on the Short Treatise on God, Man, and His Well-

Being. 19 March: Meyer receives a doctorate in philosophy from
the University of Leiden. 20 March: Meyer receives a doctorate in
medicine.

Founding of the Royal Society. Oldenburg is its joint secretary, and Boyle
and Newton are charter members. Spinoza completes the first part of the
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1664
1665

1666
1667

1668

1669
1670

1671

1672

1673

Chronology

(tripartite) Ethics. He begins work on the Principles of Cartesian Philos-
ophy and Metaphysical Thoughts.

Simon de Vries meets with Spinoza at a meeting of the “Spinozistic Cir-
cle” in Amsterdam (Ep8). Letters 12 and 12a from Spinoza to Meyer, the
latter concerning the publication of the Principles of Cartesian Philoso-
phy. Spinoza is installed at Voorburg. He there publishes the Principles
of Cartesian Philosophy with Metaphysical Thoughts as appendix.
31 July: Spinoza writes to Oldenburg and introduces Petrus
Serrarius. 3 August: Spinoza writes to Meyer concerning Meyer’s
editorship and preface to the Principles of Cartesian Philosophy, which is
published several months later.

Beginning of the (second) Anglo-Dutch War.

28 January: Spinoza’s Letter 21 to Blyenbergh on the interpretation of
Scripture. Spinoza makes several visits to Amsterdam, where he
probably visits with Meyer during March and April. 26 May: The
new Amsterdam Theater opens with Meyer as its director. June:
Having completed the first drafts of Parts II and III of the (tripartite)
Ethics, Spinoza writes to Bouwmeester (Ep28).

10 June: Spinoza’s Letter 37 to Bouwmeester.

End of the Anglo-Dutch War. Spinoza’s Letter 40 to Jelles mentions Isaac
Vossius as a friend.

Adriaan Koerbagh’s Een Bloemhof is published. The author is con-
demned by ecclesiastical authorities, and imprisoned on 19 July.

15 October: Adriaan Koerbagh dies in prison.

Spinoza publishes (anonymously and in Latin) the Theological-Political
Treatise: ecclesiastical condemnations follow. Posthumous publication of
the Pensées of Pascal.

Spinoza is installed at The Hague, where he prevents (possibly at the sug-
gestion of Jan de Witt) the appearance of the vernacular edition of the
Theological-Political Treatise (Ep44).

Louis XIV invades Holland. The French army occupies Utrecht (May).
William II of Orange becomes stadtholder (July). 20 August: Jan
de Witt and his brother are massacred by a mob probably inspired by
Calvinist clergy.

Spinoza declines the chair of philosophy at Heidelberg (Ep47, Ep48).
Spinoza visits the military camp of the Prince de Condé. 13 No-
vember: The French occupation of Utrecht ends. 19 July: The
States of Holland publish a formal condemnation of the Theological-
Political Treatise and “other heretical and atheistic writings,” including
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1675

1676

1677

1680

1687

1688
1689

1697

1710

the works of Hobbes and the Socinians. Malebranche publishes
the Recherche de la Vérité, which is accused of being of Spinozist inspi-
ration.

Spinoza completes and circulates the Ethics but declines to publish it.
He begins work on the Political Treatise. Spinoza writes to G. H. Schuller
(Ep72) expressing his distrust of Leibniz.

16 January: The curator of the University of Leiden issues a new prom-
ulgation against Cartesianism. The Synod of The Hague orders an
inquiry into the authorship of the Theological-Political Treatise.

21 February: Death of Spinoza. His friends edit and publish the Opera
Posthuma and Nagelate Schriften, all of whose contents are condemned
by the political authorities and Calvinists the following year.

22 October: Death of Bouwmeester.

Newton publishes the first edition of the Mathematical Principles of Nat-
ural Philosophy.

The “Glorious Revolution”: William III becomes King of England.

Locke publishes his Letter on Tolerance and his Essay on Civil Govern-
ment.

In his Dictionnaire Historigue et Critique, Bayle characterizes Spinoza as
“un athée de systeme, étrangement vertueux.”

Leibniz publishes his Theodicy.



EDITORIAL NOTES

A NOTE ON THE TRANSLATIONS

Of the translations included here, all but those of the Short Treatise and the He-
brew Grammar are by Samuel Shirley. Shitley’s Theological-Political Treatise was
originally published in 1989 by Brill and then republished by Hackett Publishing
first in 1998 and then recently, in a corrected version, in 2001. Shirley’s transla-
tions of the Ethics, the Principles of Cartesian Philosophy with Metaphysical
Thoughts, the Treatise on the Emendation of the Intellect, the Political Treatise,
and The Letters were published by Hackett during the past decade. For this vol-
ume, the editor has revised and edited the notes and made minor changes in the
translations, but the bulk of the writing remains as Shirley translated it. For the
Short Treatise we have used the translation of A. Wolf first published in 1910; it
has been carefully examined by Bieneke Heitjama and Inge Van Der Cruysse and
edited by the editor; Wolf used the older A manuscript of the Short Treatise and
presented alternative readings from the B manuscript in notes. We follow his de-
cisions except in a few cases and provide Spinoza’s notes as well as, on some oc-
casions, when important for the reader, alternative versions. In the case of the
Hebrew Grammar, we have used the translation of Maurice J. Bloom first pub-
lished by the Philosophical Library in 1964. Rondo Keele checked the Bloom
translation against the Gebhardt text, and some modifications have been made.
The Hebrew texts have been completely revised and corrected using the Geb-
hardt and the French translation of the Hebrew Grammar. In addition, in several
cases, the English has been modified and the translation corrected. An explana-
tion of the system of annotation appears before the first footnote of each work.
The Chronology of Spinoza’s life and times is based on the chronology prepared
by Lee Rice for The Letters.

For complete information about Shirley’s translations, we direct the reader to
the editions of his translations published by Hackett, which also have complete
notes and full introductions by the editors of the separate texts. Of special assis-
tance are the introductions and notes of Steven Barbone and Lee Rice to The Let-
ters and the Political Treatise and those of Seymour Feldman to the Ethics and the
Theological-Political Treatise. The bestand most comprehensive recent biography
of Spinoza is that of Steven Nadler, Spinoza: A Life (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 1999).

A complete list of the translations used for this volume is as follows:

xxi
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Editorial Notes

Treatise on the Emendation of the Intellect and Ethics Spinoza, Baruch.
Ethics, Treatise on the Emendation of the Intellect, and Selected Letters. Translated
by Samuel Shirley. Edited and introduced by Seymour Feldman. Indianapolis:
Hackett Publishing Company, 1992.

Short Treatise Spinoza, Baruch. Spinoza’s Short Treatise on God, Man, and His

Well-Being. Translated and edited, with an introduction and commentary, by A.
Wolf. London: Adam and Charles Black, 1910.

Principles of Cartesian Philosophy and Metaphysical Thoughts Spinoza,
Baruch. Principles of Cartesian Philosophy with Metaphysical Thoughts and
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second edition. Translated by Samuel Shirley. Introduction by Seymour Feld-
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Works of Spinoza

CM Metaphysical Thoughts (Cogitata Metaphysica) (CM1/2 is
Part I, Chapter 2)
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Oecuvres de Descartes, 11 volumes, revised edition, edited by Charles Adam and
Paul Tannery (Paris: Vrin 1964-76: reprinted 1996).

Xx111



TREATISE ON THE EMENDATION
OF THE INTELLECT

Scholars agree that the brief Treatise on the Emendation of the Intellect (TIE)
is the earliest piece of philosophical writing that we have from Spinoza. It
probably dates from the period immediately after his excommunication, between
1657 and 1660. The treatise is unfinished, and it is likely that Spinoza set it aside
as his work on the more substantial Short Treatise on God, Man, and His Well-
Being progressed. The latter too was left unifinished. Still, these two works exhibit
Spinoza’s first attempts at a philosophical sytem, and while later books, especially
the Ethics, correct and extend these early efforts, the two are valuable glimpses of
his mature thought.

The TIE is often compared with Descartes’ Discourse on Method, first
published in 1636, and the comparison is apt. Indeed, Spinoza was most likely
influenced by Descartes’ short introduction to his system. Like the latter, the TIE
is an autobiographical work, more personal than most of Spinoza’s writings. It
sets questions of goals and methods in an ethical context and is largely
epistemological in content. Descrates’ Discourse is itself indebted to Augustine,
and he in turn to Plato and Aristotle. In a sense, then, Spinoza’s little work is his
protrepticus, his introduction to and apology for the new scientific philosophy, for
reason and for the life of reason. It is a sketch for a justification of the
philosophical life, reminiscent of the Plato of Phaedo and Republic and the
Aristotle of Nicomachean Ethics X, drawn through the lens of Latin Stoicism.

The immediate autobiographical context for the TIE includes Spinoza’s
excommunication in 1656, his subsequent disengagement from his family’s
mercantile business and from the Jewish community in Amsterdam, and his more
intense involvement with his rationalist, radical friends. By 1661 Spinoza was
well known as a Cartesian and as a lens grinder skilled at producing optical
lenses. He was associated with rational critics of Scripture like Juan de Prado,
Isaac La Peyrére, and Uriel da Costa. Spinoza was a member of the circle around
Franciscus Van den Enden, a frequent participant in Collegiant meetings, and
an expert in Cartesian philosophy. There is reason to believe that Spinoza’s
critical spirit and attraction to the revolutionary science of his day were not new.
They had been cultivated since his teenage years and came to a head with his
public expulsion from the Jewish community. By that time, 27 July 1656, Spinoza
had been a student and disciple of Van den Enden for some time and an advocate
of tolerance, rational critique, and religious freedom. His traditional Jewish
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education, thorough as it was, had turned, when he was 14 or 15 years old, into
this new set of commitments. The result was a view of God, nature, and the
human good more rational and more universal than the traditional establishment
could bear.

By 1657 Spinoza’s exile was at least sufficient to cut him off from his teachers
R. Saul Morteira and R. Manasseh ben Israel and to intensify his radical
intellectual friendships with thinkers such as Van den Enden, Lodewijk Meyer,
Adriaan Koerbagh, Pieter Balling, Simon de Vries, and Jarig Jelles. He probably
lived with Van den Enden for a time, for he was the latter’s prize student, and it
was at his school that he had first become acquainted with the philosophy of
Descartes and much else. He turned to lens grinding to eamn a living, increased
his scholarly associations by spending time at the university in Leiden, and
frequently attended the meetings of the religiously radical Protestant group, the
Collegiants.

The TIE, one might speculate, is the first literary product of this intense
activity, hence its rather personal and programmatic qualities. It is a work marked
by three significant features. First, in it Spinoza valorizes the life of reason and in
particular scientific reason and the attainment of a knowledge of nature. Second,
Spinoza distinguishes four modes of cognition, two of which, associated with
imagination and sensation, are inadequate and defective, and the remaining two
of which, involving deductive reasoning and intuitive reason, are the height of
human achievement. Finally, Spinoza discusses the requirements of definition,
distinguishing the definition of eternal essences from those of dependent and
contingent ones. At this point, the text breaks off. It is a beginning, but only that.
Some believe Spinoza abandoned the work when other tasks became more
compelling; others, however, believe he left the TIE when he came to doubt the
fruitfulness of its method. In years to come, the Ethics would mark a new
beginning —working from new principles and in a new way.

M.LM.
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NOTICE TO THE READER
(by the Editors of the Opera Posthuma)

This “Treatise on the Emendation of the Intellect, etc.,” which in its unfinished
state we here present to you, dear reader, was written by our author many years
ago. He always intended to finish it, but, distracted by his other occupations and
taken from us by death, he did not succeed in bringing it to the desired conclu-
sion. But since it contains many excellent and useful things which we are con-
vinced will be of considerable interest to an earnest seeker after truth, we did not
wish to deprive you of them. That you may the more readily excuse occasional
obscurities and lack of polish that appear in places in the text, we have thought it
proper that you, too, should be made aware of these circumstances.

TREATISE ON THE EMENDATION
OF THE INTELLECT

AND ON THE WAY BY WHICH IT Is
BEST DIRECTED TO THE
TRUE KNOWLEDGE OF THINGS

After experience had taught me the hollowness and futility of everything that is
ordinarily encountered in daily life, and I realised that all the things which were
the source and object of my anxiety held nothing of good or evil in themselves
save insofar as the mind was influenced by them, I resolved at length to enquire
whether there existed a true good, one which was capable of communicating it-
self and could alone affect the mind to the exclusion of all else, whether, in fact,
there was something whose discovery and acquisition would afford me a contin-
uous and supreme joy to all eternity.

I say ‘I resolved at length, for at first sight it seemed ill-advised to risk the loss
of what was certain in the hope of something at that time uncertain. I could well
see the advantages that derive from honour and wealth, and that I would be forced
to abandon their quest if I were to devote myself to some new and different ob-
jective. And if in fact supreme happiness were to be found in the former, I must
inevitably fail to attain it, whereas if it did notlie in these objectives and I devoted
myself entirely to them, then once again I would lose that highest happiness.

I therefore debated whether it might be possible to arrive at a new guiding prin-
ciple—or at least the sure hope of its attainment—without changing the manner
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and normal routine of my life. This I frequently attempted, but in vain. For the
things which for the most part offer themselves in life, and which, to judge
from their actions, men regard as the highest good, can be reduced to these three
headings: riches, honour, and sensual pleasure. With these three the mind is so
distracted that it is quite incapable of thinking of any other good. With regard to
sensual pleasure, the mind is so utterly obsessed by it that it seems as if it were ab-
sorbed in some good, and so is quite prevented from thinking of anything else.
But after the enjoyment of this pleasure there ensues a profound depression
which, if it does not completely inhibit the mind, leads to its confusion and en-
ervation. The pursuit of honour and wealth, too, engrosses the mind to no small
degree, especially when the latter is sought exclusively for its own sake,? for it is
then regarded as the highest good. Even more so is the mind obsessed with hon-
our, for this is always regarded as a good in itself and the ultimate end to which
everything is directed. Then again, in both these cases, there is no repentance as
in the case of sensual pleasure. The more each of them is possessed, the more our
joy is enhanced, and we are therefore more and more induced to increase them
both. But if it should come about that our hopes are disappointed, there ensues a
profound depression. And finally, honour has this great drawback, that to attain it
we must conduct our lives to suit other men, avoiding what the masses avoid and
seeking what the masses seek.

Sowhen I saw that all these things stood in the way of my embarking on a new
course, and were indeed so opposed to it that I must necessarily choose between
the one alternative and the other, I was forced to ask what was to my greater ad-
vantage; for, as I have said, I seemed set on losing a certain good for the sake of
an uncertain good. But after a little reflection, I first of all realised that if I aban-
doned the old ways and embarked on a new way of life, I should be abandoning
a good that was by its very nature uncertain—as we can clearly gather from what
has been said — in favour of one that was uncertain not of its own nature (for I was
seeking a permanent good) but only in respect of its attainment. Then persistent
meditation enabled me to see that, if only I could be thoroughly resolute, I should
be abandoning certain evils for the sake of a certain good. For I saw that my situ-
ation was one of great peril and that I was obliged to seek a remedy with all my
might, however uncertain it might be, like a sick man suffering from a fatal mal-
ady who, foreseeing certain death unless a remedy is forthcoming, is forced to seek
it, however uncertain it be, with all his might, for therein lies all his hope. Now
all those objectives that are commonly pursued not only contribute nothing to the
preservation of our being but even hinder it, being frequently the cause of the de-
struction of those who gain possession of them, and invariably the cause of the de-

All notes are Spinoza’s.

a3 Thiscould be explained more fully and clearly by making a distinction between wealth that is sought
for its own sake, for the sake of honour, for sensual pleasure, for health, or for the advancement of
the sciences and the arts. But this 1s reserved for 1its proper place, such a detailed investigation be-
ing inappropriate here.
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struction of those who are possessed by them.® For there are numerous examples
of men who have suffered persecution unto death because of their wealth, and
also of men who have exposed themselves to so many dangers to acquire riches
that they have finally paid for their folly with their lives. Nor are there less nu-
merous examples of men who, to gain or preserve honour, have suffered a most
wretched fate. Finally, there are innumerable examples of men who have has-
tened their death by reason of excessive sensual pleasure.

These evils, moreover, seemed to arise from this, that all happiness or unhap-
piness depends solely on the quality of the object to which we are bound by love.
For strife will never arise on account of that which is not loved; there will be no
sorrow if it is lost, no envy if it is possessed by another, no fear, no hatred—in a
word, no emotional agitation, all of which, however, occur in the case of the love
of perishable things, such as all those of which we have been speaking. But love
towards a thing eternal and infinite feeds the mind with joy alone, unmixed with
any sadness. This is greatly to be desired, and to be sought with all our might. How-
ever, it was not without reason that I used these words, ‘If only I could be earnestly
resolute, for although I perceived these things quite clearly in my mind, I could
not on that account put aside all greed, sensual pleasure, and desire for esteem.

This one thing I could see, that as long as my mind was occupied with these
thoughts, it turned away from those other objectives and earnestly applied itself
to the quest for a new guiding principle. This was a great comfort to me, for I saw
that those evils were not so persistent as to refuse to yield to remedies. And
although at first these intermissions were rare and of very brief duration, never-
theless, as the true good became more and more discernible to me, these inter-
missions became more frequent and longer, especially when I realised that the
acquisition of money, sensual pleasure, and esteem is a hindrance only as long as
they are sought on their own account, and not as a means to other things. If they
are sought as means, they will then be under some restriction, and far from being
hindrances, they will do much to further the end for which they are sought, as I
shall demonstrate in its proper place.

At this point I shall only state briefly whatI understand by the true good, and at
the same time what is the supreme good. In order that this may be rightly under-
stood, it must be borne in mind that good and bad are only relative terms, so that
one and the same thing may be said to be good or bad in different respects, just
like the terms perfect and imperfect. Nothing, when regarded in its own nature,
can be called perfect or imperfect, especially when we realise that all things that
come into being do so in accordance with an eternal order and Nature’s fixed laws.

But human weakness fails to comprehend that order in its thought, and mean-
while man conceives a human nature much stronger than his own, and sees no
reason why he cannot acquire such a nature. Thus he is urged to seek the means
that will bring him to such a perfection, and all that can be the means of his at-
taining this objective is called a true good, while the supreme good is to arrive at

b This 1s to be demonstrated at greater length.
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the enjoyment of such a nature, together with other individuals, if possible. What
that nature is we shall show in its proper place; namely, the knowledge of the
union which the mind has with the whole of Nature.©

This, then, is the end for which I strive, to acquire the nature I have described
and to endeavour that many should acquire it along with me. That is to say, my
own happiness involves my making an effort to persuade many others to think as
I do, so that their understanding and their desire should entirely accord with my
understanding and my desire. To bring this about, it is necessaryd (1) to under-
stand as much about Nature as suffices for acquiring such a nature, and (2) to es-
tablish such a social order as will enable as many as possible to reach this goal
with the greatest possible ease and assurance. Furthermore, (3) attention must be
paid to moral philosophy and likewise the theory of the education of children;
and since health is of no litle importance in attaining this end, (4) the whole sci-
ence of medicine must be elaborated. And since many difficult tasks are rendered
easy by contrivance, and we can thereby gain much time and convenience in our
daily lives, (5) the science of mechanics is in no way to be despised.

But our first consideration must be to devise a method of emending the intel-
lect and of purifying it, as far as is feasible at the outset, so that it may succeed in
understanding things without error and as well as possible. So now it will be evi-
dent to everyone that my purpose is to direct all the sciences to one end and goal,®
to wit (as we have said), the achievement of the highest human perfection. Thus
everything in the sciences which does nothing to advance us towards our goal
must be rejected as pointless—in short, all our activities and likewise our thoughts
must be directed to this end.

But since we have to continue with our lives while pursuing this end and en-
deavouring to bring down the intellect into the right path, our first priority must
be to lay down certain rules for living, as being good rules. They are as follows:

1. To speak to the understanding of the multitude and to engage in all those
activities that do not hinder the attainment of our aim. For we can gain no
little advantage from the multitude, provided that we accommodate our-
selves as far as possible to their level of understanding. Furthermore, in this
way they will give a more favourable hearing to the truth.

2. To enjoy pleasures just so far as suffices to preserve health.

3. Finally, to seek as much money or any other goods as are sufficient for sus-
taining life and health and for conforming with those social customs that
do not conflict with our aim.

Having laid down these rules, I shall embark upon the first and most important
task, emending the intellect and rendering it apt for the understanding of things

¢ This is explained more fully in 1ts proper place.

4 Note that here | am only concerned to enumerate the sciences necessary to our purpose, without
regard to their order.

¢ In the sciences there 1s only one end, to which all must be directed.
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in a manner appropriate to the achievement of our purpose. To this end our nat-
ural order of exposition requires that I should here recapitulate all the modes of
perceiving which I have hitherto employed in confidently affirming or denying
something, so that I may select the best of all, and at the same time begin to know
my powers and the nature which I desire to perfect.

If I examine them carefully, they can all be classified under four headings.

1. There is the perception we have from hearsay, or from some sign conven-
tionally agreed upon.

2. There is the perception we have from casual experience; that is, experience
that is not determined by intellect, but is so called because it chances thus
to occur, and we have experienced nothing else that contradicts it, so that
it remains in our minds unchallenged.

3. There is the perception we have when the essence of a thing is inferred from
another thing, but not adequately. This happens either when we infer a
cause from some effect! or when an inference is made from some universal
which is always accompanied by some property.

4. Finally, there is the perception we have when a thing is perceived through
its essence alone, or through knowledge of its proximate cause.

All these I shall illustrate with examples. By hearsay alone I know the date of my
birth, who my parents were, and things of that sort, which I have never doubted.
By casual experience I know that I shall die; this I affirm because I have seen that
others like me have died, although they have not all lived to the same age nor have
they died from the same disease. Again, by casual experience I know that oil has
the property of feeding fire, and water of extinguishing it. I know too that a dog is
a barking animal and man a rational animal. And it is in this way that I know al-
most everything that is of practical use in life.

We deduce one thing from another as follows. When we clearly perceive that
we sense such-and-such a body and no other, then from this, I say, we clearly
infer that the soul is united to the body,® a union which is the cause of such-and-
such a sensation. But from this"? we cannot positively understand what is that sen-
sation and union. Or, after | have come to know the nature of vision and realise
that it has the property of making us see one and the same thing as smaller at a

f In such a case, we understand nothing about the cause except what we consider 1n the effect. This

is sufficiently evident from the fact that the cause 1s then explained only in very general terms: e.g.,
“Therefore there 1s something; therefore there 1s some power, etc. Or again from the fact that the
cause is expressed negatively: ‘Therefore there 1s not this, or that, etc In the second case something
clearly concerved 1s ascribed to the cause by reason of the effect, as we shall show by an example.
But 1t 1s only the properties, not the particular essence of the thing.
& Fromthis example one can clearly see what [ have just noted. For by this union we understand noth-
ing beyond the sensation 1tself; that is, the effect from which we inferred a cause of which we have
no understanding.
Such a conclusion, although 1t be certain, 1s not to be relied on without great caution; for unless we
take great care, we shall immediately fall into error. When things are conceived 1n this abstract way
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distance than if we were to see it near at hand, we infer that the sun is bigger than
it appears, and other similar instances.

Finally, a thing is perceived through its essence alone when, from the fact that
I know something, I know what it is to know something; or, from the fact that I
know the essence of the soul, I know that it is united to the body. By the same kind
of knowledge we know that two and three are five, and that if two lines are paral-
lel to a third line, they are parallel to one another, and so on. But the things that
I have hitherto been able to know by this kind of knowledge have been very few.

For the better understanding of all this, I shall make use of a single example,
as follows. Three numbers are given; a fourth number is required, which is to the
third as the second to the first. Here tradesmen generally tell us that they know
what to do to find the fourth number, for they have not forgotten the procedure
which they merely learned without proof from their teachers. Others formulate a
universal axiom from their experience with simple numbers when the fourth
number is self-evident, as in the case of the numbers 2, 4, 3, 6. Here they find that
when the second is multiplied by the third and the product is divided by the first,
the answer is 6. Seeing that the same number is produced which they knew to be
the proportional number without going through the procedure, they conclude
that this procedure is always a good way to find the fourth proportional. But math-
ematicians, because of the force of the demonstration of Proposition 19 of Book
7 of Euclid, know what numbers are proportional to one another from the nature
and property of proportion, which tells us that the product of the first and fourth
numbers is equal to the product of the second and third. However, they do not
see the adequate proportionality of the given numbers, and if they do see it, they
see it not by the force of that proposition but intuitively, without going through
any procedure.

To choose from these the best mode of perceiving, we should briefly enumer-
ate the means necessary to attain our end, as follows:

1. To have an exact knowledge of our nature which we wish to perfect, and at
the same time to know as much of the nature of things as is necessary.

2. Therefrom to infer correctly the differences, agreements and oppositions of
things.

3. To conceive aright the extent to which things can, and cannot, be acted
upon.

4. To compare this result with the nature and power of man.

From this the highest degree of perfection that man can attain will readily be
made manifest.

and not through ther true essence, they are at once confused by the imagination. For to the things
that they conceive abstractly, separately, and confusedly, men apply terms which they use to signify
other more familiar things. Consequently, they imagine the former things in the same way as they
are wont to imagine the things to which they ongnally applied these terms
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With these considerations in mind, let us see which mode of perceiving we
ought to choose.

As to the first mode, it is self-evident that from hearsay, besides the consider-
able degree of uncertainty therein, we perceive nothing of the essence of the
thing, as our example makes clear. And since a thing’s individual existence is not
known unless its essence is known (as will later be seen), we can clearly infer from
this that any degree of certainty that we have from hearsay must be excluded from
the sciences. For no one can ever be affected by mere hearsay unless his own un-
derstanding has already preceded it.

As to the second mode, again® it cannot be said to contain the idea of the pro-
portion which it seeks. Besides its considerable uncertainty and indefiniteness, no
one will in this way perceive anything in natural things except their accidents,
which are never clearly understood unless their essences are first known. Hence
this mode, too, must be excluded.

As for the third mode, we can in some sense say that we have the idea of the
thing, and also that we can make inferences without danger of error. Yet it is not
in itself the means of our acquiring our perfection.

Only the fourth mode comprehends the adequate essence of the thing, and is
without danger of error. So this is the one we must chiefly adopt. Therefore we
shall proceed to explain how it is to be employed, so that we may understand by
this kind of knowledge what is unknown, and also may do this as directly as pos-
sible. That is, now that we know what kind of knowledge is necessary for us, we
must describe the way and method by which we may come to know by this kind
of knowledge the things that are needful to be known.

To this end, the first point to consider is that this is not a case of an enquiry
extending to infinity. That is, to find the best method of seeking the truth, there
is no need of another method for seeking the method of seeking the truth, and
there is no need of a third method to seek the second method, and so on to in-
finity. For in that way we should never arrive at knowledge of the truth, or indeed
atany knowledge. The case is analogous to that of material tools, where the same
kind of argument could be employed. To work iron, a hammer is needed, and to
have a hammer, it must be made. For this purpose there is need of another ham-
mer and other tools, and again to get these there is need of other tools, and so on
to infinity. In this way one might try to prove, in vain, that men have no power
to work iron.

But the fact is that at first, with the tools they were born with, men succeeded,
however laboriously and imperfectly, in making some very simple things; and
when these were made they made other more complex things with less labour and
greater perfection; and thus advancing gradually from the simplest works to the
making of tools, and from tools to other works and other tools, they have reached
a point where they can make very many complex things with little labour. In just

' Here I shall discuss experience at some greater length, and examine the method of proceeding of
Empiricists and the new philosophers.
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the same way the intellect by its inborn power’ makes intellectual tools for itself
by which it acquires other powers for other intellectual works,* and from these
works still other tools—or capacity for further investigation—and thus makes
steady progress until it reaches the summit of wisdom.

That this is the case with the intellect will readily be seen, provided we un-
derstand what is the method of seeking truth, and what are those innate tools
which are all the intellect needs for making other tools from them so as to progress
further. To demonstrate this I proceed as follows.

A true idea' (for we do have a true idea) is something different from its object
(ideatum). A circle is one thing, the idea of a circle another. For the idea of a cir-
cle is not something having a circumference and a centre, as is a circle, nor is
the idea of a body itself a body. And since it is something different from its ob-
ject, it will also be something intelligible through itself. That is, in respect of its
formal essence the idea can be the object of another objective essence, which in
turn, regarded in itself, will also be something real and intelligible, and so on in-
definitely.

For example, Peter is something real. Now the true idea of Peter is the objec-
tive essence of Peter and is in itself something real, something entirely different
from Peter. So since the idea of Peter is something real, having its own individual
essence, it will also be something intelligible, that is, the object of another idea
which has in itself objectively everything that the idea of Peter has formally. And
in turn the idea of the idea of Peter again has its own essence, which can also be
the object of another idea, and so on without end. This anyone can experience
for himself when he realises that he knows what Peter is, and also that he knows
that he knows, and again that he knows that he knows that he knows, and so on.
From this it is evident that, to understand the essence of Peter, it is not necessary
to understand the idea of Peter, and far less the idea of Peter. This is no more than
to say that, in order to know, I need not know that I know, and far less do I need
to know that I know that I know. It is no more necessary than, in order to under-
stand the essence of a triangle, one needs to understand the essence of a triangle,
one needs to understand the essence™ of a circle. Indeed, in the case of these ideas
it is the other way round; for in order to know that I know, it is necessary that I
must first know.

Hence it is evident that certainty is nothing else than the objective essence it-
self; that is to say, the way in which we become aware of the formal essence is cer-
tainty itself. And from this again it is evident that for the certainty of truth no other

I By inborn power | mean that which 1s not caused 1n us by external causes, as I shall later explain
in my Philosophy

k Here they are called works. In my Philosophy, I shall explain what they are.

' Note that here we shall endeavour to demonstrate not only what has just been said, but also the
correctness of our procedure so far, and likewise other points of primary importance

m Note that we are not here inquiring as to how the first objective essence 1s innate 1n us For that
topic belongs to the investigation of Nature, where these matters are dealt with more fully and
where we also demonstrate that there 1s no affirmation or negation or act of will apart from the 1dea
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sign is needed but to have a true idea. For, as we have shown, in order to know,
there is no need for me to know that I know. From this, again, it is clear that no
one can know what the highest certainty is unless he has an adequate idea or the
objective essence of some thing. For certainty and objective essence are the same.

Since truth, then, needs no sign, and to have the objective essences of things,
or—which is the same thing—their ideas, is enough to remove all doubt, it fol-
lows that the true method does not consist in seeking a sign of truth after acquir-
ing ideas; the true method is the path whereby truth itself, or the objective
essences of things, or ideas (all these mean the same) is to be sought™ in proper
order.

Again, method must necessarily be discourse about reasoning or intellection.
That is, method is not reasoning itself which leads to the understanding of the
causes of things, and far less is it the understanding of the causes of things. It is
the understanding of what is a true idea, distinguishing it from other kinds of per-
ception and examining its nature, so that we may thereby come to know our power
of understanding and may so train the mind that it will understand according to
that standard all that needs to be understood, laying down definite rules as aids,
and also ensuring that the mind does not waste its energy on useless pursuits.

From this we may conclude that method is nothing but reflexive knowledge,
or the idea of an idea; and because there is no idea of an idea unless there is first
an idea, there will be no method unless there is first an idea. So a good method
will be one which shows how the mind is to be directed according to the standard
of a given true idea. Again, since the relation between two ideas is the same as the
relation between the formal essences of those ideas, it follows that the reflexive
knowledge of the idea of the most perfect Being will be more excellent than the
reflexive knowledge of other ideas. That is, the most perfect method will be one
which shows how the mind should be directed according to the standard ofa given
idea of the most perfect Being.

From this one can readily understand how the mind, as it understands more
things, at the same time acquires other tools which facilitate its further under-
standing. For, as may be gathered from what has been said, there must first of all
exist in us a true idea as an innate tool, and together with the understanding of
this idea there would likewise be an understanding of the difference between this
perception and all other perceptions. Herein consists one part of our method. And
since it is self-evident that the more the mind understands of Nature, the better it
understands itself, it clearly follows that this part of our method will become that
much more perfect as the mind understands more things, and will become then
most perfect when the mind attends to, or reflects upon, the knowledge of the
most perfect Being,

Then again, the more things the mind knows, the better it understands both
its own powers and the order of Nature. Now the better it understands its own
powers, the more easily it can direct itself and lay down rules for its own guidance;
and the better it understands the order of Nature, the more easily it can restrain

" The nature of this seeking 1n the soul 1s explained in my Philosophy
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itself from useless pursuits. And it is in this, as we have said, that the whole of our
method consists.

Moreover, an idea is situated in the context of thought exactly as is its object
in the context of reality. Therefore, if there were something in Nature having no
interrelation with other things, and if there were also granted its objective essence
(which must agree entirely with its formal essence), then this idea likewise would
have no interrelation® with other ideas; that is, we could make no inference re-
garding it. On the other hand, those things that do have interrelation with other
things—as is the case with everything that exists in Nature—will be intelligible,
and their objective essences will also have that same interrelation; that is, other
ideas will be deduced from them, and these in turn will be interrelated with other
ideas, and so the tools for further progress will increase. This is what we were en-
deavouring to demonstrate.

Furthermore, from the point just mentioned — that the idea must entirely agree
with its formal essence —it is again evident that, for the human mind to reproduce
a faithful image of Nature, it must draw all its ideas from that idea which repre-
sents the source and origin of the whole of Nature, so that this may likewise be-
come the source of other ideas.

Here it may seem surprising that, having said that the good method is one
which demonstrates how the mind is to be directed according to the standard of
a given true idea, I resort to reasoning to prove this point, which appears to indi-
cate that it is not self-evident. So the question can be raised as to whether our rea-
soning is sound. If our reasoning is sound, we have to begin from a given idea,
and since to begin from a given idea is something that needs proving, we ought
again to prove the validity of our reasoning, and then again the validity of that rea-
soning, and so on ad infinitum.

To this I reply that if anyone in his investigation of Nature had by some chance
advanced in this way—that is, by acquiring other ideas in proper order according
to the standard of a given true idea— he would never have doubted® his own truth
(inasmuch as truth, as we have said, reveals its own self), and all would have pro-
gressed smoothly for him. But since this rarely or never happens, I have been con-
strained to posit those guidelines, so that what we cannot acquire by chance, we
may yet acquire by deliberate planning, and also in order to make it clear that, for
the validation of truth and sound reasoning, we need no other instruments than
truth and sound reasoning, For it is by sound reasoning that I have validated sound
reasoning, and still continue so to do. Furthermore, it is this way of thinking that
men usually adopt in their own internal meditations.

That the proper order is rarely employed in the investigation of Nature is due
to prejudices whose causes I shall later explain in my Philosophy. A further rea-
son, as [ shall later show, is the need for a considerable capacity to make accurate
distinctions, a very laborious task. And finally, there is the matter of the human

° To be interrelated with other things 1s to produce, or be produced by, other things.
P Just as here, too, we do not doubt our truth
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condition, which, as has already been shown, is highly unstable. There are yet
other reasons, which we shall not pursue.

If anyone perchance should ask why at the very outset I adopted that arrange-
ment in demonstrating the truths of Nature—for does not truth reveal its own
self?—I reply by urging him not to reject these things as false because of paradoxes
which will occasionally occur here and there. Let him first please to consider the
arrangement of our demonstration, and he will then be convinced that we have
arrived at the truth. This explains the reason why I began as I did.

But if after this there is some sceptic who still entertains doubt both as to the
first truth itself and all the deductions we shall make according to the standard of
the first truth, then surely either he is speaking contrary to his own consciousness
or else we shall have to declare that there are men whose minds are also blinded
either from birth or by reason of their prejudices, that is, through some accident
that has befallen them. For they are not even aware of their own selves. If they af-
firm or doubt something, they do not know that they are doubting or affirming.
They say that they know nothing, and they say that they are ignorant of this very
fact of knowing nothing. And they do not even say this without qualification; for
they are afraid that, in saying they know nothing, they are declaring that they ex-
ist, so that in the end they have to maintain silence lest they should perchance say
something that has the savour of truth.

Finally, although in matters relating to the usages of life and society necessity
has compelled them to suppose their existence, to seek their own good and fre-
quently to affirm and deny things on oath, it is quite impossible to discuss the sci-
ences with them. If a proof is presented to them, they do not know whether the
argumentation is valid or not. If they deny, grant or oppose, they do not know that
they deny, grant or oppose. So they must be regarded as automata, completely
lacking in mind.

Let us now return to our theme. Up to the present, we have in the first place
established the end to which we strive to direct all our thoughts. Second, we have
learned which is the best mode of perception that will help us to attain our per-
fection. Third, we have learned which is the path our mind should first take in
order to make a good beginning, and that is, to proceed to its enquiry by fixed
rules, taking as its standard some given true idea. To do this correctly, our method
must enable us, first, to distinguish a true idea from all other perceptions and to
restrain the mind from those other perceptions; second, to lay down rules for per-
ceiving things unknown according to the aforementioned standard; third, to es-
tablish an orderly procedure which will enable us to avoid useless toil. Having
discovered this method, we realised, fourthly, that this method would be most
perfect when we possessed the idea of a most perfect Being. So at the outset this
must be our chief objective, to arrive at the knowledge of such a Being as speed-
ily as possible.

Let us then make a beginning with the first part of the method, which is, as we
have said, to distinguish and separate the true idea from other perceptions, and to
keep the mind from confusing false, fictitious, and doubtful ideas with true ideas.
Here I intend to dwell on this subject at some length so as to engage my readers
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in the study of so important a topic, and also because there are many who, failing
to attend to the distinction between a true perception and all other perceptions,
have come to doubt even their true perceptions. Their condition is like that of
men who, when they were awake, did not doubt that they were awake, but having
once in their dreams—as is often the case —felt certain that they were wide awake
and later found this to be untrue, doubted even their waking experiences. This
comes about because they have never distinguished between dreaming and being
awake.

But I must first warn the reader that I shall not here be discussing the essence
of every perception, explaining it through its proximate cause, for this pertains to
Philosophy. I shall confine myself to discussing what the method demands; that
is, what are the circumstances with which the fictitious, the false, and the doubt
ful perception are concerned, and how we may be delivered from each of them.
Let our first inquiry, then, deal with the fictitious idea.

Every perception has for its object either a thing considered as existing or solely
the essence of a thing. Now since in most cases fictions are concerned with things
considered as existing, I shall deal first with that situation —that is, where the ex-
istence of some action is the sole object of the fiction, and the thing which is sup-
posed to be so acting is comprehensible by intellect, or is posited as such. For
example, I make up the idea that Peter, whom I well know, is on his way home,
is coming to visit me, or the like.9 Here I ask, with what is such an idea concerned?
I see that it is concerned only with what is possible, not with what is necessary,
nor with what is impossible.

I call a thing impossible if its nature implies that it would be a contradiction
for it to exist; necessary, if its nature implies that it would be a contradiction for it
not to exist; and possible, if, by its very nature, neither its existence nor its nonex-
istence implies a contradiction, the necessity or impossibility of its existence
being dependent on causes which are unknown to us while we are assuming its
existence. So if its necessity or impossibility, which are dependent on external
causes, were known to us, it could not then be for us the subject of any fiction.

Hence it follows that if there is a God, or some omniscient being, such a be-
ing cannot engage in any fiction. For in our own case, knowing as I do that I ex-
ist,” my existence or nonexistence cannot be a matter of fiction for me; nor again
can I engage in the fiction of an elephant that can pass through the eye of a nee-
dle; nor, knowing the nature of God,® can his existence or nonexistence be a mat-

9 See later on what we shall have to say about hypotheses These are clearly understood by us, but the
fiction consists in our saying that the hypotheses are actually true of the heavenly bodies

© Since a thing, when once it 1s understood, manifests itself, we need only an example without fur-
ther proof. The same 1s true of 1ts contradictory, which needs only to be examined to expose its fal-
sity, as will later become clear when we shall be discussing the fiction that concerns essence.

s Note that, although many may say that they doubt the existence of God, they have in mind noth-

ing but a word, or some fictitious 1dea they call God This does not accord with the nature of God,
as | shall later demonstrate 1n 1ts proper place



Treatise on the Emendation of the Intellect

ter of fiction for me. The same applies to the Chimera, whose nature implies its
nonexistence. From this it is evident, as I have said, that eternal truths do not al-
low of the fiction of which we are here speaking.!

But before proceeding further, I must first observe in passing that the differ-
ence between the essence of one thing and the essence of another thing is the
same as that which holds between the actuality or existence of the one thing and
the actuality or existence of the other. So if we were to conceive the existence of
Adam, for example, under the general category of existence, this would be the
same as if, to conceive his essence, we were to focus our attention on the nature
of being, so that we end up by defining Adam as a being. Thus the more gener-
ally existence is conceived, the more confusedly it is conceived and the more read-
ily it can be ascribed to any one thing. Conversely, the more singularly existence
is conceived, the more clearly it is then understood, and the less likely we are to
ascribe it (when we are not attending to the order of Nature) to anything other
than the thing itself. This is worth noting.

We must now proceed to consider those cases which are loosely called fictions
in common parlance even though we clearly understand that the reality is not as
we feign it to be. For example, although I know that the earth is round, nothing
prevents my saying to somebody that the earth is a hemisphere, like half an or-
ange on a plate, or saying that the sun moves round the earth, and the like. If we
consider these cases, we shall find nothing that is not consistent with what we have
already said, provided that we note that, first, we have occasionally fallen into er-
rors of which we are now conscious; and second, that we can entertain the ficti-
tious idea, or at least the thought, that others have fallen into the same error, or
may so do, as we once did. This fiction, I say, is feasible for us as long as we see
no impossibility and no necessity therein. So when I say to somebody that the
earth is not round, and the like, I do no more than to recall to mind an error which
I perchance have made, or into which I might have fallen, and thereafter I feign,
or think, that the person to whom I tell this is as yet a victim of this same error or
is capable of falling into it. As I have said, I can engage in this fiction only as long
as I see that no impossibility and no necessity lies therein. For had I understood
this to be so, there would have been no room whatsoever for fiction, and it would
have to be said that I had done no more than utter words.

It remains for us now furthermore to consider the kind of suppositions that are
made in connection with problems: for these, too, not infrequently involve im-
possibilities. For example, we may say, “Let us suppose that this burning candle
is not now burning,” or “Let us suppose that it is burning in some imaginary space
where there are no bodies.” Such suppositions are quite commonly made, al-
though the latter example is obviously understood to be impossible. But in such

t Ishall also presently demonstrate that eternal truths do not admit of fiction of any kind. By an eter-
nal truth | mean one which, if it 1s affirmative, will never be able to be negative. Thus 1t 1s a first
and eternal truth that ‘God s, but that ‘Adam thinks’ 1s not an eternal truth That ‘there is no
Chimera’ 1s an eternal truth, but not that ‘Adam does not think’
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cases there is no question of fiction. In the first case I have done no more than re-
call to memory* another candle which was not burning (or I have conceived this
candle without a flame), and my thoughts of the latter candle I now transfer to
the former, dismissing the flame from my mind. In the second case I merely with-
draw my thoughts from the surrounding bodies so that the mind concentrates its
attention on the candle alone, regarded in itself. This leads to the conclusion that
the candle contains in itself no cause for its own destruction, so that, if there were
no surrounding bodies, this candle and likewise its flame would remain im-
mutable, or some such conclusion. Here, then, there is no question of fiction;
there are really mere assertions,” and no more.

Let us now pass on to those fictions which are concerned either with essences
alone or with essences combined with some actuality or existence. With regard
to these it must especially be noted that, the less the mind understands while yet
perceiving more things, the greater its capacity to form fictions; and the more it
understands, the less its capacity to form fictions. For example, just as we saw
above that while we are actually thinking, it cannot be for us a fictional idea that
we are thinking or not thinking, so too, when we have come to know the nature
of body, we cannot entertain the idea of an infinite fly; or when we have come to
know the nature of the soul,¥ we cannot entertain the idea that it is square—
though anything can be put into words. But as we have said, the less men know
of Nature, the more easily they can fashion numerous fictitious ideas, as that trees
speak, that men can change instantaneously into stones or springs, that ghosts ap-
pear in mirrors, that something can come from nothing, even that gods can
change into beasts or men, and any number of such fantasies.

Someone may perhaps think that the limits of fiction are set by fiction, not by
intellection. That is, when I have formed a fictitious idea and then, by some sort
of freedom, assented to its existence in reality, this has the consequence that I can-
not thereafter think it in any other way. For instance, when I have engaged in the
fiction (to speak as they do) that body has a certain nature, and of my own free

u Later, when we shall be speaking of fictions concerning essences, 1t will be mamifest that fiction
never 1nvents or presents to the mind anything new, 1t recalls to mind only things that are 1n the
brain or the imagination, and the mind attends to all these together in a confused way For exam-
ple, the uttering of words and a tree are recalled to memory, and when the mind attends to them 1n
a confused way without distinction, it forms the notion of a tree speaking. The same applies to ex-
istence, especially when, as we have said, 1t 1s conceived 1n a very general way as entity, for 1t 1s then
hable to be attached to all things that occur together in memory Thus 1s a very important point

v This s also the case with hypotheses which are formed to explain the regular movements which ac-
cord with celestial phenomena, except that, if the hypotheses are actually applied to the celeshal
movement, an inference 1s drawn as to the nature of the heavens, which may nevertheless be quite
different. For one may conceive many other causes to explain these movements.

¥ It often happens that a man recalls to mind this term ‘soul’ and at the same time forms some ma-
terial image. Now when these two things are presented together in his mind, he is prone to think
that he 1magines and forms the idea of a matenal soul, failing to distinguish between word and re-
ality. Here [ ask my readers not to be too hasty to refute what | have said, which I hope they will re-
frain from doing provided that they pay close attention to the examples, and also to what follows.
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will I convince myself that this is so in reality, I can no longer entertain the idea,
say, of an infinite fly; and when I have formed an idea of the essence of the soul,
I can no longer conceive it as square, and so forth.

But this view must be examined. First, either they deny or they grant that we
have the capacity to understand something. If they grant this, then it must follow
that what they say about fiction also applies to intellection. If they deny it, then
let us, who know that we know something, consider what they are saying. They
are in fact saying that the soul can be conscious of and perceive, in a variety of
ways, not its own self nor things that exist, but only things thatare neither in them-
selves nor anywhere at all; that is, the soul can by its unaided power create sensa-
tions or ideas which are not ideas of things. So to some extent they are likening
the soul to God. Further, they are saying that we, or our soul, possess a freedom
of such a kind that it can constrain our own selves, or the soul’s self—nay, it can
constrain its own freedom. For after it has formed some fictitious idea and given
assent thereto, it cannot think it or fashion it in any other way, and is even com-
pelled by that fictitious idea to form all its other thoughts so as not to conflict with
the original fiction—just as here, too, their own fictitious idea compels them to
allow the absurdities which I am here reviewing. We shall waste no time on
demonstrations to refute this nonsense.

But leaving them to their delusions, we shall endeavour to draw from our dis-
cussion with them something true and to our purpose, namely, that when the
mind attends to a thing that is both fictitious and false by its very nature, so as to
ponder over it and achieve understanding, and then deduces from it in proper or-
der what is to be deduced, it will easily detect its falsity;* and if the fictitious idea
is by its own nature true, when the mind attends to it so as to understand it, and
begins to deduce from it in proper order the conclusions that follow from it, it will
proceed smoothly without any interruption — just as we have seen that, in the case
of the false fiction just mentioned, the intellect immediately applied itself to ex-
posing its absurdity and the absurdities that follow from it.

We need therefore be in no way apprehensive about engaging in fiction pro-
vided that we clearly and distinctly perceive what is really the case. If we were per-
chance to say that men are suddenly changed into beasts, this is a statement of a
very general kind, such that there would be in the mind no conception, that is, no
idea or connection of subject with predicate. For if there were such, the mind would
at that time see the means and causes, the ‘how’ and the ‘why’ such a thing took
place. Then again, no attention is given to the nature of the subject and predicate.

Furthermore, provided that the first idea is not fictitious and all the other ideas
are deduced from it, the hasty tendency to form fictitious ideas will gradually dis-

* Although | seem to infer this from experience, and someone may deny its cogency because no proof
i1s attached, he may take this if he wants one. Since there can be nothing in Nature contrary to her
laws and all things happen 1n accordance with her fixed laws, so that definite effects are produced
by definite laws in unalterable sequence, 1t follows that when the soul conceives a thing truly, 1t will
proceed to produce 1n thought those same effects. See below, where I discuss the false 1dea.
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appear. Then again, since a fictitious idea cannot be clear and distinct but only
confused, and since all confusion arises from mind’s having only partial knowl-
edge of a complete whole or a unity composed of many constituents—failing to
distinguish between the known and the unknown, and also attending at the same
time without any distinction to the many constituents contained in a single
thing—it follows, first, that if the idea is of a thing completely simple, it can only
be clear and distinct. For such a thing would have to be known not in part, but
either wholly or not at all. Secondly, it follows that if a thing composed of many
constituents is divided in thought into all its simplest parts, and attention is given
to each part separately, then all confusion will disappear. Thirdly, it follows that
a fictitious idea cannot be simple, but is formed by the blending of various con-
fused ideas of various things and actions existing in Nature; or, as better expressed,
fiction results from attending at the same time, without assent, to various ideas of
this kind.¥ For if fiction were simple, it would be clear and distinct, and conse-
quently true. And if it were formed from the blending of distinct ideas, their com-
position would also be clear and distinct, and therefore true. For example, once
we know the nature of a circle and also that of a square, we cannot compound the
two and make a square circle, or a square soul and the like.

Let us then once more sum up briefly and see why we need in no way fear that
fiction may be confused with true ideas. For as to the first case we mentioned ear-
lier, i.e., when a thing is clearly conceived, we saw that if the thing which is clearly
conceived, and also its existence, is in itself an eternal truth, we cannot engage in
any fiction regarding such a thing. But if the existence of the thing conceived is
not an eternal truth, we need only to ensure that the existence of the thing is com-
pared with its essence, while at the same time attending to the order of Nature.
As to the second case of fiction, which we said to consist in attending simultane-
ously, without assenting, to various confused ideas of various things and actions
existing in Nature, we again saw that a completely simple thing cannot be the ob-
ject of fiction, but only of intellect. And the same is true of a composite thing pro-
vided we attend to its simplest component parts. Indeed, these things cannot be
the subject of fiction involving any actions that are not true, for at the same time
we shall be compelled to consider how and why such a thing came about.

With these matters thus understood, let us now pass on to the investigation of
the false idea so as to see with what it is concerned, and how we may guard our-
selves against falling into false perceptions. Neither of these objectives will now
afford us any difficulty after our investigation of the fictitious idea. For between
these ideas there is no difference except that the false idea implies assent; that is
(as we have already noted), while the ideas are presented to the mind, there are
no causes presented from which it can infer (as in the case of fiction) that they do
not arise from things extraneous. It is practically the same as dreaming with one’s

¥ Fiction, considered 1n 1tself, does not much differ from drearmung, except that those causes which
their senses present to the waking, from which they infer that those presentations are not presented
at that time by things external to them, are not presented in dreaming Now error, as will soon be
manifest, is dreaming while awake, and if it reaches a certain pitch, 1t is called madness
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eyes open or while wide awake. Therefore the false idea is like the fictitious idea
in that it is concerned with, or (as better expressed) has reference to, the existence
of a thing whose essence is known, or it is concerned with an essence.

The false idea that has reference to existence is emended in the same way as the
fictitious idea. For if the nature of the known thing implies necessary existence, we
cannot possibly be deceived regarding the existence of that thing. If the existence
of the thing is not an eternal truth (as is its essence) and the necessity or impossi-
bility of its existence depends on external causes, then follow the same course which
we indicated in our discussion of fiction, for it can be emended in the same way.

As for the kind of false idea that is related to essences, and also to actions, such
perceptions are necessarily always confused, being compounded of various con-
fused perceptions of things existing in Nature, as when men are convinced that
divinities are present in woods, in images, in animals and other things, that there
are bodies whose mere composition gives rise to intelligence, that corpses can rea-
son, walk and speak, that God can be deceived, and the like. But ideas which are
clear and distinct can never be false; for ideas of things which are clearly and dis-
tinctly conceived either are absolutely simple or are compounded of absolutely
simple ideas—that is, deduced from absolutely simple ideas. But that an ab-
solutely simple idea cannot be false is obvious to everyone, provided that he knows
what is truth or understanding, and likewise what is falsity.

As to what constitutes the specific character of truth, it is certain that a true
thought is distinguishable from a false thought not merely by its extrinsic relation
but more particularly by an intrinsic characteristic. If an architect conceives a
building in proper fashion, although such a building has never existed nor is ever
likely to exist, his thought is nevertheless a true thought, and the thought is the
same whether the building exists or not. On the other hand, if someone says, for
example, that Peter exists, while yet not knowing that Peter exists, that thought in
respect to the speaker is false, or, if you prefer, not true, although Peter really ex-
ists. The statement ‘Peter exists’ is true only in respect of one who knows for cer-
tain that Peter exists.

Hence it follows that there is something real in ideas through which the true
are distinguished from the false, and this must now be the subject of our inquiry
so that we may possess the best standard of truth (for we have said that we ought
to determine our thoughts according to the standard of a given true idea, and
method consists in reflexive knowledge) and may get to know the properties of the
intellect. Nor must we say that the difference between true and false ideas derives
from the fact that a true thought is to know things through their first causes—
wherein it would indeed be very different from a false thought as we have ex-
plained it above. For a thought is also said to be true when it involves as its object
the essence of some basic principle which is uncaused and is known through it-
self and in itself.

Therefore the specific character of a true thought must be intrinsic to the
thought itself without reference to other thoughts. Nor does it acknowledge its ob-
ject as cause, but must depend on the very power and nature of the intellect. For
let us suppose that the intellect has perceived some new entity which has never
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existed, as some conceive the intellect of God before he created things (a per-
ception which obviously could not have arisen from any object), and that from
such a perception it deduces other perceptions in logical order. All those thoughts
would be true and would not be determined by any external object, but would de-
pend entirely on the power and nature of the intellect. Therefore that which con-
stitutes the specific character of a true thought must be sought in that very same
thought and deduced from the nature of intellect.

So to investigate this question, let us set before us a true idea whose object we
are absolutely certain depends on our power of thought, there being no object to
it in Nature; for such an idea, as is clear from what has been said, will more eas-
ily enable us to pursue the enquiry we have in view. For example, to form the con-
cept of a sphere, I invent a cause at will, namely, that a semicircle rotates about
its centre, and a sphere, as it were, is produced by this rotation. Now this is, of
course, a true idea, and although we know that in Nature no sphere has ever been
produced in this way, this is nevertheless a true perception and a very convenient
way of forming the concept of a sphere. Now, we should observe that this per-
ception affirms that a semicircle rotates, an affirmation that would be false were
it not conjoined with the concept of a sphere, or else with a cause determining
such motion; that is, in short, if this were a completely isolated affirmation. For
in that case the mind would not be extending its affirmation to anything beyond
the motion of the semicircle, and neither is this contained in the concept of a
semicircle nor does it originate from the conception of a cause determining the
motion. Therefore the falsity consists solely in this, that something is affirmed of
a thing when it is not contained in the conception we have formed of the thing,
as in this case motion or rest is affirmed of the semicircle. Hence it follows that
simple thoughts are bound to be true, such as the simple idea of a semicircle, of
motion, of quantity, and so on. Whatever of affirmation is contained in these
thoughts is coextensive with their concept, and extends no further. Therefore we
may form simple ideas at will without any danger of error.

It remains, then, only to inquire by what power the mind can form these sim-
ple ideas, and what is the extent of this power; for once this is discovered we shall
easily see what is the highest knowledge we can attain. It is certain that this power
of the mind does not extend to infinity; for when we affirm of a thing something
that is not contained in the concept we form of the thing, this indicates that our
perception is defective, or in other words that we have thoughts or ideas that are,
as it were, mutilated and fragmentary. For we saw that the motion of the semicir-
cle is false when taken in isolation, but true if it is conjoined with the concept of
a sphere, or the concept of some cause determining such motion. Now if it is in
the nature of a thinking being, as seems apparently to be the case, to form true or
adequate thoughts, it is certain that inadequate ideas arise in us from this, that we
are part of some thinking being, some of whose thoughts constitute our mind in
their entirety, and some only in part.

But we have yet to consider another case, which was not worth raising when
dealing with fiction, and wherein one can go far astray. This happens when cer-
tain things presented in the imagination are also in the intellect; that is, are clearly
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and distinctly conceived. For then, when the distinct is not differentiated from the
confused, the result is that certainty, i.e., a true idea, is mixed up with the nondis-
tinct. For example, certain Stoics perhaps heard the word ‘soul, and also that it is
immortal, which things they imagined only confusedly. They also imagined, and
at the same time understood, that the most subtle bodies penetrate all other bod-
ies and are penetrated by none. Since all these things were presented together in
the imagination and were accompanied by the certainty of this axiom, they forth-
with became convinced that the mind consists of those most subtle bodies, that
those most subtle bodies cannot be divided, and so on.

But we are delivered from this error, too, as long as we make an effort to ex-
amine all our perceptions according to the standard of a given true idea, being on
our guard, as we initially said, against those perceptions that we have from hearsay
or from casual experience. In addition, this kind of mistake arises from their con-
ceiving things in too abstract a way; for it is sufficiently clear in itself that what I
conceive in its true object I cannot apply to any other object. Finally, this mistake
also arises from their failure to understand the primary elements of Nature as a
whole, so that, proceeding without due order and confusing Nature with abstrac-
tions (although these are true axioms), they fall into confusion and distort the or-
der of Nature. However, if we proceed with the least possible abstraction and
begin at the earliest stage from the primary elements—that is, from the source
and origin of Nature—we need in no way fear this kind of mistake.

As for our knowledge of the origin of Nature, we need have no fear of confus-
ing it with abstractions. For when things are conceived in an abstract way (as is
the case with all universals), they always have a wider extension in the intellect
than is really possessed by their particular exemplifications existing in Nature.
Again, since there are many things in Nature whose difference is so slight as to be
hardly perceptible to the intellect, it can easily come about that they are confused
if they are conceived in an abstract way. But since, as we shall later see, the origin
of Nature can neither be conceived in an abstract or universal way, nor can ithave
a wider extension in the intellect than in reality, nor has it any resemblance to
things mutable, we need fear no confusion as to its idea, provided we possess the
standard of truth as before shown. For this entity is unique and infinite;? that is, it
is total being, beyond which there is no being.

So much for the false idea. It remains for us to enquire into the doubtful idea,
that is, to consider what are the things that can lead us to doubt, and also how that
doubt may be removed. I am speaking of genuine doubt in the mind, not the sort
of doubt that we frequently encounter when somebody verbally asserts that he
doubts, although he mentally does not doubt. The correction of the latter is not
the province of our method; rather does it pertain to an enquiry into obstinacy
and its emendation.

z These are not attributes of God, displaying his essence, as | shall make clear in my Philosophy.

3 This has already been demonstrated above. For 1s such a being did not exist, 1t could never be pro-
duced, and so the mind could understand more than Nature could furnish, which has been shown
above to be false
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Doubt, then, never arises in the soul through the thing itself which is the ob-
ject of doubt. That is, if there should be only one idea in our consciousness,
whether true or false, there will be neither doubt nor certainty, but only a certain
kind of awareness. For an idea in itself is nothing but a certain awareness. Doubt
arises through another idea, which is not so clear and distinct that we can infer
from it any certainty as to the thing which is doubted. That is, the idea which
causes us to doubt is not clear and distinct. For example, if someone has never
been led, whether by experience or in any other way, to reflect upon the decep-
tiveness of the senses, he will never entertain doubt as to whether the sun is greater
or smaller than it appears. Hence country folk are frequently surprised when they
hear that the sun is much greater than the earth’s sphere. But reflection on the
deceptiveness of the senses induces doubt.” If, after being in doubt, a man ac-
quires true knowledge of the senses and of the manner whereby through their
means distant things are represented, then the doubt is in turn removed.

Hence it follows that it is only when we do not have a clear and distinct idea
of God that we can cast doubt on our true ideas on the grounds of the possible ex-
istence of some deceiving God who misleads us even in things most certain. That
is, this can happen only if, attending to the knowledge we have of the origin of all
things, we find nothing there to convince us that he is not a deceiver, with the
same conviction that we have when, attending to the nature of a triangle, we find
that its three angles are equal to two right angles. But if we do possess such knowl-
edge of God as we have of a triangle, all doubt is removed. And just as we can at-
tain such knowledge of a triangle although not knowing for sure whether some
arch-deceiver is misleading us, so too can we attain such knowledge of God al-
though not knowing for sure whether there is some arch-deceiver. Provided we
have that knowledge, it will suffice, as I have said, to remove all doubt that we may
have concerning clear and distinct ideas.

Furthermore, if anyone follows the correct procedure, investigating first what
should be first investigated without any interruption in the interconnection of
things, and if he knows how to define problems precisely before seeking to solve
them, he will never have anything but the most certain ideas, that is, clear and
distinct ideas. For doubt is nothing but the suspension of judgment in respect of
some affirmation or denial which would be made but that something comes to
mind which, being outside our understanding, must render imperfect our knowl-
edge of the thing in question. We may therefore conclude that doubt always arises
from want of order in the investigation.

These are the matters which I promised to set forth in this first part of our
Method. But to omit nothing that can advance our knowledge of the intellect and
its powers, I shall add a few words on memory and forgetting. Here the most im-
portant point to be considered is that memory is strengthened both by the aid of
the intellect and also without its aid. As to the first case, the more intelligible a
thing is, the more easily it is retained; the less intelligible, the more easily it is for-

b That 1s to say, a man knows that the senses have sometimes deceved him, but he knows this only
confusedly, for he does not know 1n what way the senses deceive him
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gotten. For example, if I give someone a list of unconnected words, he will find it
much more difficult to retain them than if I were to give him the same words in
the form of a story.

It is also strengthened without the aid of the intellect, namely, through the
force wherewith the imagination, or what is termed the common sense, is aftected
by some singular corporeal thing. I say ‘singular,’ for the imagination is affected
by singular things only. For example, if someone reads just one love story, he will
retain it very well as long as he does not read many others of the same kind, for
then it flourishes alone in his imagination. But if he reads several of the same kind,
he will imagine them all together, and they will easily be confused. I say ‘corpo-
real, for the imagination is affected only by bodies. Since, then, the memory is
strengthened not only by the intellect but also independently of the intellect, we
may conclude that it is something different from the intellect, and that the intel-
lect considered in itself does not involve either memory or forgetting.

What, then, is memory? It is nothing but the sensation of impressions in the
brain together with the thought of the determinate duration® of the sensation.
This is further demonstrated by recollection, for in this the soul thinks of that sen-
sation, but without the notion of a continuous duration; and thus the idea of that
sensation is not identical with the duration of the sensation, that is, with memory
itself. The question as to whether the ideas themselves undergo some corruption
will be discussed in my Philosophy.

If this seems quite absurd to anyone, it will be enough for our purpose that he
should reflect that, the more singular a thing is, the more easily it is retained, as
is evident from the example of the comedy just mentioned. And again, the more
intelligible a thing is, the more easily it is retained. Hence we cannot fail to re-
tain a thing that is most singular and sufficiently intelligible.

Thus we have distinguished between the true idea and other perceptions, and
we have established that the fictitious, the false, and other ideas have their origin
in the imagination, that is, in certain sensations that are (so to speak) fortuitous
and unconnected, arising not from the power of the mind but from external
causes, in accordance as the body, dreaming or waking, receives various motions.
Or if you wish, you may here understand by imagination whatever you please, as
long as it is something different from the intellect, and the soul has a passive re-
lation to it. It matters not how you understand it, now that we know that it is some-
thing random, and that the soul is passive to it, while we also know how we may
be delivered from it with the aid of the intellect. And so let no one be surprised
that, without as yet having proved that there is such a thing as body and other im-
portant matters, I speak of the imagination, the body, and its constitution. For, as

© But if the duration is indeterminate, the memory of the thing is imperfect, as each of us seems also
to have learned naturally. For 1t often happens that, to confirm our belief in what someone 1s telling
us, we ask when and where 1t occurred And although 1deas, too, have their own duration in the
mind, since we are accustomed to determuine duration with the help of some measure of motion
which also involves the imagination, we still do not see in memory anything which appertains solely
to the mind
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I have said, it matters not how I understand it, now that I know that it is something
random, and so on.

But we have demonstrated that a true idea is simple or compounded of simple
ideas, and that it shows how and why something is the case, or has been so, and
that its ideal effects in the soul correspond to the specific reality of its object. This
is identical with the saying of the ancients that true science proceeds from cause
to effect, except that, as far as I know, they never conceived the soul, as we are
here doing, as acting according to fixed laws, a sort of spiritual automaton.

From these demonstrations, as far as was possible in the initial stages of our en-
quiry, we have acquired knowledge of our intellect, and such a standard of the
true idea that we no longer fear we may confuse true ideas with false or fictitious
ideas. Nor again will we wonder why we understand some things that do not in
any way fall within the scope of the imagination, and why there are in the imag-
ination some things that are completely opposed to the intellect, while there are
other things which agree with the intellect. For we know that the operations by
which imaginings are produced are subject to other laws which are quite differ-
ent from the laws of the intellect, and that in relation to imagining, the soul has
only a passive role.

From this we may also see how easily those who have not made a careful dis-
tinction between imagination and intellection may fall into grave errors, such as,
for instance, that extension must be localised, that it must be finite, that its parts
are really distinct from one another, that it is the first and only foundation of all
things, that it occupies more space at one time than at another, and many other
beliefs of this kind, all of which are completely opposed to truth, as we shall
demonstrate in its proper place.

Then again, since words are a part of the imagination—that is, since many of
our concepts are formed according to the haphazard composition of words in
memory from some disposition of the body—there can be no doubt that words
no less than imagination can bring about many grave errors unless we exercise
great caution in that respect. Add to this that words owe their formation to the
whim and understanding of the common people, so that they are merely sym-
bols of things as they are in the imagination, not in the intellect. This is evident
from the fact that men have often devised negative terms for all those things
that are only in the intellect and not in the imagination (e.g., incorporeal, infi-
nite, etc.), and they also express negatively many things that are really affirma-
tive, and conversely (e.g., uncreated, independent, infinite, immortal, etc.).d
The reason for this is that the contraries of these words are much more easily
imagined, and so they occurred first to the early generations, and they used them
as positive terms.

Furthermore, we avoid another frequent cause of confusion, one that prevents
the intellect from reflecting on itself; viz., by failing to distinguish between imag-

4 We affirm and deny many things because the nature of words, not the nature of things, suffers us to
do so, and 1n our ignorance of the latter, we may easily take the false to be true.



Treatise on the Emendation of the Intellect

ination and intellection, we think that the things we more easily imagine are
clearer to us, and we think that we understand what we imagine. Thus we put first
what should be put later, and so the true order of procedure is reversed and there
can be no legitimate conclusion drawn.

"To move on in turn to the second parte of this Method, I shall first set forth our
aim in this Method, and then the means of attaining it. Our aim, then, is to have
clear and distinct ideas, that is, such as originate from pure mind and not from
fortuitous motions of the body. Next, so that all ideas may be subsumed under
one, we shall endeavour to connect and arrange them in such a manner that our
mind, as far as possible, may reproduce in thought the reality of Nature, both as
to the whole and as to its parts.

As to the first point, our ultimate aim, as we have already said, requires that a
thing be conceived either through its essence alone or through its proximate
cause. That is, if the thing is in itself, or, as is commonly said, self-caused, then it
will have to be understood solely through its essence; if the thing is not in itself
and needs a cause for its existence, then it must be understood through its proxi-
mate cause. For in fact knowledge of the effect is nothing other than to acquire a
more perfect knowledge of the cause.f

Therefore, as long as we are engaged in an enquiry into real things, it will never
be permissible for us to draw a conclusion from what is abstract, and we shall take
great care not to mix the things that are merely in the intellect with those things
that are in reality. The most secure conclusion is to be drawn from some particu-
lar affirmative essence, i.e., from a true and legitimate definition. For, starting
from universal axioms alone, the intellect cannot descend to particulars, since ax-
ioms are of infinite extension and do not determine the intellect to contemplate
one particular thing rather than another. So the correct path to discovery is to de-
velop our thinking from the basis of some given definition, and progress will be
more successful and easier as a thing is better defined. Therefore the whole of this
second part of our method hinges on this alone: getting to know the conditions of
a good definition, and then devising a way to discover them. I shall therefore first
discuss the conditions of definition.

For a definition to be regarded as complete, it must explain the inmost essence
of the thing, and must take care not to substitute for this any of its properties. To
explicate this, passing over other examples so as not to appear bent on exposing
the errors of others, I shall choose only the example of an abstract thing where the
manner of definition is unimportant, a circle, say. If this is defined as a figure in
which the lines drawn from the centre to the circumference are equal, it is obvi-

¢ The principal rule of this part, as follows from the first part, 1s to review all the 1deas which we dis-
cover 1n us as originating from pure intellect, so that they may be distinguished from those we 1mag-
ne. This distinction will have to be elicited from the properties of each, that is, imagination and
intellection.

Note that this leads to the concluston that we cannot properly understand anything of Nature with-
out at the same time extending our knowledge of the first cause, or God.
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ous that such a definition by no means explains the essence of a circle, but only
one of its properties. And although, as I have said, this is a matter of little impor-
tance when it is a question of figures and other mental constructs, it is neverthe-
less a matter of prime importance when it is a question of physical and real
beings. For the properties of things are not understood as long as their essences
are not known, and if the latter are neglected, this is bound to distort the inter-
connections made by our intellect which ought to reproduce the interconnec-
tions of Nature, and we shall go far astray from our goal.

So if we are to be delivered from this fault, the following requirements must
be satisfied in definition.

1. If the thing be a created thing, the definition, as we have said, must include
its proximate cause. For example, according to this rule a circle would have
to be defined as follows: a figure described by any line of which one end is
fixed and the other movable. This definition clearly includes the proximate
cause.

2. The conception or definition of the thing must be such that all the proper-
ties of the thing, when regarded by itself and not in conjunction with other
things, can be deduced from it, as can be seen in the case of this definition
of a circle. For from it we clearly deduce that all the lines drawn from the
centre to the circumference are equal.

That this is a necessary requirement of a definition is so self-evident to one who
pays attention that it does not seem worthwhile spending time in demonstrating
it, nor again in showing that according to this second requirement every defini-
tion must be affirmative. I am speaking of intellectual affirmation, disregarding
verbal affirmation, which, because of poverty of language, may sometimes be ex-
pressed negatively, although understood affirmatively.

The requirements for the definition of an uncreated thing are as follows:

1. Thatitshould exclude every cause; that is, that the thing should need noth-
ing else for its explanation besides its own being.

2. That, given the definition of the thing, there should remain no room for the
question: Does it exist?

3. That, as far as the mind is concerned, it should contain no substantives that
can be put in adjectival form,; that is, it should not be explicated through
any abstractions.

4. And finally (although it is not really necessary to make this observation), it
is required that all its properties can be deduced from its definition.

All these points are evident if careful attention is paid.
I have also stated that the best basis for drawing a conclusion will be a partic-
ular affirmative essence. For the more individualised an idea is, the more distinct
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it is, and therefore the clearer it is. Hence our most important task is to seek knowl-
edge of particular things.

As to the ordering of all our perceptions and their proper arrangement and uni-
fication, it is required that, as soon as is possible and reason demands, we should
ask whether there is a being—and also what kind of being—which is the cause of
all things so that its essence represented in thought is also the cause of all our
ideas. Then our mind, as we have said, will reproduce Nature as closely as possi-
ble; for it will possess in the form of thought the essence, order, and unity of
Nature. Hence we can see that it is above all necessary for us always to deduce
our ideas from physical things, i.e., from real beings, advancing, as far as we can,
in accordance with the chain of causes from one real being to another real being,
and in such a manner as never to get involved with abstractions and universals,
neither inferring something real from them nor inferring them from something
real. For in either case the true progress of the intellect is interrupted.

But it should be noted that by the series of causes and real beings I do not here
mean the series of mutable particular things, but only the series of fixed and eter-
nal things. It would be impossible for human limitation to grasp the series of mu-
table particular things, not only because they are innumerable but also because
of the infinite number of factors affecting one and the same thing, each of which
can be the cause of the existence or nonexistence of the thing. For the existence
of mutable particular things has no connection with their essence; that is (as we
have said), their existence is not an eternal truth.

But neither is there any need for us to understand their series. For the essences
of particular mutable things are not to be elicited from their series or order of ex-
isting, which would furnish us with nothing but their extrinsic characteristics,
their relations, or, at the most, their circumstances. All these are far from the in-
most essence of things. This essence is to be sought only from the fixed and eter-
nal things, and at the same time from the laws inscribed in these things as in their
true codes, which govern the coming into existence and the ordering of all par-
ticular things. Indeed, these mutable particular things depend so intimately and
essentially (so to phrase it) on the fixed things that they can neither be nor be con-
ceived without them. Hence, although these fixed and eternal things are singu-
lar, by reason of their omnipresence and wide-ranging power they will be to us
like universals, i.e., the genera of the definitions of particular mutable things, and
the proximate causes of all things.

But this being so, there appears to be no small difficulty to surmount before we
can arrive at the knowledge of these particular things. For to conceive them all at
once is a task far beyond the powers of the human intellect. And, as we have said,
the order wherein one thing may be understood before another is not to be sought
from their position in the series of existing, nor again from eternal things. For in
the latter case all these things are by nature simultaneous. Therefore we must re-
sort to other aids apart from those employed in understanding the eternal things
and their laws. However, this is not the appropriate place to give an account of
those aids, nor do we need to do so until we have acquired a sufficient knowledge
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of the eternal things and their infallible laws, and have gained an understanding
of the nature of our senses.

Before we embark upon an enquiry into our knowledge of particular things,
it will be timely for us to treat of those aids, all of which will serve to assist us in
knowing how to use our senses and to conduct experiments under fixed rules
and proper arrangement, such as will suffice to determine the thing which is the
object of our enquiry. From these we may finally infer what are the laws of eter-
nal things that govern the thing’s production, and may gain an insight into its
inmost nature, as I shall duly show. Here, to return to our theme, I shall confine
my efforts to setting forth what seems necessary to enable us to attain to knowl-
edge of eternal things, and to frame their definitions on the terms previously ex-
plained.

To achieve this, we must recall what we said earlier, namely, that when the
mind attends to some thought so as to examine it and to deduce from it in proper
order what can legitimately be deduced, if it is false, the mind will detect its fal-
sity; but if it is true, the mind will proceed fruitfully without interruption to de-
duce truths from it. This, I say, is what our purpose requires. For our thoughts
cannot be determined on any other foundation.

If, therefore, we wish to investigate the first of all things, there has to be some
foundation which may direct our thoughts there. Next, since method is reflexive
knowledge itself, the foundation which is to give direction to our thoughts can be
nothing other than knowledge of what constitutes the specific reality of truth, and
knowledge of the intellect, its properties and powers. For when this is acquired,
we shall have a foundation from which we shall deduce our thoughts, and a path
by which the intellect, according to its capacity, may attain knowledge of eternal
things, taking into account, of course, the powers of the intellect.

But if, as has been demonstrated in the first part, it pertains to the nature of
thought to form true ideas, we must here enquire what we understand by the fac-
ulties and power of the intellect. Now since the chief part of our Method is to
achieve a good understanding of the powers of the intellect and its nature, we are
necessarily constrained (through considerations set out in this second part of our
Method) to deduce these simply from the definition of thought and intellect. But
so far we have not had any rules for finding definitions; and since we cannot treat
of these rules without knowing the nature or definition of the intellect and its
power, it follows that either the definition of the intellect must be self-evident or
we cannot understand anything. But that definition is not absolutely self-evident.
Nevertheless, since its properties—like everything we have from the intellect—
can be clearly and distinctly perceived only if their nature is known, the defini-
tion of intellect will become self-evident if we attend to its properties that we do
understand clearly and distinctly. So let us here enumerate the properties of the
intellect, consider them, and begin a discussion of our innate tools.&

The properties of the intellect which I have chiefly noted and clearly under-
stand are as follows:

8 See above, section 31
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1. That it involves certainty; that is, it knows that things are in reality as they
are contained in the intellect in the form of thought.

2. That it perceives some things, or forms some ideas, independently, and
some ideas it forms from other ideas. To wit, it forms the idea of quantity
independently withoutattending to other thoughts, but it forms ideas of mo-
tion only by attending to the idea of quantity.

3. The ideas that it forms independently express infinity, but determinate ideas
are formed from other ideas. For if it perceives the idea of a quantity through
a cause, then it determines that idea through the idea of a quantity, as when
it perceives that a body is formed from the motion of a plane, a plane from
the motion of a line, and a line from the motion of a point. These percep-
tions do not serve for the understanding of quantity, but only to determine it.
This is evident from the fact that we conceive these quantities as formed, as
it were, from motion, whereas motion is not perceived unless quantity is per-
ceived; and again we can prolong the motion to form aline of infinite extent,
which we could not do if we did not possess the idea of infinite quantity.

4. It forms positive ideas before negative ones.

5. It perceives things not so much under duration as under some form of eter-
nity, and as being of infinite number. Or rather, in its perception of things,
it attends neither to number nor duration. But when it imagines things, it
perceives them as being of fixed number, with determinate duration and
quantity.

6. The clear and distinct ideas that we form seem to follow solely from the ne-
cessity of our nature in such a way as to seem to depend absolutely on our
power alone. But with confused ideas the contrary is the case; they are of-
ten formed without our consent.

7. There are many ways in which the mind can determine the ideas that the
intellect forms from other ideas. For example, to determine the plane of an
ellipse, the mind supposes that a pencil attached to a string moves about
two centres, or alternatively it conceives an infinite number of points always
maintaining the same fixed relation to a given straight line, or a cone cut
in an oblique plane so that the angle of inclination is greater than the an-
gle at the vertex of the cone. There are innumerable other ways.

8. Ideas are the more perfect as they express a greater degree of perfection of
an object. For we do not admire the architect who has designed a chapel as
much as one who has designed a splendid temple.

Other things that are referred to thought, such as love, joy, and so on, I shall not
pause to consider; for they are neither relevant to our purpose, nor again can they
be conceived unless the intellect is perceived. For if perception is entirely re-
moved, all these are removed.

False and fictitious ideas have nothing positive (as we have abundantly shown)
through which they are called false or fictitious; they are considered as such only
from the defectiveness of our knowledge. Therefore false and fictitious ideas, as
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such, can teach us nothing concerning the essence of thought; this is to be sought
from those positive properties just reviewed. That is, we must now establish some
common basis from which these properties necessarily follow; a basis which,

when given, necessarily entails these properties, and which, when removed, re-
moves them all.

The rest is lacking.



SHORT TREATISE ON
GoD, MAN, AND Hs
WELL-BEING

The Short Treatise on God, Man, and His Well-Being is the second work of
Spinoza’s early period. It was probably in hand by 1662. At the end of a long
letter to Henry Oldenburg, largely taken up with Spinoza’s comments on
scientific points in a recent book by Robert Boyle, Spinoza refers to a “short work”
that he has written on the question of the origin of things and a first cause; the
letter (Ep6) was written in early 1662. In addition, there is a reference to a
“certain Dutch writing” that speaks of God as the whole universe, written by a
Cartesian associated with Van den Enden, among others, in the journal of a
Danish visitor to the Low Countries, Olaus Borch; the journal entry is for 3 April
1662. It is tempting to take this Dutch work to be the Short Treatise, the only
work of Spinozd’s written in Dutch. Some scholars also conjecture that the two
Dutch versions of the Short Treatise are translations of an original Latin text by
Spinoza, now lost.

By 1662, then, Spinoza had sketched the main lines of the new view— his
“philosophy” —about God, the human mind, and nature that he had referred to
in the TIE. By this time, he had moved from Amsterdam to Rijnsburg, a small
village just outside of Leiden, and enjoyed its relative solitude. Rijnsburg was
known for its tolerance, and it was close to the university, where he had met
friends and folk of common spirit, Adriaan Koerbagh among them. The Short
Treatise, begun in Amsterdam, was continued in this new environment. It is the
work of a devoted student of the Cartesian philosophy who was, at the same time,
striking out on his own paths.

The structure of Spinoza’s Ethics is already suggested in the Short Treatise.
It begins with metaphysics and theology, turns to epistemology and psychology,
and ends with ethics and religion. More precisely, Spinoza begins by proving
God’s existence, eventually discusses the roles of the senses, reason, and the
passions in human conduct, and concludes with a eulogy to the life devoted to
the love of God, to knowing God and achieving a comprehensive scientific-
philosophical understanding of Nature. Like the earlier TIE, the core of the
Short Treatise is an ancient commitment to the life of endaimonia, an
intellectual life that satisfied the scriptural mandate to imitatio dei and the
philosophical-Stoic desire for harmonious, natural living. But if the structure is
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traditionally classical, the core that unites Spinoza’s classicism with his biblical
dffinities is the commitment to the identity of God and Nature. Virtually all that
is novel in the Short Treatise flows from or at least circulates around this deep
belief.

Still the treatise leaves this commitment insufficiently grounded, and Spinoza
came to realize this deficiency. Central to his naturalism, to his denial of free will,
to his account of human emotions and action, the identity of God with Nature is
a strong and determinative principle. It demanded justification and clarification
beyond what it received, as did other claims, like the account of the difference
between thought and extension and hence of the relation between mind and body.
The overall character of Spinoza’s understanding of religion, metaphysics, nature,
and ethics had taken shape, but its fine lineaments needed elaboration. The
project occupied him in the quiet of Rijnsburg and the company of friends and
colleagues.

M.LM.
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Part I, Chapter

FIRST PART
ON GoDp

CHAPTER |
That God Exists

As regards the first, namely, whether there is a God, this, we say, can be proved.

I. In the first place, a priori thus:

1. Whatever we clearly and distinctly know to belong to the nature! of a
thing, we can also truly affirm of that thing. Now we can know clearly
and distinctly that existence belongs to the nature of God;

Therefore . . .
Otherwise also thus:

2. The essence of things are from all eternity, and unto all eternity shall
remain immutable;

The existence of God is essence;

Therefore . . .
II. A posteriori, thus:

If man has an idea of God, then God? must exist formaliter;

Now, man has an idea of God;
Therefore . . .

Spinoza’s notes are indicated by numerals. Notes indicated by letters and enclosed 1n brackets are those
of translator A. Wolf (main annotator for this work) and Michael L. Morgan.

! Understand the definite nature through which a thing is what 1t 1s, and which can by no means be
removed from it without at the same time destroying that thing: thus, for instance, it belongs to the
essence of a mountain that it should have a valley, or the essence of a mountain is that 1t has a val-
ley; this is truly eternal and immutable, and must always be included 1n the concept of a mountain,
even if it never existed, or did not exist now.

2 From the defintion which follows 1n chapter 2, namely, that God has infinite attributes, we can
prove his existence thus: Whatever we clearly and distinctly see to belong to the nature of a thing,
that we can also with truth affirm of that thing; now to the nature of a being that has infinite attrib-
utes belongs existence, which 1s an attribute; therefore . . . To assert that this may well be affirmed
of the idea, but not of the thing itself, 1s false: for the Idea does not really consist of the attnbute
which belongs to this being, so that that which 1s affirmed s [affirmed] neither of the thing, nor of
that which 1s affirmed of the thing; so that there 1s a great difference between the Idea and the Idea-
tum- therefore what 1s affirmed of the thing is not affirmed of the Idea, and vice versa
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The first we prove thus:

If there is an idea of God, then the cause thereof must exist formaliter, and
contain in itself all that the idea has objective;

Now there is an idea of God;

Therefore . . .

In order to prove the first part of this argument we state the following princi-
ples, namely:

1. That the number of knowable things is infinite;
2. That a finite understanding cannot apprehend the infinite;

3. That a finite understanding, unless it is determined by something exter-
nal, cannot through itself know anything; because, just as it has no power
to know all things equally, so little also has it the power to begin or to com-
mence to know this, for instance, sooner than that, or that sooner than this.
Since, then, it can do neither the one nor the other it can know nothing.

The first (or the major premiss) is proved thus:

If the imagination of man were the sole cause of his ideas, then it would be
impossible that he should be able to apprehend anything, but he can ap-
prehend something;

Therefore . ..

The first2 is proved by the first principle, namely, that the knowable things are in-
finitely numerous. Also, following the second principle, man cannot know all, be-
cause the human understanding is finite, and if not determined by external things
to know this sooner than that, and that sooner than this, then according to the
third principle it should be impossible for it to know anything.>

2 [Instead of this paragraph B has the following: “Again, since according to the first principle the know-
able things are infinite, and according to the second principle the finite understanding cannot com-
prehend everything, and according to the third principle 1t has not the power to know this sooner
than that, and that sooner than this, 1t would be impossible for 1t to know anything, if it were not de-
termined thereto by external things. —A.-W ]

* Further, to say that this 1dea 1s a fiction, this also 1s false: for 1t 1s impossible to have this [1dea] if 1t
[the ideatum] does not exist; this 1s shown on pages 37-8, and we also add the following:

It 1s quite true that when an 1dea has first come to us from a particular thing, and we have gen-
eralised it in abstracto, then our understanding may fancy various things about it, and we can add
to it many other attributes abstracted from other things. But 1t 1s impossible to do this without a prior
knowledge of the things themselves from which these abstractions have been made. Once, how-
ever, 1t 1s assumed that this 1dea [of God] 1s a fiction, then all other ideas that we have must be fic-
tions no less. If this 1s so, whence comes it that we find such a great difference among them? For as
regards some we see that 1t is impossible they should exist; e.g., all monsters supposed to be com-
posed of two natures, such as an animal that should be both a bird and a horse, and the like, for
which it is impossible to have a place in Nature, which we find differently constituted; other ideas
may, but need not, exist; whether, however, they exist or do not exist, their essence 1s always neces-
sary, such is the 1dea of a triangle, and that of the love 1n the soul apart from the body, etc , so that
even 1if | at first thought that [ had imagined these, | am nevertheless compelled afterwards to say
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From all this the second point is proved, namely, that the cause of a man’s ideas
is not his imagination but some external cause, which compels him to apprehend
one thing sooner than another, and it is no other than this, that the things whose
essentia objectiva is in his understanding exist formaliter, and are nearer to him
than other things. If, then, man has the idea of God, it is clear that God must
exist formaliter, though not eminenter, as there is nothing more real or more ex-
cellent beside or outside him. Now, that man has the idea of God, this is clear,
because he knows his attributes,* which attributes cannot be derived from [man]
himself, because he is imperfect. And that he knows these attributes is evident
from this, namely, that he knows that the infinite cannot be obtained by putting
together divers finite parts; that there cannot be two infinites, but only one; that it
is perfect and immutable, for we know that nothing seeks, of itself, its own anni-
hilation, and also that it cannot change into anything better,” because it is per-

that they are, and would be, the same no less even 1if netther I nor anybody had ever thought about
them. They are, consequently, not merely imagined by me, and must also have outside me a subjec-
tum other than myself, without which subjectum they cannot be In addition to these there is yet a
third idea, and 1t 1s an only one; this one carries with 1t necessary existence, and not, like the forego-
ing, the mere possibility of existence- for, 1n the case of those, their essence was indeed necessary, but
not therr existence, while 1n 1ts case, both 1its existence and its essence are necessary, and it 1s nothing
without them. I therefore see now that the truth, essence, or existence of anything never depends on
me: for, as was shown with reference to the second kind of ideas, they are what they are independently
of me, whether as regards their essence alone, or as regards both essence and existence. | find this to
be true also, indeed much more so, of this third umque 1dea; not only does it not depend on me, but
on the contrary, he alone must be the subjectum of that which I affirm of him. Consequently, if he did
not exist, | should not be able to assert anything at all about him, although this can be done in the case
of other things, even when they do not exist He must also be, indeed, the subjectum of all other things.

From what has been said so far it is clearly manifest that the 1dea of infinite attributes in the per-
fect being 1s no fiction; we shall, however, still add the following:

According to the foregoing consideration of Nature, we have so far not been able to discover
more than two attributes only which belong to this all-perfect being. And these give us nothing ad-
equate to satisfy us that thus is all of which this perfect being consists, quite the contrary, we find 1n
us a something which openly tells us not only of more, but of infinite perfect attributes, which must
belong to this perfect being before he can be said to be perfect And whence comes this 1dea of per-
fection? This something cannot be the outcome of these two [attributes]: for two can only yield two,
and not an infinity. Whence then? From myself, never; else | must be able to give what | did not
possess. Whence, then, but from the infinite attributes themselves which tell us that they are, with-
out however telling us, at the same time, what they are- for only of two do we know what they are.

* His attributes, it 1s better [to say], because he knows what 1s proper to God; for these things [infin-
ity, perfection, etc.] are no attributes of God. Without these, indeed, God could not be God, but it
is not through them [that he 1s God], since they show nothing substantial, but are only like adjec-
tives which require substantives or their explanation

The cause of this change would have to be either outside, or in it. It cannot be outside, because no
substance which, like this, exsts through itself depends on anything outside 1it; therefore 1t 1s not
subject to change through it. Nor can 1t be 1n 1t: because no thing, much less this, desires its own un-
doing, all undoing comes from outside.

> [Again, that there can be no finite substance is clear from this, because 1n that case it would nec-
essarily have to have something which 1t had from nothing: which 1s impossible, for whence has
it that wherein 1t differs from God? Certainly not from God, for he has nothing imperfect or fi-
nite, etc - whence, therefore, but from nothing? (in B)]
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fect, which it would not be in that case, or also that such a being cannot be sub-
jected to anything outside it, since it is omnipotent, and so forth.

From all this, then, it follows clearly that we can prove both a priori and a pos-
teriori that God exists. Better, indeed, a priori. For things which are proved in the
latter way [a posteriori] must be proved through their external causes, which is a
manifest imperfection in them, inasmuch as they cannot make themselves known
through themselves, but only through external causes. God, however, who is the
first cause of all things, and also the cause of himself [causa sui], makes himself
known through himself. Hence one need not attach much importance to the say-
ing of Thomas Aquinas, namely, that God could not be proved a priori because
he, forsooth, has no cause.

CHAPTER I
What God Is

Now that we have proved above that God is, it is time to show what he is. Namely,
we say that he is a being of whom all or infinite attributes are predicated,® of which
attributes every one is infinitely perfect in its kind. Now, in order to express our
views clearly, we shall premise the four following propositions:

1. That there is no finite substance,” but that every substance must be infi-
nitely perfect in its kind, that is to say, that in the infinite understanding of God
no substance can be more perfect than that which already exists in Nature.

2. That there are not two like substances.

3. That one substance cannot produce another.

4. That in the infinite understanding of God there is no other substance than
that which is formaliter in Nature.

6 The reason is this, since Nothing can have no attributes, the All must have all attributes, and just as
Nothing has no attribute because it 1s Nothing, so that which is Something has attributes because 1t is
Something. Hence, the more 1t 1s Something, the more attributes 1t must have, and consequently God
being the most perfect, and all that 1s Anything, he must also have infinite, perfect, and all attributes

7 Once we can prove that there can be no Finite Substance, then all substance must without hmita-
tion belong to the divine being. We do 1t thus: 1. It must either have limited itself or some other must
have limited it It could not have done so itself, because having been infinite it would have had to
change its whole essence. Nor can 1t be limited by another. for this again must be either finite or in-
finite, the former 1s impossible, therefore the latter, therefore 1t [1.e., the other thing] 1s God. He
must, then, have made 1t finite because he lacked either the power or the will [to make 1t infinite].
but the first [supposition] 1s contrary to his omnipotence, the second 1s contrary to his goodness. 2.
That there can be no finite substance is clear from this, namely, that, if so, 1t would necessarily have
something which 1t would have from Nothing, which is impossible. For whence can 1t derve that
wherein it differs from God? Certainly not from God, for he has nothing imperfect or finite, etc. So,
whence then but from Nothing? Therefore there 1s no substance other than infimte. Whence 1t fol-
lows, that there cannot be two like infinite substances, for to posit such necessitates lmitation. And
from this, again, it follows that one substance cannot produce another; thus: The cause that we might
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As regards the first, namely, that there is no finite substance, etc., should any
one want to maintain the opposite, we would ask the following question, namely,
whether this substance is finite through itself, whether it has made itself thus fi-
nite and did not want to make itself less finite; or whether it is thus finite through
its cause, which cause either could not or would not give more? The first [alter-
native] is not true, because it is impossible that a substance should have wanted
to make itself finite, especially a substance which had come into existence
through itself. Therefore, I say, it is made finite by its cause, which is necessarily
God. Further, if it is finite through its cause, this must be so either because its
cause could not give more, or because it would not give more. That he should not
have been able to give more would contradict his omnipotence;® that he should
not have been willing to give more, when he could well do so, savours of ill-will,
which is nowise in God, who is all goodness and perfection.

As regards the second, that there are not two like substances, we prove this on
the ground that each substance is perfect in its kind; for if there were two alike
they would necessarily limit one another, and would consequently not be infinite,
as we have already shown before.

As to the third, namely, that one substance cannot produce another: should any
one again maintain the opposite, we ask whether the cause, which is supposed to
produce this substance, has or has not the same attributes as the produced [sub-
stance]. The latter is impossible, because something cannot come from nothing;
therefore the former. And then we ask whether in the attribute which is presumed
to be the cause of this produced [substance], there is just as much perfection as
in the produced substance, or less, or more. Less, we say, there cannot be, for the

suppose to produce this substance must have the same attribute® as the one produced, and also er-
ther just as much perfection or more or less. The first supposition 1s not possible, because there
would then be two Like [substances]. The second also not, because in that case there would be a fi-
nite [substance]. Nor the third, because something cannot come from nothing.—Moreover, if the
finited came from the infinite, then the infimte® would also be finite, etc. Therefore one substance
can not produce another And from this, again, 1t follows that all substance must exist “formaliter,”
for if it did not exist, there would be no possibility for it to come into existence

¢ [B. attributes.]
4 [B: infinite |
¢ [B the cause.]

8 To say to this that the nature of the thing required such [limitation] and that it could not therefore be
otherwise, that 1s no reply: for the nature of a thing can require nothing while 1t does not exist. Should
you say that one may, nevertheless, see what belongs to the nature of a thing which does not exist.
that 1s true as regards its existence, but by no means as regards 1ts essence. And heren lies the dif-
ference between creating and generating To create 1s to posit a thing quo ad essentiam et existen-
tiam stmul [1.e., to give a thing both essence and existence], while in the case of generation a thing
comes forth quo ad existentiam solam [i.e., 1t only receives existence]. And therefore there 1s now in
Nature no creation but only generation. So that when God creates he creates at once the nature of
the thing with the thing itself He would therefore show ill-will if (from lack of will, and not of power)
he created the thing n such a way that 1t should not agree with 1its cause 1n essence and existence
However, what we here call creation can really not be said ever to have taken place, and it 1s only
mentioned to indicate what we can say about 1it, if we distinguish between creating and generating
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reasons given above. More, also not, we say, because in that case this second one
would be finite, which is opposed to what has already been proved by us. Just as
much, then; they are therefore alike, and are two like substances, which clearly
conflicts with our previous demonstration. Further, that which is created is by no
means produced from Nothing, but must necessarily have been produced from
something existing. But that something should have come forth from this, and
that it should nonetheless have this something even after it has issued from it, that
we cannot grasp with our understanding. Lastly, if we would seek the cause of the
substance which is the origin of the things which issue from its attribute, then it
behoves us to seek also the cause of that cause, and then again the cause of that
cause, et sic in infinitum; so that if we must necessarily stop and halt somewhere,
as indeed we must, it is necessary to stop at this only substance.

As regards the fourth, that there is no substance or attribute in the infinite un-
derstanding of God other than what exists “formaliter” in Nature, this can be, and
is, proved by us: (1) from the infinite power of God, since in him there can be no
cause by which he might have been induced to create one sooner or more than
another; (2) from the simplicity of his will; (3) because he cannot omit to do what
is good, as we shall show afterwards; (4) because it would be impossible for that
which does not now exist to come into existence, since one substance cannot pro-
duce another. And, what is more, in that case there would be more infinite sub-
stances not in existence than there are in existence, which is absurd. From all this
it follows then: that of Nature all in all is predicated, and that consequently Na-
ture consists of infinite attributes, each of which is perfect in its kind. And this is
just equivalent to the definition usually given of God.

Against what we have just said, namely, that there is no thing in the infinite un-
derstanding of God but what exists formaliter in Nature, some want to argue in this
way: If God has created all, then he can create nothing more; but that he should
be able to create nothing more conflicts with his omnipotence; therefore . . .

Concerning the first, we admit that God can create nothing more. And with
regard to the second, we say that we own, if God were not able to create all that
could be created, then it would conflict with his omnipotence; but that is by no
means the case if he cannot create what is self-contradictory; as it is, to say that he
has created all, and also that he should be able to create still more. Assuredly it is
a far greater perfection in God that he has created all that was in his infinite un-
derstanding than if he had not created it, or, as they say, if he had never been able
to create it. But why say so much about it? Do they not themselves argue thus,”
or must they not argue thus from God’s omniscience: If God is omniscient then
he can know nothing more; but that God can know nothing more is incompati-
ble with his perfection; therefore . . . ? But if God has all in his understanding,
and, owing to his infinite perfection, can know nothing more, well then, why can
we not say that he has also created all that he had in his understanding, and has
made it so that it exists or should exist formaliter in Nature?

9 That 15, whenever we make them argue from this admussion, namely, that God is omniscient, then
they cannot but argue thus



Part [, Chapter 11

Since, then, we know that all alike is in the infinite understanding of God, and
that there is no cause why he should have created this sooner and more than that,
and that he could have produced all things in a moment, so let us see, for once,
whether we cannot use against them the same weapons which they take up against
us; namely, thus:

If God can never create so much that he cannot create more, then he can never
create what he can create; but that he cannot create what he can create is self-
contradictory. Therefore . . .

Now the reasons why we said that all these attributes, which are in Nature, are
but one single being, and by no means different things (although we can know
them clearly and distinctly the one without the other, and the other without an-
other), are these:

1. Because we have found already before that there must be an infinite and
perfect being, by which nothing else can be meant than such a being of which all
in all must be predicated. Why? [Because] to a being which has any essence at-
tributes must be referred, and the more essence one ascribes to it, the more at-
tributes also must one ascribe to it, and consequently if a being is infinite then its
attributes also must be infinite, and this is just what we call a perfect! being,

2. Because of the unity which we see everywhere in Nature. If there were dif-
ferent beings in it!? then it would be impossible for them to unite with one an-
other.

3. Because although, as we have already seen, one substance cannot produce
another, and if a substance does not exist it is impossible for it to begin to exist,
we see, nevertheless, that in no substance (which we nonetheless know to exist in
Nature), when considered separately, is there any necessity to be real, since exis-
tence does not pertain to its separate essence.!! So it must necessarily follow that
Nature, which results from no causes, and which we nevertheless know to exist,
must necessarily be a perfect being to which existence belongs.

From all that we have so far said it is evident, then, that we posit extension as
an attribute of God; and this seems not at all appropriate to a perfect being: for

£ [B. an infinite.

10 That 15, 1f there were different substances which were not connected 1n one only being, then their
umon would be impossible, because we see clearly that they have nothing at all in common, it is
so with thought and extension of which we nevertheless consist.

11 That 1s, if no substance can be other than real, and yet existence does not follow from its essence,
when 1t 1s considered by itself, 1t follows that 1t is not something independent, but must be some-
thing, that 1s, an attnibute, of another thing, namely, the one, only, and universal being. Or thus:
All substance 1s real, and when a substance 1s considered by 1tself its existence does not follow from
its essence; therefore, no existing substance can be known through itself, but 1t must belong to
something else. That 15, when with our understanding we consider “substantial” Thought and
[“substantial”] Extension, then we consider them only 1n their essence and not as existing, that 1s
[we do not consider] that their existence necessarily pertains to their essence When, however, we
prove [of each] that 1t 1s an attribute of God, we thereby prove a priori that 1t exists, and a posteri-
or (as regards extension alone) [we prove its existence| from the modes which must necessarily
have it for their subjectum
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since extension is divisible, the perfect being would have to consist of parts, and
this is altogether inapplicable to God, because he is a simple being. Moreover,
when extension is divided it is passive, and with God (who is never passive, and
cannot be affected by any other being, because he is the first efficient cause of all)
this can by no means be the case.

To this we reply: (1) that “part” and “whole” are not true or real entities, but
only “things of reason,” and consequently there are in Nature!? neither whole nor
parts. (2) A thing composed of different parts must be such that the parts thereof,
taken separately, can be conceived and understood one without another. Take, for
instance, a clock which is composed of many different wheels, cords, and other
things; in it, I say, each wheel, cord, etc., can be conceived and understood sepa-
rately, without the composite whole being necessary thereto. Similarly also in the
case of water, which consists of straight oblong particles, each part thereof can be
conceived and understood, and can exist without the whole; but extension, being
a substance, one cannot say of it that it has parts, since it can neither diminish nor
increase, and no parts thereof can be understood apart, because by its nature it
must be infinite. And that it must be such, follows from this, namely, because if it
were not such, but consisted of parts, then it would not be infinite by its nature,
as it is said to be; and it is impossible to conceive parts in an infinite nature, since
by their nature all parts are finite.’ Add to this still: if it consisted of difterent parts
then it should be intelligible that supposing some parts thereof to be annihilated,
extention might remain all the same, and not be annihilated together with the an-
nihilation of some of its parts; this is clearly contradictory in what is infinite by its
own nature and can never be, or be conceived, as limited or finite. Further, as re-
gards the parts in Nature, we maintain that division, as has also been said already
before, never takes place in substance, but always and only in the mode of sub-

12 In Nature, that 15, 1n “substantial” Extension; for if this were divided its nature and being would be
at once annihilated, as 1t exists only as infinite extension, or, which comes to the same, 1t exists only
as a whole.

But should you say: 1s there, in extension, no part prior to all its modes? [ say, certainly not. But
you may say, since there 1s motion 1n matter, it must be 1n some part of matter, for it cannot be 1n
the whole, because this 1s infinite; and whither shall it be moved, when there 1s nothing outside it?
Therefore 1t must be 1n a part. My answer 1s: Motion alone does not exist, but only motion and rest
together; and this 1s in the whole, and must be 1n it, because there is no part 1n extension. Should
you, however, say that there 1s, then tell me: if you divide the whole of extension then, as regards
any part which you cut off from it in thought, can you also separate 1t in nature from all [other]
parts; and supposing this has been done, | ask, what 1s there between the part cut off& and the rest?
You must say, a vacuum, or another body, or something of extension itself, there 1s no fourth pos-
stbility The furst will not do, because there 1s no vacuum, something positive and yet no body; nor
the second, because then there would exist a mode, which cannot be, since® extension as exten-
ston is without and prior to all modes. Therefore the third; and then there is no part but only the
whole of extension.!

& [B: separated.]
h [B. therefore.]
' [B: but extension one and indwisible.]
I [B- because all the parts would have to be infinite by their nature.]
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stance. Thus, if I want to divide water, I only divide the mode of substance, and
not substance itself. And whether this mode is that of water or something else it
is always the same

Division, then, or passivity, always takes place in the mode; thus when we say
that man passes away or is annihilated, then this is understood to apply to man
only insofar as he is such a composite being, and a mode of substance, and not
the substance on which he depends.

Moreover, we have already stated, and we shall repeat it later, that outside God
there is nothing at all, and that he is an Immanent Cause. Now, passivity, when-
ever the agentand the patient are different entities, is a palpable imperfection, be-
cause the patient must necessarily be dependent on that which has caused the
passivity from outside; it has, therefore, no place in God, who is perfect. Further-
more, of such an agent who acts in himself it can never be said that he has the
imperfection of a patient, because he is not affected by another; such, for instance,
is the case with the understanding, which, as the philosophers also assert, is the
cause of its ideas, since, however, it is an immanent cause, what right has one to
say that it is imperfect, howsoever frequently it is affected by itself?! Lastly, since
substance is [the cause] and the origin of all its modes, it may with far greater right
be called an agent than a patient. And with these remarks we consider all ade-
quately answered.

Itis further objected, that there must necessarily be a first cause which sets body
in motion, because when at rest it is impossible for it to set itself in motion. And
since it is clearly manifest that rest and motion exist in Nature, these must, they
think, necessarily result from an external cause. Butit is easy for us to reply to this;
for we concede that, if body were a thing existing through itself, and had no other
attributes than length, breadth, and depth, then, if it really rested there would be
in it no cause whereby to begin to move itself; but we have already stated before
that Nature is a being of which all attributes are predicated, and this being so, it
can be lacking in nothing wherewith to produce all that there is to be produced.

Having so far discussed what God is, we shall say but a word, as it were, about
his attributes: that those which are known to us consist of two only, namely,
Thought and Extension; for here we speak only of attributes which might be called
the proper attributes of God, through which we come to know him [as he is] in
himself, and not [merely] as he acts [towards things] outside himself. All else,
then, that men ascribe to God beyond these two attributes, all that (if it otherwise
pertains to him) must be either an “extraneous denomination,” such as that he ex-
ists through himself, is Eternal, One, Immutable, etc., or, I say, has reference to his
activity, such as that he is a cause, predestines, and rules all things: all which are
properties of God, but give us no information as to what he is. But how and in
what manner these attributes can nevertheless have a place in God we shall ex-

k [B. When, therefore, | divide water | do not divide the substance, but only that mode of the sub-
stance, which substance, however, variously modified, 1s always the same.]

! [B. And although the understanding, as the philosophers say, 1s a cause of its 1deas, yet, since 1t 1s an
immanent cause, etc ]
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plain in the following chapters. But, for the better understanding of this and in
further exposition thereof, we have thought it well and have decided to add the
following arguments consisting of a [Dialogue].

[First] Dialogue

Between the Understanding, Love, Reason, and Desire

LovE: I see, Brother, that both my essence and perfection depend on your per-
fection; and since the perfection of the object which you have conceived is your
perfection, while from yours again mine proceeds, so tell me now, I pray you,
whether you have conceived such a being as is supremely perfect, not capable of
being limited by any other, and in which I also am comprehended.

UNDERSTANDING: [ for my part consider Nature only in its totality as infinite,
and supremely perfect, but you, if you have any doubts about it, ask Reason, she
will tell you.

REASON: To me the truth of the matter is indubitable, for if we would limit
Nature then we should, absurdly enough, have to limit it with a mere Nothing;™
we avoid this absurdity by stating that it is One Eternal Unity, infinite, omnipo-
tent, etc., that is, that Nature is infinite and that all is contained therein; and the
negative of this we call Nothing.

DEesIre: Ah indeed! It is wondrously congruous to suppose that Unity is in
keeping with the Difference which I observe everywhere in Nature. But how? I
see that thinking substance has nothing in common with extended substance, and
that the one limits [not] the other; and if, in addition to these substances, you want
to posit yet a third one which is perfect in all respects, then look how you involve
yourself in manifest contradictions; for if this third one is placed outside the first
two, then it is wanting in all the attributes which belong to those two, but this can
never be the case with a whole outside of which there is nothing. Moreover if this
being is omnipotent and perfect, then it must be such because it has made itself,
and not because another has made it; that, however, which could produce both
itself and yet another besides would be even more omnipotent. And lastly, if you
call it omniscient then it is necessary that it should know itself, and, at the same
time, you must know that the knowledge of oneself alone is less than the knowl-
edge of oneself together with the knowledge of other substances. All these are
manifest contradictions. I would, therefore, have advised Love to rest content with
what I show her, and to look about for no other things.

Love: What now, O dishonourable one, have you shown me but what would
result in my immediate ruin. For, if I had ever united myself with what you have
shown me, then from that moment I should have been persecuted by the two arch-
enemies of the human race, namely, Hatred and Remorse, and sometimes also by

m [A and B continue: moreover under the following attributes, namely, that 1t 1s One, Eternal, infi-
nite through itself; we avold |
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Oblivion; and therefore I turn again to Reason only to proceed and stop the
mouths of these foes.

REAsON: What you say, O Desire, that there are different substances, that, |
tell you, is false; for I see clearly that there is but One, which exists through itself,
and is a support to all other attributes. And if you will refer to the material and the
mental as substances, in relation to the modes which are dependent on them, why
then, you must also call them modes in relation to the substance on which they
depend: for they are not conceived by you as existing through themselves. And in
the same way that willing, feeling, understanding, loving, etc., are different modes
of that which you call a thinking substance, in which you bring together and unite
all these in one,™ so I also conclude, from your own proofs, that Both Infinite Ex-
tension and Thought together with all other infinite attributes (or, according to
your usage, other substances) are only modes of the One, Eternal, Infinite Being,
who exists through himself; and from all these we posit, as stated, An Only One or
a Unity outside which nothing can be imagined to be.°

DEsIrRe: Methinks I see a very great confusion in this argument of yours; for,
it seems you will have it that the whole must be something outside of or apart from
its parts, which is truly absurd. For all philosophers are unanimous in saying that
“whole” is a second notion, and that it is nothing in Nature apart from human
thought. Moreover, as I gather from your example, you confuse whole with cause:
for, as I say, the whole only consists of and [exists] through its parts, and so it comes
that you represent the thinking power as a thing on which the Understanding,
Love, etc., depend. But you cannot call it a Whole, only a Cause of the Effects just
named by you.

REASON: Isee decidedly how you muster all your friends against me, and that,
after the method usually adopted by those who oppose the truth, you are design-
ing to achieve by quibbling what you have not been able to accomplish with your
fallacious reasoning. But you will not succeed in winning Love to your side by
such means. Your assertion, then, is, that the cause (since it is the Originator of the
effects) must therefore be outside these. But you say this because you only know of
the transeunt and not of the immanent cause, which by no means produces any-
thing outside itself, as is exemplified by the Understanding, which is the cause of
its ideas. And that is why I called the understanding (insofar as, or because, its
ideas depend on itP) a cause; and on the other hand, since it consists of its ideas,
awhole: so also God is both an Immanent Cause with reference to his works or crea-
tures, and also a whole, considered from the second point of view.

n [A: All which you bring to one, and make one from all these; B: to which you bring all and make
them 1nto one.]

°© [B:... One, Eternal, self-subsisting Being 1n which all 1s one and united, and outside which umty
nothing can be imagined to be.]

P [A: It depends on its 1deas |
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Second Dialogue

Between
Erasmus and Theophilus
Relating Partly to the Preceding, Partly to the
Following Second Part

Erasmus: Ihave heard you say, Theophilus, that God is a cause of all things, and,
at the same time, that he can be no other than an Immanent cause. Now, if he is
an immanent cause of all things, how then can you call him a remoted cause? For,
that is impossible in the case of an Immanent cause.

THEOPHILUS: When Isaid that God is a remoted cause, I only said it with ref-
erence to the things [which God has produced mediately, and not with reference
to those] which God (without any other conditions beyond his mere existence)
has produced immediately; but on no account did I mean to call him a remoted
cause absolutely: as you might also have clearly gathered from my remarks. For,
[ also said that in some respects we can call him a remote cause.

Erasmus: I understand now adequately what you want to say; but I note also
that you have said, that the effect of the immanent cause remains united with its
cause in such a way that together they constitute a whole. Now, if this is so, then,
methinks, God cannot be an immanent cause. For, if he and that which is pro-
duced by him together form a whole, then you ascribe to God at one time more
essence than at another time. I pray you, remove these doubts for me.

TueopHILUS: If, Erasmus, you want to extricate yourself from this confusion,
then mark well what I am going to tell you now. The essence of a thing does not
increase through its union with another thing with which it constitutes a whole;
on the contrary, the first remains unchanged. I will give you an illustration, so that
you may understand me the better. An image-carver has made from wood various
forms after the likeness of the parts of the human body; he takes one of these,
which has the form of a human breast, joins it to another, which has the form of
a human head, and of these two he makes a whole, which represents the upper
part of a human body; would you therefore say that the essence of the head has
increased because it has been joined to the breast? That would be erroneous, be-
cause it is the same that it was before. For the sake of greater clearness let me give
you another illustration, namely, an idea that I have of a triangle, and another re-
sulting from an extension of one of the angles, which extended or extending an-
gle is necessarily equal to the two interior opposite angles, and so forth. These, I
say, have produced a new idea, namely, that the three angles of the triangle are
equal to two right angles. This idea is so connected with the first, that it can nei-
ther be, nor be conceived without the same.” Mark well now that although the

9 [B. prior.]
© [A continues- And of all 1deas which any one has we make a whole, or (which 1s the same) a thing
of reason, which we call Understanding |
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new idea is joined to the preceding one, the essence of the preceding idea does
not undergo any change in consequence; on the contrary, it remains without the
slightest change. The same you may also observe in every idea which produces
love in itself: this love in no way adds to the essence of the idea. But why multi-
ply illustrations? since you can see it clearly in the subject which I have been
illustrating and which we are discussing now. I have distinctly stated that all at-
tributes, which depend on no other cause, and whose definition requires no genus
pertain to the essence of God; and since the created things are not competent to
establish an attribute, they do not increase the essence of God, however intimately
they become united to him. Add to this, that “whole” is but a thing of Reason, and
does not differ from the general except in this alone that the general results from
various Disconnected individuals, the Whole, from various United individuals;
also in this, that the General only comprises parts of the same kind, but the Whole,
parts both the same and different in kind.®

Erasmus: So far as this is concerned you have satisfied me. But, in addition
to this, you have also said, that the effect of the inner cause cannot perish so long
as its cause lasts; this, I well see, is certainly true, but if this is so, then how can
God be an inner cause of all things, seeing that many things perish? After your
previous distinction you will say, that God is really a cause of the effects which he
has produced immediately, without any other conditions except his attributes alone;
and that these cannot perish so long as their cause endures; but that you do not call
God an inner cause of the effects whose existence does not depend on him immedi-
ately, but which have come into being through some other thing, except insofar as
their causes do not operate, and cannot operate, without God, nor also outside him,
and that for this reason also, since they are not produced immediately by God,
they can perish. But this does not satisfy me. For I see that you conclude, that the
human understanding is immortal, because it is a product which God has pro-
duced in himself. Now it is impossible that more than the attributes of God should
have been necessary in order to produce such an understanding; for, in order to
be a being of such supreme perfection, it must have been created from eternity,
just like all other things which depend immediately on God. And I have heard
you say so, if I am not mistaken. And this being so, how will you reconcile this
without leaving over any difficulties?

THEOPHILUS: It is true, Erasmus, that the things (for the existence of which
no other thing is required, except the attributes of God) which have been created
immediately by him have been created from eternity. It is to be remarked, how-
ever, thatalthough in order that a thing may exist there is required a special mod-
ification and a thing beside the attributes of God, for all that, God does not cease
to be able to produce a thing immediately. For, of the necessary things which are
required to bring things into existence, some are there in order that they should
produce the thing, and others in order that the thing should be capable of being
produced. For example, I want to have light in a certain room; I kindle a light,

s [B .. the general results from various unconnected individuals of the same kind; but the whole
from various connected individuals different as well as the same 1n kind ]
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and this lights up the room through itself; or I open a window [shutter], now this
act of opening does not itself give light, butstill it brings it about that the light can
enter the room. Likewise in order to set a body in motion another body is required
that shall have all the motion that is to pass from it to the other. But in order to
produce in us an idea of God there is no need for another special thing that shall
have what is to be produced in us, but only such a body in Nature whose idea is
necessary in order to represent God immediately. This you could also have gath-
ered from my remarks: for I said that God is only known through himself, and not
through something else. However, I tell you this, that so long as we have not such
a clear idea of God as shall unite us with him in such a way that it will not let us
love anything beside him, we cannot truly say that we are united with God, so as
to depend immediately on him. If there is still anything that you may have to ask,
leave it for another time; just now circumstances require me to attend to other
matters. Farewell.

Erasmus: Nothing at present, but I shall ponder what you have just told me
till the next opportunity. God be with you.

CHAPTER III
That God Is a Cause of All Things

We shall now begin to consider those attributes [of God] which we called
Propia.'®> And, first of all, how God is a cause of all things.

Now, we have already said above that one substance cannot produce another;
and that God is a being of whom all attributes are predicated; whence it clearly fol-
lows that all other things can by no means be, or be understood, apart from or out-
side him. Wherefore we may say with all reason that God is a cause of all things.

As it is usual to divide the efficient cause in eight divisions, let me, then, in-
quire how and in what sense God is a cause.

First, then, we say that he is an emanative or productive cause of his works; and,
insofar as there is activity, an active or operating cause, which we regard as one
and the same, because they involve each other.

Secondly, he is an immanent, and not a transeunt cause, since all that he pro-
duces is within himself, and not outside him, because there is nothing outside
him.

Thirdly, God is a free cause, and not a natural cause, as we shall make clear
and manifest when we come to consider whether God can omit to do what he does,
and then it will also be explained wherein true freedom consists.

13 The [attributes] following are called Propria, because they are only Adjectives, which cannot be
understood without their Substantives. That 1s to say, without them God would indeed be no God,
but still 1t 1s not they that constitute God, for they reveal nothing of the character of a Substance,
through which alone God exists
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Fourthly, God is a cause through himself, and not by accident; this will become
more evident from the discussion on Predestination.

Fifthly, God is a principal cause of his works which he has created immediately,
such as movement in matter, etc.; in which there is no place for a subsidiary [in-
strumental] cause, since this is confined to particular things; as when he dries the
sea by means of a strong wind, and so forth in the case of all particular things in
Nature.

The subsidiary provoking cause is not [found] in God, because there is nothing
outside him to incite him. The predisposing cause, on the other hand, is his per-
fection itself; through it he is a cause of himself, and, consequently, of all other
things.

Sixthly, God alone is the first or Initial cause, as is evident from our foregoing
proof.

Seventhly, God is also a Universal cause, but only insofar as he produces vari-
ous things; otherwise this can never be predicated of him, as he needs no one in
order to produce any results.

Eighthly, God is the proximate cause of the things that are infinite, and im-
mutable, and which we assert to have been created immediately by him, but, in
one sense, he is the remote cause of all particular things.

CHAPTER IV
On God’s Necessary Activity

We deny that God can omit to do what he does, and we shall also prove it when
we treat of Predestination; when we will show that all things necessarily depend
on their causes. But, in the second place, this conclusion also follows from the
perfection of God; for it is true, beyond a doubt, that God can make everything
just as perfect as it is conceived in his Idea; and just as things that are conceived by
him cannot be conceived by him more perfectly than he conceives them, so all
things can be made by him so perfect that they cannot come from him in a more
perfect condition. Again, when we conclude that God could not have omitted to
do what he has done, we deduce this from his perfection; because, in God, it
would be an imperfection to be able to omit to do what he does; we do not, how-
ever, suppose that there is a subsidiary provoking cause in God that might have
moved him to action, for then he were no God.

But now, again, there is the controversy whether, namely, of all that is in his
Idea, and which he can realise so perfectly, whether, I say, he could omit to re-
alise anything, and whether such an omission would be a perfection in him. Now,
we maintain that, since all that happens is done by God, it must therefore neces-
sarily be predetermined by him, otherwise he would be mutable, which would be
a great imperfection in him. And as this predetermination by him must be from
eternity, in which eternity there is no before or after, it follows irresistibly that God
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could never have predetermined things in any other way than that in which they
are determined now, and have been from eternity, and that God could not have
been either before or without these determinations. Further, if God should omit
to do anything, then he must either have some cause for it, or not; if he has, then
it is necessary that he should omit doing it; if he has not, then it is necessary that
he should not omit to do it; this is self-evident. Moreover, in a created thing it is
a perfection to exist and to have been produced by God, for, of all imperfection,
nonexistence is the greatest imperfection; and since God desires the welfare and
perfection of all things, it would follow that if God desired that a certain thing
should not exist, then the welfare and perfection of this thing must be supposed
to consist in its nonexistence, which is self-contradictory. That is why we deny that
God can omit to do what he does. Some regard this as blasphemy, and as a belit-
tling of God; but such an assertion results from a misapprehension of what con-
stitutes true freedom; this is by no means what they think it is, namely, the ability
to do or to omit to do something good or evil; but true freedom is only, or no other
than [the status of being] the first cause, which is in no way constrained or coerced
by anything else, and which through its perfection alone is the cause of all per-
fection; consequently, if God could omit to do this, he would not be perfect: for
the ability to omit doing some good, or accomplishing some perfection in what
he does, can have no place in him, except through defect.

That God alone is the only free cause is, therefore, clear not only from what
has just been said, but also from this, namely, that there is no external cause out-
side him to force or constrain him; all this is not the case with created things.

Against this it is argued thus: The good is only good because God wills it, and
this being so, he can always bring it about that evil should be good. But such rea-
soning is about as conclusive as if I said: It is because God wills to be God that he
is God; therefore it is in his power not to be God, which is absurdity itself. Fur-
thermore, when people do anything, and they are asked why they do it, their an-
swer is, because it is what justice demands. If the question is then put, why
justice, or rather the first cause of all that is just, makes such a demand, then the
answer must be, because justice wills it so. But, dear me, I think to myself, could
Justice really be other than just? By no means, for then it could not be Justice.
Those, however, who say that God does all that he does because it is good in it-
self, these, I say, may possibly think that they do not differ from us. But that is far
from being the case, since they suppose that there is something before God to
which he has duties or obligations, namely, a cause [through] which [God] de-
sires that this shall be good, and, again, that that shall be just.

Then comes the further controversy, namely, whether God, supposing all
things had been created by him in some other way from eternity, or had been or-
dered and predetermined to be otherwise than they now are, whether, I say, he
would then be just as perfect as he is now. To this it may serve as an answer, that
if Nature had, from all eternity, been made different from what it is now, then,
from the standpoint of those who ascribe to God will and understanding, it would
necessarily follow that God had a different will and a different understanding
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then, in consequence of which he would have made it different; and so we should
be compelled to think that God has a different character now from what he had
then, and had a different character then from what he has now; so that, if we as-
sume he is most perfect now, we are compelled to say that he would not have been
so had he created all things differently. All these things, involving as they do pal-
pable absurdities, can in no way be attributed to God, who now, in the past, and
unto all eternity, is, has been, and will remain immutable. We prove this also from
the definition that we have given of a free cause, which is not one that can do or
omit to do anything, but is only such as is not dependent on anything else, so that
whatever God does is done and carried into effect by him as the freest cause. If,
therefore, he had formerly made things different from what they are now, it would
needs follow that he was at one time imperfect, which is false. For, since God is
the first cause of all things, there must be something in him, through which he
does what he does, and omits not to do it. Since we say that Freedom does not con-
sist in [having the choice of] doing or not doing something, and since we have
also shown that that which makes him [God] do anything can be nothing else
than his own perfection, we conclude that, had it not been that his perfection made
him do all this, then the things would not exist, and could not come into existence,
in order to be what they are now. This is just like saying: if God were imperfect then
things would be different from what they are now.

So much as regards the first [attribute]; we shall now pass on to the second at-
tribute, which we call a proprium of God, and see what we have to say about it,
and so on to the end.

CHAPTER V
On Divine Providence

The second attribute, which we call a proprium [of God] is his Providence, which
to us is nothing else than the striving which we find in the whole of Nature and
in individual things to maintain and preserve their own existence. For it is mani-
fest that no thing could, through its own nature, seek its own annihilation, but, on
the contrary, that every thing has in itself a striving to preserve its condition, and
to improve itself. Following these definitions of ours we, therefore, posita general
and a special providence. The general [providence)] is that through which all things
are produced and sustained insofar as they are parts of the whole of Nature. The
special providence is the striving of each thing separately to preserve its existence
[each thing, that is to say], considered not as a part of Nature, but as a whole [by
itself]. This is explained by the following example: All the limbs of man are pro-
vided for, and cared for, insofar as they are parts of man, this is general providence;
while special [providence] is the striving of each separate limb (as a whole in it-
self, and not as a part of man) to preserve and maintain its own well-being,
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CHAPTER VI
On Divine Predestination

The third attribute, we say, is divine predestination.

1. We proved before that God cannot omit to do what he does; that he has,
namely, made everything so perfect that it cannot be more perfect.

2. And, at the same time, that without him nothing can be, or be conceived.

It remains to be seen now whether there are in Nature any accidental things,
that is to say, whether there are any things which may happen and may also not
happen. Secondly, whether there is any thing concerning which we cannot ask
why it is.

Now that there are no accidental things we prove thus: That which has no cause
to exist cannot possibly exist; that which is accidental has no cause: therefore . . .

The first is beyond all dispute; the second we prove thus: If any thing that is ac-
cidental has a definite and certain cause why it should exist, then it must neces-
sarily exist; but that it should be both accidental and necessary at the same time,
is self-contradictory; Therefore . . .

Perhaps some one will say, that an accidental thing has indeed no definite
and certain cause, but an accidental one. If this should be so, it must be so ei-
ther in sensu diviso or in sensu composito, that is to say, either the existence of
the cause is accidental, and not its being a cause; or it is accidental that a cer-
tain thing (which indeed must necessarily exist in Nature) should be the cause
of the occurrence of that accidental thing. However, both the one and the other
are false.

For, as regards the first, if the accidental something is accidental because [the
existence of] its cause is accidental, then that cause must also be accidental, be-
cause the cause which has produced it is also accidental, et sic in infinitum.

And since it has already been proved, that all things depend on one single cause,
this cause would therefore also have to be accidental: which is manifestly false.

As regards the second: if the cause were no more compelled to produce one
thing than another, that is, [if the cause were no more compelled] to produce this
something than not to produce it, then it would be impossible at once both that it
should produce it and that it should not produce it, which is quite contradictory.

Concerning the second [question raised] above, whether there is no thing in Na-
ture about which one cannot ask why it is, this remark of ours shows that we have
to inquire through what cause a thing is real; for if this [cause] did not exist it were
impossible that the thing should exist. Now, we must look for this cause either in
the thing or outside the thing. If, however, any one should ask for a rule whereby
to conduct this inquiry, we say that none whatever seems necessary. For if exis-
tence pertains to the nature of a thing, then it is certain that we must not look out-



PartI, Chapter VI

side it for its cause; but if such is not the case, then we must always look outside
the thing for its cause. Since, however, the first pertains to God alone, it is thereby
proved (as we have already also proved before) that God alone is the first cause of
all things. From this it is also evident that this or that will of man (since the exis-
tence of the will does not pertain to its essence) must also have an external cause,
by which it is necessarily caused; that this is so is also evident from all that we have
said in this chapter; and it will be still more evident when, in the second part, we
come to consider and discuss the freedom of man.

Against all this others object: how is it possible that God, who is said to be
supremely perfect, and the sole cause, disposer, and provider of all, nevertheless
permits such confusion to be seen everywhere in Nature? Also, why has he not
made man so as not to be able to sin?

Now, in the first place, it cannot be rightly said that there is confusion in Na-
ture, since nobody knows all the causes of things so as to be able to judge accord-
ingly. This objection, however, originates in this kind of ignorance, namely, that
they have set up general Ideas, with which, they think, particular things must
agree if they are to be perfect. These Ideas, they state, are in the understanding of
God, as many of Plato’s followers have said, namely, that these general Ideas (such
as Rational, Animal, and the like) have been created by God; and although those
who follow Aristotle say, indeed, that these things are not real things, only things
of Reason, they nevertheless regard them frequently as [real] things, since they
have clearly said that his providence does not extend to particular things, but only
to kinds; for example, God has never exercised his providence over Bucephalus,
etc., but only over the whole genus Horse. They say also that God has no knowl-
edge of particular and transient things, but only of the general, which, in their
opinion, are imperishable. We have, however, rightly considered this to be due to
their ignorance. For it is precisely the particular things, and they alone, that have
a cause, and not the general, because they are nothing,

God then is the cause of, and providence over, particular things only. If par-
ticular things had to conform to some other Nature, then they could not conform
to their own, and consequently could not be what they truly are. For example, if
God had made all human beings like Adam before the fall, then indeed he would
only have created Adam, and no Paul nor Peter; but no, it is just perfection in
God, that he gives to all things, from the greatest to the least, their essence, or, to
express it better, that he has all things perfectly in himself.

As regards the other [objection], why God has not made mankind so that they
should not sin, to this it may serve [as an answer], that whatever is said about sin
is only said with reference to us, that is, as when we compare two things with each
other, or [consider one thing] from different points of view. For instance, if some-
one has made a clock precisely in order to strike and to show the hours, and the
mechanism quite fulfils the aims of its maker, then we say that it is good, but if it
does not do so, then we say that it is bad, notwithstanding that even then it might
still be good if only it had been his intention to make it irregular and to strike at
wrong times.

55



56  Short Treatise on God, Man, and His Well-Being

We say then, in conclusion, that Peter must, as is necessary, conform to the Idea
of Peter, and not to the Idea of Man; good and evil, or sin, these are only modes
of thought, and by no means things, or anything that has reality, as we shall very
likely show yet more fully in what follows. For all things and works which are in
Nature are perfect.

CHAPTER VII
On the Attributes Which Do Not Pertain to God

Here we shall take up the consideration of those attributes!* which are commonly
attributed to God, but which, nevertheless, do not pertain to him; as also of those
through which it is sought to prove the existence of God, though in vain; and also
of the rules of accurate definition.

For this purpose, we shall not trouble ourselves very much about the ideas that
people commonly have of God, but we shall only inquire briefly into what the
Philosophers can tell us about it. Now these have defined God as a being existing
through or of himself, cause of all things, Omniscient, Almighty, eternal, simple,
infinite, the highest good, of infinite compassion, etc. But before we approach this
inquiry, let us just see what admissions they make to us.

In the first place, they say that it is impossible to give a true or right definition
of God, because, according to their opinion, there can be no definition except per
genus et differentiam, and as God is not a species of any genus, he cannot be de-
fined rightly, or according to the rules.

In the second place, they say that God cannot be defined, because the defini-
tion must describe the thing itself and also positively; while, according to their
standpoint, our knowledge of God cannot be of a positive, but only of a negative
kind; therefore no proper definition can be given of God.

They also say, besides, that God can never be proved a priori, because he has
no cause, but only by way of probability, or from his effects.

Since by these assertions of theirs they admit sufficiently that their knowledge
of God is very little and slight, let us now proceed to examine their definition.

In the first place, we do not see that they give us in it any attribute or attributes
through which it can be known what the thing (God) is, but only some propria or

1% As regards the attributes of which God consists, they are only infinite substances, each of which
must of itself be infinitely perfect. That this must necessarily be so, we are convinced by clear and
distinct reasons. It 1s true, however, that up to the present only two of all these infinites are known
to us through their own essence; and these are thought and extension. All else that 1s commonly
ascribed to God is not any attribute of his, but only certain modes which may be attributed to him
etther in consideration of all, that 1s, all his attributes, or 1n consideration of one attribute. In con-
sideration of all [1t 1ssad], for instance, that he 1s eternal, self-subsisting, infinite, cause of all things,
immutable. In consideration of one [it 1s said], for instance, that he 1s omniscient, wise, etc., which
pertains to thought, and, again, that he 1s omnipresent, fills all, etc , which pertains to extension.
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properties which do, indeed, belong to a thing, but never explain what the thing
is. For although self-subsisting, being the cause of all things, highest good, eternal
and immutable, etc., are peculiar to God alone, nevertheless, from those proper-
ties we cannot know what that being, to whom these properties pertain, is, and
what attributes he has.

It is now also time for us to consider the things which they ascribe to God, and
which do not, however, pertain to him,'> such as omniscient, merciful, wise, and
so forth, which things, since they are only certain modes of the thinking thing,
and can by no means be, or be understood without the substances whose modes
they are, can, consequently, also not be attributed to him, who is a Being subsist-
ing without the aid of anything, and solely through himself.

Lastly, they call him the highest good; but if they understand by it something
different from what they have already said, namely, that God is immutable, and a
cause of all things, then they have become entangled in their own thought, or are
unable to understand themselves. This is the outcome of their misconception of
good and evil, for they believe that man himself, and not God, is the cause of his
sins and wickedness—which, according to what we have already proved, cannot
be the case, else we should be compelled to assert that man is also the cause of
himself. However, this will appear yet more evident when we come to consider
the will of man.

It is necessary that we should now unravel their specious arguments wherewith
they seek to excuse their ignorance in Theology.

First of all, then, they say that a correct definition must consist of a “genus” and
“differentia.” Now, although all the Logicians admit this, I do notknow where they
get it from. And, to be sure, if this must be true, then we can know nothing what-
ever. For if it is through a definition consisting of genus and differentia that we can
first get to know a thing perfectly, then we can never know perfectly the highest
genus, which has no genus above it. Now then: If the highest genus, which is the
cause of our knowledge of all other things, is not known, much less, then, can the
other things be understood or known which are explained by that genus. How-
ever, since we are free, and do not consider ourselves in any way tied to their as-
sertions, we shall, in accordance with true logic, propose other rules of definition,
namely, on the lines of our division of Nature.

Now we have already seen that the attributes (or, as others call them, sub-
stances) are things, or, to express ourselves better and more aptly, [constitute] a
being which subsists through itself, and therefore makes itself known and reveals
itself through itself.

As to the other things, we see that they are but modes of the attributes, without
which also they can neither be, nor be understood. Consequently definitions must
be of two kinds (or sorts):

1. The first, namely, are those of attributes, which pertain to a self-subsisting
being, these need no genus, or anything, through which they might be better un-

15 That 1s to say, when he is considered as all that he s, or with regard to all hus attributes, see on this
point page 56 n. 14
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derstood or explained: for, since they exist as attributes of a self-subsisting being,
they also become known through themselves.

2. The second [kind of definitions] are those [of things] which do not exist
through themselves, but only through the attributes whose modes they are, and
through which, as their genus, they must be understood.

And this is [all that need be said] concerning their statement about definitions.
As regards the other [assertion], namely, that God can [not] be known by us ade-
quately, this has been sufficiently answered by D. des Cartes in his answers to the
objections relating to these things, page 39.

And the third [assertion], namely, that God cannot be proved a priori, has also
already been answered by us. Since God is the cause of himself, it is enough that
we prove him through himself, and such a proof is also much more conclusive
than the a posteriori proof, which generally rests only on external causes.

CHAPTER VIII
On Natura Naturans

Here, before we proceed to something else, we shall briefly divide the whole of
Nature—namely, into Natura naturans and Natura naturata. By Natura naturans
we understand a being that we conceive clearly and distinctly through itself, and
without needing anything beside itself (like all the attributes which we have so far
described), that is, God. The Thomists likewise understand God by it, but their
Natura naturans was a being (so they called it) beyond all substances.

The Natura naturata we shall divide into two, a general, and a particular. The
general consists of all the modes which depend immediately on God, of which we
shall treat in the following chapter; the particular consists of all the particular
things which are produced by the general mode. So that the Natura naturata re-
quires some substance in order to be well understood.

CHAPTER IX
On Natura Naturata

Now, as regards the general Natura naturata, or the modes, or creations which de-
pend on, or have been created by, God immediately, of these we know no more
than two, namely, motion in matter,'® and the understanding in the thinking thing,

16 Note.—What is here said about motion in matter 1s not said seriously. For the Author still intends
to discover the cause thereof, as he has already done to some extent a posteriori. But it can stand
Just as 1t 15, because nothing 1s based upon 1t, or dependent thereon [B omuts this note |
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These, then, we say, have been from all eternity, and to all eternity will remain
immutable. A work truly as great as becomes the greatness of the work-master.

All that specially concerns Motion, such as that it has been from all eternity,
and to all eternity will remain immutable; that it is infinite in its kind; that it can
neither be, nor be understood through itself, but only by means of Extension,—all
this, I say, since it [Motion] more properly belongs to a treatise on Natural Sci-
ence rather than here, we shall not consider in this place, but we shall only say
this about it, that it is @ Son, Product, or Effect created immediately by God.

As regards the Understanding in the thinking thing, this, like the first, is also a
Son, Product, or immediate Creation of God, also created by him from all eternity,
and remaining immutable to all eternity. It has but one function, namely, to un-
derstand clearly and distinctly all things at all times; which produces invariably
an infinite or most perfect satisfaction, which cannot omit to do what it does. Al-
though what we have just said is sufficiently self-evident, still, we shall prove it
more clearly afterwards in our account of the Affects of the Soul, and shall there-
fore say no more about it here.

CHAPTER X
What Good and Evil Are

In order to explain briefly what good and evil are in themselves, we shall begin thus:

Some things are in our understanding and not in Nature, and so they are also
only our own creation, and their purpose is to understand things distinctly: among
these we include all relations, which have reference to different things, and these
we call Entia Rationis [things of reason]. Now the question is, whether good and
evil belong to the Entia Rationis or to the Entia Realia [real things]. But since
good and evil are only relations, it is beyond doubt that they must be placed among
the Entia Rationis; for we never say that something is good except with reference
to something else which is not so good, or is not so useful to us as some other
thing. Thus we say that a man is bad, only in comparison with one who is better,
or also that an apple is bad, in comparison with another which is good or better.

All this could not possibly be said, if that which is better or good, in compari-
son with which it [the bad] is so called, did not exist.

Therefore, when we say that something is good, we only mean that it conforms
well to the general Idea which we have of such things. But, as we have already
said before, the things must agree with their particular Ideas, whose essence must
be a perfect essence, and not with the general [Ideas], since in that case they
would not exist.

As to confirming what we have just said, the thing is clear to us; but still, to
conclude our remarks, we will add yet the following proofs:

All things which are in Nature, are either things or actions. Now good and evil
are neither things nor actions. Therefore good and evil do not exist in Nature.
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For, if good and evil are things or actions, then they must have their definitions.
But good and evil (as, for example, the goodness of Peter and the wickedness of
Judas) have no definitions apart from the essence of Judas or Peter, because this
alone exists in Nature, and they cannot be defined without their essence. There-
fore, as above —it follows that good and evil are not things or actions which exist
in Nature.

SECOND PART

ON MAN
AND WHAT PERTAINS TO HIM

PREFACE

Having, in the first part, discoursed on God, and on the universal and infinite
things, we shall proceed now, in the second part, to the treatment of particular
and finite things; though not of all, since they are innumerable, but we shall only
treat of those which concern man; and, in the first place, we shall consider here
what man is, insofar as he consists of certain modes (contained in the two attrib-
utes which we have remarked in God). I say of certain modes, for I by no means
think that man, insofar as he consists of spirit, soul,! or body, is a substance. Be-
cause, already at the beginning of this book, we proved (1) that no substance can

1. Oursouls either a substance or a mode, 1t 1s not a substance, because we have already shown
that there can be no finite substance; 1t is therefore a mode.

2. Being a mode, then, 1t must be such etther of “substantial” extension or of “substantial”
thought; not of extension, because, etc ; therefore of thought

3. “Substantial” thought, since 1t cannot be finite, is infinitely perfect 1n 1ts kind, and an at-
tribute of God.

4. Perfect thought must have a Knowledge, ldea, or mode of thought of all and everything that
is real, of substances as well as of modes, without exception.

5. We say, that is real, because we are not speaking here of a Knowledge, Idea, etc , which com-
pletely knows the nature of all things as involved 1n their essence, apart from their individual exis-
tence, but only of the Knowledge, Idea, etc., of the particular things which are constantly coming
into existence.

6. This Knowledge, Idea, etc., of each particular thing which happens to be real 1s, we say, the
soul of this particular thing.

7. All and sundry particular things that are real, have become such through motion and rest,
and this is true of all them does of “substantial” extension which we call bodies.

8. The differences among these result solely from the varying proportions of motion and
rest, through which thus is so, and not so—this 1s this, and not that.

9. From such proportion of motion and rest comes also the existence of our body; of which,
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have a beginning; (2) that one substance cannot produce another; and lastly (3),
that there cannot be two like substances.

As man has not been in existence from eternity, is finite, and is like many men,
he can be no substance; so that all that he has of thought are only modes of the at-
tribute thought which we have attributed to God. And, again, all that he has of
form, motion, and other things, are likewise [modes] of the other attribute which
is attributed by us to God.

And although from this, [namely,] that the nature of man can neither be, nor
be understood without the attributes which we ourselves admit to constitute sub-
stance, some try to prove that man is a substance, yet this has no other ground
than false suppositions. For, since the nature of matter or body existed before the
form of this human body existed, that nature cannot be peculiar to the human
body, because it is clear that during the time when man was not, it could never
belong to the nature of man.

And what they set up as a fundamental principle, [namely, ] that that pertains to
the nature of a thing, without which the thing can neither be, nor be understood, we
deny. For we have already shown that without God no thing can be or be understood.
That is, God must first be and be understood before these particular things can be
and be understood. We have also shown that genera do not belong to the nature of
definition, but that only such things as cannot exist without others, can also not be
understood without these. This being so, what kind of a rule shall we, then, state,
whereby it shall be known what belongs to the nature of a thing?

consequently, no less than of all other things there must be a Knowledge, an Idea, etc., n the think-
ing thing, and hence at once also our soul.

10. This body of ours, however, had a different proportion of motion and rest when it was an
unborn embryo; and 1n due course, when we are dead, it will have a different proportion again,
nonetheless there was at that time [before our birth], and there will be then [after death] an 1dea,
knowledge, etc., of our body 1n the thinking thing, just as there 1s now; but by no means the same
[idea, etc.], since 1t 1s now differently proportioned as regards motion and rest.

11 To produce, in “substantial” thought, such an 1dea, knowledge, mode of thought as ours
now s, what 1s required 1s, not anybody you please (then it would have to be known differently from
what is 1t), but just such a body having this proportion of motion and rest, and no other: for as the
body 1s, so 1s the Soul, Idea, Knowledge, etc.

12. Assoon, then, as a body has and retains this proportion [which our body has], say e.g., of 1
to 3, then that soul and that body will be like ours now are, being indeed constantly subject to
change, but to none so great that it will exceed the limuts of 1 to 3; though as much as it changes,
so much also does the soul always change.

13. And this change 1n us, resulting from other bodies acting upon us, cannot take place with-
out the soul, which always changes correspondingly, becoming aware of the change. And [the con-
sciousness of] this change 1s really what we call feeling.

14. But when other bodiesact so violently upon ours that the proportion of motion [to rest] can-
not remain 1 to 3, that means death, and the annihilation of the Soul, since this is only an Idea,
Knowledge, etc , of this body having this proportion of motion and rest.

15 Still, since 1t [the soul] 1s a mode 1n the thinking substance it could also know, and love this
[substance] as well as that of extension, and by umting with substances (which remain always the
same) it could make 1tself eternal
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Well, the rule is this: That belongs to the nature of a thing, without which the
thing can neither be, nor be understood; not merely so, however, but in such wise
that the judgment must be convertible, that is, that the predicate can neither be,
nor be understood without the thing. Of these modes, then, of which man con-
sists, we shall begin to treat at the commencement of the following first chapter.

CHAPTER I
On Opinion, Belief, and Knowledge

To begin our consideration of the modes? of which man consists, we shall state,
(1) what they are, (2) their effects, and (3) their cause.

As regards the first, let us begin with those that are first known to us: namely,
certain ideas or the consciousness of the knowledge of ourselves, and of the things
which are outside us.

Now we get these ideas® (1) either merely through belief (which belief arises
either from experience, or from hearsay), (2) or, in the second place, we acquire
them by way of a true belief, (3) or, thirdly, we have them as the result of clear
and distinct conception.

The first is commonly subject to error.

The second and third, however, although they differ from one another, can-
not err.

To make all this somewhat clearer and more intelligible, we shall give the fol-
lowing illustration taken from the Rule of Three.

Some one® has just heard itsaid that if, in the Rule of Three, the second num-
ber is multiplied by the third, and then divided by the first, a fourth number will
then be obtained which has the same relation to the third as the second has to the
first. And notwithstanding the possibility that he who put this before him might
have been lying, he still made his calculations accordingly, and he did so without
having acquired any more knowledge of the Rule of Three than a blind man has
of colour, so that whatever he may have said about it, he simply repeated as a par-
rot repeats what it has been taught.

Another,® having a more active intelligence, is not so easily satisfied with mere
hearsay, but tests it by some actual calculations, and when he finds that they agree

2 The modes of which Man consists are ideas, differentiated as Opinion, true Belief, and clear and
distinct Knowledge, produced by objects, each 1n 1ts own way.

* These ideas of this Belief are put first on page 63; here and there they are also called opinion, which
they really are.

* This one merely forms an opinion, or, as 1s commonly said, believes through hearsay only. [B omuts
this note.]

> Thus one thinks or believes not simply through hearsay, but from experience. and these are the two
kinds of people who have [mere] opinions. [B ormuts this note |
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with it, then he gives credence to it. But we have rightly said that this one also is
subject to error; for how can he possibly be sure that his experience of a few par-
ticulars can serve him as a rule for all?

A third,® who is not satisfied with hearsay, because it may deceive, nor with ex-
perience of a few particulars, because this cannot possibly serve as a rule, exam-
ines it in the light of true Reason, which, when properly applied, has never
deceived. This then tells him that on account of the nature of the proportion in
these numbers it had to be so, and could not happen otherwise.

A fourth,” however, having the clearest knowledge of all, has no need of
hearsay, or experience, or the art of reasoning, because by his penetration he sees
the proportion in all such calculations immediately.

CHAPTER II
What Opinion, Belief, and Clear Knowledge Are

We come now to the consideration of the effects of the different grades of knowl-
edge, of which we spoke in the preceding chapter, and, in passing as it were, we
shall explain what Opinion, Belief, and clear Knowledge are.

The first [kind of knowledge], then, we call Opinion, the second Belief, but the
third is what we call clear Knowledge.

We call it Opinion because it is subject to error, and has no place when we are
sure of anything, but only in those cases when we are said to guess and to surmise.
The second we call Belief, because the things we apprehend only with our reason
are not seen by us, but are only known to us through the conviction of our un-
derstanding that it must be so and not otherwise. But we call that clear Knowledge
which comes, not from our being convinced by reasons, but from our feeling and
enjoying the thing itself, and it surpasses the others by far.

After these preliminary remarks let us now turn to their effects. Of these we say
this, namely, that from the first proceed all the “passions” which are opposed to
good reason; from the second, the good desires; and from the third, true and sin-
cere Love, with all its offshoots.

We thus maintain that Knowledge is the proximate cause of all the “passions”
in the soul. For we consider it once for all impossible that any one, who neither
thinks nor knows in any of the preceding ways and modes, should be capable of
being incited to Love or Desire or any other mode of Will.

6 This one 1s certain through true belief, which can never decewve him, and he 1s properly called a
believer.

7 But this last one 1s never [merely] of opinion, nor a [mere] believer, but sees the things themselves,
not through something else, but through the things themselves
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CHAPTER III
The Origin of Passion. Passion Due to Opinion

Here, then, let us see how, as we have said, the passions derive their origin from
opinion. To do this well and intelligently we shall take some special ones, and
prove what we say by using these as illustrations.

Let Surprise, then, be the first. This is found in one who knows a thing after
the first manner [of Knowledge]; for, since from a few particulars he draws a con-
clusion which is general, he stands surprised whenever he sees anything thatgoes
against his conclusion;? like one who, having never seen any sheep except with
short tails, is surprised at the sheep from Morocco which have long ones. So it is
related of a peasant that he had persuaded himself that beyond his fields there
were no others, but when he happened to miss a cow, and was compelled to go
and look for her far away, he was surprised at the great number of fields that there
were beyond his few acres. And, to be sure, this must also be the case with many
Philosophers who have persuaded themselves that beyond this field or little
globe, on which they are, there are no more [worlds] (because they have seen no
others). But surprise is never felt by him who draws true inferences. This is the
first.

The second is Love.? Since this arises either from true ideas, or from opinion,
or, lastly, from hearsay only, we shall see first how [it arises] from opinion, then

8 This should on no account be taken to mean that a formal inference must always precede aston-
ishment; on the contrary, it exists also without that, namely, when we tacitly believe that a thing 1s
[always] so, and not different from what we are accustomed to see 1t, hear or think about it, etc. For
example, Aristotle says, a dog is a barking animal, therefore he concludes, whatever barks is a dog,
but when a peasant says a dog, he means tacitly just the same that Anstotle did with his definition
Sothat when the peasant hears the barking he says, a dog, and so, if they had heard some other kind
of amimal bark, the peasant, who had drawn no [explicit] inference, would stand just as astonished
as Aristotle, who had drawn an inference Furthermore, when we become aware of something about
which we had never thought before, 1t 1s not really such the like of which, whether as a whole or in
part, we have not known before, only 1t 1s not so constituted 1n all respects, or we have never been
affected by 1t 1n the same way, etc

3 [The substance of the next three paragraphs 1s given 1n the following simpler order 1n B.

The second 1s Love. This anses ether, 1, from hearsay, or 2, from opinton, or 3, from true ideas.

As regards the first, we generally observe 1t 1n the attitude of children to their father, because
therr father tells them this or that 1s good they incline towards 1it, without knowing anything more
about it. We see 1t also 1n those who, from Love, give their lives for the Fatherland, and also in those
who from hearsay about something fall in love with 1t.

As regards the second, 1t 1s certain that whenever any one sees, or thinks he sees, something
good, he 1s always inclined to unite himself with 1it, and, for the sake of the good which he discerns
therein, he chooses 1t as the best, outside which he then knows nothing better or more agreeable
Yet 1f ever 1t happens (as 1t mostly does happen 1n these things) that he gets to know something bet-
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how [it arises] from [true] ideas; for the first tends to our ruin, and the second to
our supreme happiness; and then [we shall see how it arises] from the last.

As regards the first, it is certain that whenever any one sees, or thinks he sees,
something good, he is always inclined to unite himself with it, and, for the sake
of the good which he discerns therein, he chooses it as the best, outside which he
then knows nothing better or more agreeable. Yet if ever it happens (as it mostly
does happen in these things) that he gets to know something better than this good
at present known to him, then his love changes immediately from the one (first)
to the other (second). All this we shall show more clearly when we treat of the
freedom of man.

As to love from true ideas,” since this is not the place to speak of it, we shall
pass it over now, and speak of the third, and last, namely, the Love that comes
from hearsay only. This we generally observe in the attitude of children to their
father: because their father tells them that this or that is good they incline towards
it, without knowing anything more about it. We see italso in those who from Love
give their lives for the Fatherland, and also in those who from hearsay about some-
thing fall in love with it.

Next, Hatred, the exact opposite of love, arises from error which is the outcome
of opinion. For when some one has come to the conclusion that a certain thing
is good, and another happens to do something to the detriment of the same thing,
then there arises in him a hatred against the one who did it, and this, as we shall
explain afterwards, could never happen if the true good were known. For, in com-
parison with the true good, all indeed that is, or is conceived, is naught but
wretchedness itself; and is not such a lover of what is wretched much more de-
serving of pity than of hatred?

Hatred, lastly, comes also from mere hearsay, as we see it in the Turks against
Jews and Christians, in the Jews against the Turks and Christians, in the Chris-
tians against the Jews and Turks, etc. For, among all these, how ignorant is the
one multitude of the religion and morals of the others!

Desire. Whether (as some will have it) it consists only in a longing or inclina-
tion to obtain what is wanting, or (as others will have it'°) to retain the things
which we already enjoy, it is certain that it cannot be found to have come upon
any one except for an apparent good [sub specie boni). It is therefore clear that De-
sire, as also Love which we have already discussed, is the outcome of the first kind
of knowledge. For if any one has heard that a certain thing is good, he feels along-
ing and inclination for the same, as may be seen in the case of an invalid who,

ter than this good at present known to him, then his love changes immediately from the one (first)
to the other (second) All this we shall show more clearly when we treat of the freedom of man

As to love from true 1deas, as this 1s not the place to speak of it, we shall pass it over for the pres-
ent. [See note 9 below. ]

9 Love that comes from true ideas or clear knowledge 1s not considered here, as it 1s not the outcome
of opinion; see, however, chapter xxii about 1t.
10 The first definition 1s the best, because when the thing 1s enjoyed the desire ceases, the form [of

consctousness] which then prompts us to retain the thing is not desire, but a fear of losing the thing
loved.
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through hearing the doctor say that such or such a remedy is good for his ailment,
at once longs for the same, and feels a desire for it.

Desire arises also from experience, as may be seen in the practice of doctors,
who when they have found a certain remedy good several times are wont to re-
gard it as something unfailing,

All that we have just said of these, the same we can say of all other passions, as
is clear to everyone. And as, in what follows, we shall begin to inquire which of
them are rational, and which of them are irrational, we shall leave the subject
now, and say no more about it.

What has now been said of these few though most important [passions] can
also be said of all others; and with this we conclude the subject of the Passions
which arise from Opinion.

CHAPTER IV

What Comes from Belief; and on the
Good and Evil of Man

Since we have shown in the preceding chapter how the Passions arise from the
error of Opinion, let us now see here the effects of the two other modes of Know-
ing. And first of all, [the effect] of what we have called True Belief.!!

This shows us, indeed, what a thing ought to be, but not what it really is. And
this is the reason why it can never unite us with the object of our belief. I say,
then, that it only teaches us what the thing ought to be, and not what it is; be-
tween these two there is a great difference. For, as we remarked a propos of the
example taken from the rule of three, when any one can, by the aid of propor-
tion, find a fourth number that shall be related to the third as the second is to the
first, then (having used division and multiplication) he can say that the four
numbers must be proportional; and although that is so, he speaks of it nonethe-
less as of a thing that is beyond him. But when he comes to see the proportion
in the way which we have shown in the fourth example, then he says with truth
that the thing is so, because then it is in him and not beyond him. Let this suf-
fice as regards the first [effect].

11 Belief 1s a strong proof based on Reasons, whereby | am convinced in my mind that the thing 1s re-
ally, and just such, outside my understanding, as | am convinced in my muind that 1t s. I say, a strong
proof based on Reasons, in order thereby to distinguish 1t both from Opinion, which 1s always doubt-
ful and liable to error, and from Knowledge which does not consist in being convinced by Rea-
sons, but in an immediate union with the thing itself. 1 say, that the thing is really and just such
outside my understanding— really, because reasons cannot deceive me in ths, for otherwise they
would not be different from opinion Just such, for it can only tell me what the thing ought to be,
and not what 1t really is, otherwise 1t would not be different from Knowing Outside, for it makes
us enjoy intellectually not what 1s 1n us, but what 1s outside us
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The second effect of true belief is that it brings us to a clearer understanding,
through which welove God, and thus it makes us intellectually aware of the things
which are not in us, but outside us.

The third effect is, that it gives us the knowledge of good and evil, and shows
us all the passions which should be suppressed. And as we have already said that
the passions which come from opinion are liable to great evil, it is worth the pains
to see how these also are sifted out by this second kind of knowledge, so that we
may see what is good and what is bad in them.

To do so conveniently, let us, using the same method as before, look at them
closely, so that we may know through it which of them should be chosen and
which rejected. But, before proceeding to this, let us first state briefly what is the
good and evil of man.

We have already said before that all things are necessarily what they are, and
that in Nature there is no good and no evil. So that whatever we want man to be
[in this respect] must refer to his kind, which is nothing else than a thing of Rea-
son. And when we have conceived in our mind an Idea of a perfect man, it should
make us look (when we examine ourselves) to see whether we have any means of
attaining to such perfection.

Hence, then, whatever advances us towards perfection, we call good, and, on
the contrary, what hinders, or also what does not advance us towards it, bad.

I must therefore, I'say, conceive a perfect man, if I want to assert anything con-
cerning the good and evil of man, because if  were to consider the good and evil
of some individual man, say, e.g., of Adam, I should be confusing a real thing (ens
reale) with a thing of Reason (ens Rationis), which must be most scrupulously
avoided by an upright Philosopher, for reasons which we shall state in the sequel,
or on another occasion. Furthermore, since the destiny of Adam, or of any other
individual creature, is not known to us except through the result, so it follows that
what we can say even of the destiny of man must be based on the idea which our
understanding forms of a perfect man,!? which destiny, since it is a thing of Rea-
son, we may well know; so also, as already remarked, are good and evil, which are
only modes of thinking.

To come gradually to the point: We have already pointed out before how the
movement, passions, and activities of the soul arise from ideas, and these ideas we
have divided into four kinds, namely, [according as they are based on] mere
hearsay, experience, belief, clear knowledge. And from what we have now seen of
the effects of all these, it is evident that the fourth, namely, clear knowledge, is the
most perfect of all. For opinion often leads us into error. True belief is good only
because it is the way to true knowledge, and awakens us to things which are really
lovable. So that the final end that we seek, and the highest that we know, is true
knowledge. But even this true knowledge varies with the objects that come before
it: the better the object is with which it happens to unite itself, so much the bet-

12 For from no individual creature can one derive an Idea that is perfect; for the perfection of this ob-
ject itself, [that 1s,] whether it 1s really perfect or not, cannot be deduced except froma general per-
fect Idea, or Ens Rationis
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ter also is this knowledge. And, for this reason, he is the most perfect man who is
united with God (who is the most perfect being of all), and so enjoys him.

Now, in order to find out what is good and bad in the affects or passions, let us,
as suggested, take them one by one. And first of all, Surprise. This, since it arises
either from ignorance or prejudice, is an imperfection in the man who is subject
to this perturbance. I say an imperfection, because, through itself, surprise does
not lead to any evil.

CHAPTER V
On Love

Love, which is nothing else than the enjoyment of a thing and union therewith,
we shall divide according to the qualities of its object; the object, that is, which
man seeks to enjoy, and to unite himself with.

Now some objects are in themselves transient; others, indeed, are not transient
by virtue of their cause. There is yet a third that is eternal and imperishable
through its own power and might.

The transient are all the particular things which did not exist from all time, or
have had a beginning.

The others are all those modes® which we have stated to be the cause of the
particular modes.

But the third is God, or, what we regard as one and the same, Truth.

Love, then, arises from the idea and knowledge that we have of a thing; and ac-
cordingas the thing shows itself greater and more glorious, so also is our love greater.

In two ways it is possible to free ourselves from love: either by getting to know
something better, or by discovering that the loved object, which is held by us to
be something great and glorious, brings in its train much woe and disaster.

It is also characteristic of love that we never think of emancipating ourselves
from it (as from surprise and other passions); and this for the following two rea-
sons: (1) because it is impossible, (2) because it is necessary that we should not be
released from the same.

It is impossible because it does not depend on us, but only on the good and use-
ful which we discern in the object; it is necessary that these should never have be-
come known to us, if we would not or should not love it; and this is not a matter
of our free choice, or dependent on us, for if we knew nothing, it is certain that
we should also be nothing.

It is necessary that we should not be released from it, because, owing to the
weakness of our nature, we could not exist without enjoying something with
which we become united, and from which we draw strength.

b [B: the general modes |
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Now which of these three kinds of objects are we to choose or to reject?

As regards the transient (since, as remarked, we must, owing to the weakness
of our nature, necessarily love something and become united with it in order to
exist), it is certain that our nature becomes nowise strengthened through our lov-
ing, and becoming united with, these, for they are weak themselves, and the one
cripple cannot carry the other. And not only do they not advance us, but they are
even harmful to us. For we have said that love is a union with the object which our
understanding judges to be good and glorious; and by this we mean such a union
whereby both the lover and what is loved become one and the same thing, or to-
gether constitute one whole. He, therefore, is indeed always wretched who is
united to transient things. For, since these are beyond his power, and subject to
many accidents, it is impossible that, when they are affected, he should be free
from these affects. And, consequently, we conclude: If those who love transient
things that have some measure of reality are so wretched, how wretched must they
be who love honour, riches, and pleasures, which have no reality whatever!

Let this suffice to show us how Reason teaches us to keep away from things so
fleeting. For what we have just said shows us clearly the poison and the evil which
lurk concealed in the love of these things. But we see this yet incomparably clearer
when we observe from what glorious and excellent a good we are kept away
through the enjoyment of this.

We said before that the things which are transient are beyond our power. But
let us be well understood; we do not mean to say that we are a free cause de-
pending upon nothing else; only when we say that some things are in, others be-
yond our power, we mean by those that are in our power such as we can produce
through the order of or together with Nature, of which we are a part; by those
which are not in our power, such as, being outside us, are not liable to suffer any
change through us, because they are very far removed from our real essence as
thus fashioned by Nature.

To proceed, we come now to the second kind of objects, which though eter-
nal and imperishable, are not such through their own power. However, if we in-
stitute a brief inquiry here, we become immediately aware that these are only
mere modes which depend immediately on God. And since the nature of these
is such, they cannot be conceived by us unless we, at the same time, have a con-
ception of God. In this, since he is perfect, our Love must necessarily rest. And,
to express it in a word, if we use our understanding aright it will be impossible for
us not to love God.

The Reasons why, are clear. First of all, because we find that God alone has
essence only, and all other things are not essences but modes. And since the
modes cannot be rightly understood without the entity on which they immedi-
ately depend; and [as] we have already shown before that if, when loving some-
thing, we get to know a better thing than that which we then love, we always
prefer it immediately, and forsake the first; it follows, therefore, incontrovertibly
that when we get to know God, who has all perfection in himself, we must nec-
essarily love him.
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Secondly, if we use our understanding well in acquiring a knowledge of things,
then we must know them in [relation to] their causes. Now then, since God is a first
cause of all other things, therefore, from the nature of the case (ex rerum natura),
the knowledge of God is, and remains, before the knowledge of all other things: be-
cause the knowledge of all other things must follow from the knowledge of the first
cause. And true love results always from the knowledge that the thing is glorious
and good. What else, then, can follow but that it can be lavished upon no one more
ardently than upon the Lord our God? For he alone is glorious, and a perfect good.

So we see now, how we can make love strong, and also how it must rest only
in God.

What more we had still to say about love, we shall bear in mind to say it when
we consider the last kind of knowledge. In what follows here we shall inquire, as
we promised before, as to which of the passions we are to entertain, which we are
to reject.

CHAPTER VI
On Hatred

Hatred is an inclination to ward off from us that which has caused us some harm.
Now it is to be remarked that we perform our actions in two ways, namely, either
with or without passion. With passion, as is commonly seen in the [conduct of]
masters towards their servants who have done something amiss. Without passion,
as is related of Socrates, who, when he was compelled to chastise his slave for [the
latter’s own] good, never did so when he felt that he was enraged against his slave.

Now that we see that our actions are performed by us either with, or without
passion, we think that it is clear that those things which hinder or have hindered
us can be removed, when necessary, without any perturbation on our part. And
so, which is better: that we should flee from the things with aversion and hatred,
or that, with the strength of reason, we should (for we think it possible) endure
them without loss of temper? First of all, it is certain that when we do what we
have to do without passion, then no evil can result therefrom. And, since there is
no mean between good and evil, we see that, as it is bad to do anything in a pas-
sion, so it must be good to act without it.

But let us examine whether there is any harm in fleeing from things with ha-
tred and aversion.

As regards the hatred which comes from opinion, it is certain that it should
have no place in us, because we know that one and the same thing is good for us
at one time, bad for us at another time, as is always the case with medicinal herbs.

It therefore depends, in the end, on whether the hatred arises in us only
through opinion, and not also through true reasoning. But to ascertain this prop-
erly we deem it right to explain distinctly what hatred is, and to distinguish it from
aversion.
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Now I say that Hatred is a perturbation of the soul against some one who has
done some ill to us willingly and knowingly. But aversion is the perturbation
which arises in us against a thing on account of some infirmity or injury which
we either know or think is in it by nature. I say, by nature; for when we do not sup-
pose or think that it is so, then, even if we have suffered some hindrance or injury
from it, we have no aversion for it, because we may, on the contrary, expect some-
thing useful from it. Thus, when someone is hurt by a stone or a knife, he does
not on that account feel any aversion for the same.

After these observations let us now briefly consider the consequences of both of
them. From hatred there ensues sorrow; and when the hatred is great, it produces
anger, which not only, like hatred, seeks to flee from what is hated, but also to an-
nihilate it, when that is practicable: from this great hatred comes also envy. Butfrom
aversion there comes a certain sorrow, because we consider ourselves to be deprived
of something which, since it is real, must always have its essence and perfection.

From what has just been said it may be easily understood that, if we use our
Reason aright, we can feel no hatred or aversion for anything, because, if we do,
we deprive ourselves of that perfection which is to be found in everything. We
see likewise with our Reason that we can never [reasonably] feel any hatred what-
ever against anybody, because whatsoever exists in Nature, if we entertain any
wish about it, then we must always improve it, whether for our sake or for the
sake of the thing itself. And since a perfect man is the best thing for us that we
know of all that we have around us or before our eyes, it is by far the best both
for us and for all people individually that we should at all times seek to educate
them to this perfect state. For only then can we reap the greatest benefit from
them, and they from us. The means thereto is, to give regard to them always in
the manner in which we are constantly taught and exhorted to do by our good
Conscience; for this never prompts us to our undoing, but always to our happi-
ness and well-being.

In conclusion, we say that Hatred and Aversion have in them as many imper-
fections as Love, on the contrary, has perfections. For this always produces im-
provement, invigoration, and enlargement, which constitute perfection; while
Hatred, on the contrary, always makes for desolation, enervation, and annihila-
tion, which constitute imperfection itself.

CHAPTER VII
On Joy and Sorrows

Having seen that Hatred and Surprise? are such that we may freely say, that they
can have no place in those who use their understanding as they should, we shall

¢ [B. On Desire and Joy ]
4 [B- Hatred and Aversion ]
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now proceed in the same manner to speak of the other passions. To begin with,
Desire and Joy shall come first. Since these arise from the same causes from which
love ensues, we shall only say concerning them that we must remember and call
to mind what we then said; and with this we leave the subject.

We turn next to Sorrow, of which we may say that it arises only from opinion
and imagination which follows therefrom: for it comes from the loss of some good.

Now we have already remarked above, that whatsoever we do should tend to-
wards progress and amelioration. But it is certain that so long as we are sorrowing
we render ourselves unfit to act thus; on this account it is necessary that we should
free ourselves from it. This we can do by thinking of the means whereby we may
recover what we have lost, if it is in our power to do so. If not, [we must reflect]
that it is just as necessary to make an end of it, lest we fall a prey to all the miseries
and disasters which sorrow necessarily brings in its train. And either course must
be adopted with joy; for it is foolish to try to restore and make good a lost good by
means of a selfsought and provoked evil.

Lastly, he who uses his understanding aright must necessarily know God first.
Now God, as we have shown, is the highest good and all that is good. Hence it fol-
lows incontrovertibly, that one who uses his understanding aright can fall a prey
to no sorrow. How should he? Since he finds repose in that good which is all that
is good, and in which there is the fulness of all joy and contentment.©

Sorrow, then, comes from opinion or want of understanding, as explained.

CHAPTER VIII
On Esteem and Contempt, Etc.

We shall now proceed to speak of Esteem and Contempt, of Self-respect and Hu-
mility, of Conceitand Culpable Humility. We shall take them in the above order,
and try to distinguish accurately what is good and what is bad in them.

Esteem and Contemptare felt insofar as we know a thing to be something great
or small, be this great or little thing in us or outside us.

Self-respect does not extend [to anything] outside us, and is only attributed to
one who knows the real worth of his perfection, dispassionately and without seek-
ing esteem for himself.

Humility is felt when anyone knows his own imperfection, without regard to
the contempt [of others] for himself; so that Humility does not refer to anything
outside the humble man.

Conceit is this, when someone attributes to himself a perfection which is not
to be found in him.

¢ [B abndges the paragraph as follows- Lastly, he who uses his understanding anight must necessarly
know that God 1s the first and the highest; and rest in him as this supreme good: whence 1t follows
that, since he finds therein all joy and full contentment, no sorrow can befall him ]
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Culpable humility is this, when some one attributes to himself an imperfec-
tion which he has not. I am not speaking of those hypocrites who, without mean-
ing it, humble themselves in order to deceive others; but only of those who really
think they have the imperfections which they attribute to themselves.

From these observations it is sufficiently evident what good and evil there is in
each of these passions. For, as regards Self-respect and Humility, these show their
excellence through themselves. For we say that the possessor thereof knows his
perfection and imperfection for what it is. And this, according to what Reason
teaches us, is the most important thing for the attainment of our perfection. Be-
cause if we know exactly our powers and perfection, we see thereby clearly what
it is we have to do in order to attain our good end. And, on the other hand, if we
know our fault and frailty, then we know what we have to avoid.

As regards Conceit and Culpable Humility, the definition of them already
shows sufficiently that they arise from a certain opinion; for we said that it [con-
ceit] is attributed to one who ascribes to himself a certain perfection, although he
does not possess it, and culpable humility is the precise opposite.

From what has just been said itis evident, then, that just as Self-respect and True
Humility are good and salutary, so, on the contrary, Conceit and Culpable Hu-
mility are bad and pernicious. For those [Self-respect and True Humility] not only
put their possessor into a very good attitude, but are also, besides, the right ladder
by which we may rise to supreme bliss. But these [Conceit and Culpable Humil-
ity] not only prevent us from attaining to our perfection, but also lead us to utter
ruin. Culpable Humility is what prevents us from doing that which we should oth-
erwise have to do in order to become perfect; we see this, for instance, in the case
of the Sceptics, who, just because they deny that man can attain to any truth, de-
prive themselves thereof through this very denial. Conceit on the other hand is
what makes us undertake things which tend straight to our ruin; as is seen in the
case of all those who had the conceit, and have the conceit, that they stood, and
stand, wondrously well in the opinion of God, and consequently brave fire and wa-
ter, and thus, avoiding no danger, and facing every risk, they die most miserably.

As regards Esteem and Contempt, there is no more to be said about them, we
have only to recall to memory what we said before about Love.

CHAPTER IX
On Hope and Fear, Etc.

We shall now begin to speak of Hope and Fear, of Confidence, Despair, and Vac-
illation, of Courage, Boldness and Emulation, of Pusillanimity and Timidity, and
lastly of Jealousy, and, as is our wont, we shall take them one by one, and then in-
dicate which of these can hinder us, and which can profit us. We shall be able to
do all this very easily, if only we attend closely to the thoughts that we can have
about a thing that is yet to come, be it good, be it bad.
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The ideas which we have about things have reference either

1. To the things themselves; or,
2. To the person who has the ideas.

The ideas that we have as regards the thing itself are these, either the thing is re-
garded by us as accidental, that is as something which may come or may not come,
or [we think] that it necessarily must come. So much as regards the thing itself.

Next, as regards him who thinks about the thing, the case is this: he must do
something either in order to advance the thing, or in order to prevent it. Now from
these thoughts all these passions result as follows: when we think that a certain
thing which is yet to come is good and that it can happen, the soul assumes, in
consequence of this, that form which we call hope, which is nothing else than a
certain kind of joy, though mingled with some sorrow.

And, on the other hand, if we judge that that which may be coming is bad, then
that form enters into our soul which we call fear.

If, however, the thing is regarded by us as good, and, at the same time, as some-
thing that necessarily must come, then there comes into the soul that repose which
we call confidence; which is a certain joy not mingled with sorrow, as hope is.

But when we think that the thing is bad, and that it necessarily must come, then
despair enters into the soul; which is nothing else than a certain kind of sorrow.

So far we have spoken of the passions considered in this chapter, and given pos-
itive definitions of the same, and have thus stated what each of them is; we may
now proceed in a converse manner, and define them negatively. We hope that the
evil may not come, we fear lest the good should not come, we are confident that
the evil will not come, we despair because the good will not come.

Having said this much about the passions insofar as they arise from our
thoughts concerning the thing itself, we have now to speak of those which arise
from the thoughts relating to him who thinks about the thing; namely:

If something must be done in order to bring the thing about, and we come to
no decision concerning it, then the soul receives that form which we call vacilla-
tion. But when it makes a manly resolve to produce the thing, and this can be
brought about, then that is called courage; and if the thing is difficult to effect,
then that is called intrepidity or bravery.

When, however, some one decides to do a thing because another (who had
done it first) has met with success, then we call it emulation. Lastly, if any one
knows what he must decide to do in order to advance a good thing, and to hinder
a bad one, and yet does not do so, then we call it pusillanimity; and when the same
is very great, we call it timidity. Lastly, jealousness or jalousie is the anxiety which
we feel that we may have the sole enjoyment and possession of something already
acquired.

Since we know now whence these passions originate, it will be very easy for us
to show which of them are good, and which are bad.

As regards Hope, Fear, Confidence, Despair, and Jealousy, it is certain that
they arise from a wrong opinion. For, as we have already shown above, all things



Part I, Chapter X

have their necessary causes, and must necessarily happen just as they do happen.
And although Confidence and Despair seem to have a place in the inviolable or-
der and sequence of causes or to confirm the same, yet (when the truth of the mat-
ter is rightly looked into) that is far from being the case. For Confidence and De-
spair never arise, unless Hope and Fear (from which they derive their being) have
preceded them. For example, if any one thinks that something, for which he still
has to wait, is good, then he receives that form in his soul which we call Hope;
and when he is confident about the acquisition of the supposed good, his soul
gains that repose which we call Confidence. What we are now saying about Con-
fidence, the same must also be said about Despair. But, according to that which
we have said about Love, this also can have no place in a perfect man: because
they presuppose things which, owing to the mutability to which they are subject
(as remarked in our account of Love), we must not become attached to; nor (as
shown in our account of Hatred) may we even have an aversion to them. The
man, however, who persists in these passions is at all times subject to such at-
tachment and aversion.

As regards Vacillation, Pusillanimity, and Timidity, these betray their imper-
fection through their very character and nature: for whatsoever they do to our ad-
vantage comes only negatively from the effects of their nature. For example, some
one hopes for something which he thinks is good, although it is not good, yet, ow-
ing to his Vacillation or Pusillanimity, he happens to lack the courage necessary
for its realisation, and so it comes about that he is negatively or by accident saved
from the evil which he thought was good. These Passions, therefore, can also have
no place whatever in the man who is guided by true Reason.

Lastly, as regards Courage, Boldness, and Emulation, about these there is noth-
ing else to be said than that which we have already said about Love and Hatred.

CHAPTER X
On Remorse and Repentance

On the present occasion we shall speak, though briefly, about remorse and repen-
tance. These never arise except as the result of rashness; because remorse comes
only from this, that we do something about which we are then in doubt whether
it is good, or whether it is bad; and repentance, from this, that we have done some-
thing which is bad.

And since many people (who use their understanding aright) sometimes (be-
cause they lack that habitual readiness which is required in order that the under-
standing may at all times be used aright) go astray, it might perchance be thought
that such Remorse and Repentance might soon set them right again, and thence
it might be inferred, as the whole world does infer, that they are good. If, however,
we will get a proper insight into them, we shall find that they are not only not
good, but that they are, on the contrary, pernicious, and that they are consequently
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bad. For it is obvious that we always succeed better through Reason and the love
of truth than through remorse and sorrow. They are, therefore, pernicious and
bad, because they are a certain kind of sorrow, which [sorrow] we have already
shown above to be injurious, and which, for that reason, we must try to avert as
an evil, and consequently we must likewise shun and flee from these also, which
are like it.

CHAPTER XI
On Derision and Jesting

Derision and jesting rest on a false opinion, and betray an imperfection in him
who derides and jests.

The opinion on which they rest is false, because it is supposed that he who is
derided is the first cause of the effects which he produces, and that they do not
necessarily (like the other things in Nature) depend on God. They betray an im-
perfection in the Derider; because either that which is derided is such that it is
derisible, or it is not such. If it is not such, then it shows bad manners, to deride
that which is not to be derided; if it is such, then they [who deride it] show thereby
that they recognise some imperfection in that which they deride, which they
ought to remedy, not by derision, but much rather by good reasoning.

Laughter does not refer to another, but only to the man who observes some
good in himself; and since it is a certain kind of Joy, there is nothing else to be
said about it than what has already been said about Joy. I speak of such laughter
as is caused by a certain Idea which provokes one to it, and notatall of such laugh-
ter as is caused by the movement of the [vital] spirits; as to this (since it has no ref-
erence to good or to evil) we had no intention to speak of it here.

As to Envy, Anger, Indignation, we shall say nothing about them here, but only
just refer back to what we have already said above concerning hatred.

CHAPTER XII
On Glory, Shame, and Shamelessness

We shall now also briefly consider glory, shame, and shamelessness. The first is a
certain kind of Joy which every one feels in himself whenever he becomes aware
that his conduct is esteemed and praised by others, without regard to any other
advantage or profit which they may have in view.

Shame is a certain kind of sorrow which arises in one when he happens to see
that his conduct is despised by others, without regard to any other disadvantage
or injury that they may have in view.
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Shamelessness is nothing else than a want, or shaking off, of shame, not
through Reason, but either from innocence of shame, as is the case with children,
savage people, etc., or because, having been held in great contempt, one goes now
to any length without regard for anything,

Now that we know these passions, we also know, at the same time, the vanity
and imperfection which they have in them. For Glory and Shame are not only of
no advantage, because of what we have observed in their definitions, but also
(inasmuch as they are based on self-love, and on the opinion that man is the first
cause of his action, and therefore deserving of praise and blame) they are perni-
cious and must be rejected.

I will not, however, say that one ought to live among men in the same way that
one would live away from them, where Glory and Shame have no place; quite the
contrary, [ admit that we are not only free to utilise them, when we apply them in
the service of mankind and for their amelioration, but that we may even do so at
the price of curtailing our own (otherwise perfect and legitimate) freedom. For
example: if any one wears costly clothes in order to be respected, he seeks a Glory
which results from his self-love without any consideration for his fellow-men; but
when some one observes that his wisdom (wherewith he can be of service to his
neighbours) is despised and trampled under foot simply because he is dressed in
shabby clothes, then he will do well if (from the motive to help them) he provides
himself with clothes to which they cannot take exception, thereby becoming like
his fellow-man in order that he may win over his fellow-man.

Further, as regards Shamelessness, this shows itself to be such that in order to
see its deformity all that we need is merely its definition, and that will be enough
for us.

CHAPTER XIII
On Favour, Gratitude, and Ingratitude

Now follows [the consideration] of favour, gratitude, and ingratitude. As regards
the first two, they are the inclinations which the soul has to wish and to do some
good to one’s neighbour. I say, to wish, [this happens] when good is returned to
one who has done some good; I say, to do, [this is the case] when we ourselves
have obtained or received some good.

I am well aware that almost all people consider these affects to be good; but,
notwithstanding this, I venture to say that they can have no place in a perfect man.
For a perfect man is moved to help his fellow-man by sheer necessity only, and by
no other cause, and therefore he feels it all the more to be his duty to help the
most godless, seeing that his misery and need are so much greater.

Ingratitude is a disregard or shaking off of Gratitude, as Shamelessness is of
Shame, and that without any rational ground, butsolely as the result either of greed
or of immoderate self-love; and that is why it can have no place in a perfect man.
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CHAPTER XIV
On Grief

Grief shall be the last of which we shall speak in our treatment of the passions,
and with it we will conclude. Now grief is a certain kind of sorrow arising from
the contemplation of some good which we have lost, and [lost] in such a way that
there is no hope of recovering the same. It makes its imperfection so manifest that
as soon as we only examine it we think it bad. For we have already shown above
that it is bad to bind and link ourselves to things which may easily, or at some time,
fail us, and which we cannot have when we want them. And since it is a certain
kind of sorrow, we have to shun it, as we have already remarked above, when we
were treating of sorrow.

I think, now, that I have already shown and proved sufficiently that it is only
True Belief or Reason that leads us to the knowledge of good and evil. And so
when we come to prove that Knowledge is the first and principal causef of all these
passions, it will be clearly manifest that if we use our understanding and Reason
aright, it should be impossible for us ever to fall a prey to one of these passions
which we ought to reject. I say our Understanding, because I do not think that
Reason alone is competent to free us from all these: as we shall afterwards show
in its proper place.

We must, however, note here as an excellent thing about the passions, that we
see and find that all the passions which are good are of such kind and nature that
we cannot be or exist without them, and that they belong, as it were, to our
essence; such is the case with Love, Desire, and all that pertains to love.

But the case is altogether different with those which are bad and must be rejected
by us; seeing that we cannot only exist very well without these, but even that only
then, when we have freed ourselves from them, are we really what we ought to be.

To give still greater clearness to all this, it is useful to note that the foundation
of all good and evil is Love bestowed on a certain object: for if we do not love that
object which (nota bene) alone is worthy of being loved, namely, God, as we have
said before, but things which through their very character and nature are tran-
sient, then (since the object is liable to so many accidents, ay, even to annihila-
tion) there necessarily results hatred, sorrow, etc., according to the changes in the
objectloved. Hatred, when any one deprives him of what he loves. Sorrow, when
he happens to lose it. Glory, when he leans on self-love. Favour and Gratitude,
when he does not love his fellow-man for the sake of God.

But, in contrast with all these, when man comes to love God who always

£ [B omitted “cause,” but the word seems to have been inserted recently— perhaps by Van Vloten, as
a marginal pencil note suggests.]
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is and remains immutable, then it is impossible for him to fall into this welter
of passions. And for this reason we state it as a fixed and immovable principle
that God is the first and only cause of all our good and delivers us from all our
evil.

Hence it is also to be noted lastly, that only Love, etc., are limitless: namely,
that as it increases more and more, so also it grows more excellent, because it is
bestowed on an object which is infinite, and can therefore always go on increas-
ing, which can happen in the case of no other thing except this alone. And,
maybe, this will afterwards give us the material from which we shall prove the im-
mortality of the soul, and how or in what way this is possible.8

Having so far considered all that the third kind of effect of true belief makes
known we shall now proceed to speak, in what follows, of the fourth, and last, ef-
fect which was not stated by us on page 67.

CHAPTER XV
On the True and the False

Let us now examine the true and the false, which indicate to us the fourth, and
last, consequence of true belief. Now, in order to do this, we shall first state the
definitions of Truth and Falsity. Truth is an affirmation (or a denial) made about
a certain thing, which agrees with that same thing; and Falsity is an affirmation
(or a denial) about a thing, which does not agree with the thing itself. But this be-
ing so, it may appear that there is no difference between the false and the true
Idea, or, since the [affirmation or] denial of this or thatare mere modes of thought,
and [the true and the false Idea] differ in no other way except that the one agrees
with the thing, and the other does not, that they are therefore, not really, but only
logically different; and if this should be so, one may justly ask, whatadvantage has
the one from his Truth, and what harm does the other incur through his falsity?
And how shall the one know that his conception or Idea agrees with the thing
more than the other does? Lastly, whence does it come that the one errs, and the
other does not?

To this it may, in the first place, serve as an answer that the clearest things of
all make known both themselves and also what is false, in such a manner that it
would be a great folly to ask how we are to become aware of them: for, since they
are said to be the clearest of all, there can never be any other clearness through
which they might be made clear; it follows, therefore, that truth at once reveals it-
self and also what is false, because truth is made clear through truth, that is
through itself, and through italso is falsity made clear; but falsity is never revealed

& [B: And this will give us the matenal from which we shall, in the twenty-third chapter, make out a
case for, and prove, the immortality of the Soul.]
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and made manifest through itself. So that any one who is in possession of the truth
cannot doubt that he possesses it, while one who is sunk in falsity or in error can
well suppose that he has got at the truth; just as someone who is dreaming can
well think that he is awake, but one who is actually awake can never think that he
is dreaming.

These remarks also explain to some extent what we said about God being the
Truth, or that the Truth is God himself.

Now the reason why the one is more conscious of his truth than the other is,
is because the Idea of [his] affirmation (or denial) entirely agrees with the na-
ture of the thing, and consequently has more essence. It may help some to grasp
this better if it be observed that Understanding (although the word does not
sound like it) is a mere or pure passivity; that is, that our soul is changed in such
a way that it receives other modes of thought, which it did not have before. Now
when someone, in consequence of the whole object having acted upon him, re-
ceives corresponding forms or modes of thought, then it is clear that he receives
a totally different feeling of the form or character of the object than does another
who has not had so many causes [acting upon him], and is therefore moved to
make an affirmation or denial about that thing by a different and slighter action
(because he becomes aware of it only through a few, or the less important, of its
attributes). From this, then, we see the perfection of one who takes his stand
upon Truth, as contrasted with one who does not take his stand upon it. Since
the one changes easily, while the other does not change easily, it follows there-
from that the one has more stability and essence than the other has: likewise,
since the modes of thought which agree with the thing have had more causes
[to produce them] they have also more stability and essence in them: and, since
they entirely agree with the thing, it is impossible that they should after a time
be made different or undergo some change, all the less so because we have al-
ready seen before that the essence of a thing is unchangeable. Such is not the
case with falsity. And with these remarks all the above questions will be suffi-
ciently answered.

CHAPTER XVI
On the Will

Now that we know the nature of Good and Evil, Truth and Falsity, and also
wherein the well-being of a perfect man consists, it is time to begin to examine
ourselves, and to see whether we attain to such well-being voluntarily or of ne-
cessity.

To this end it is necessary to inquire what the Will is, according to those who
posit a Will, and wherein it is different from Desire. Desire, we have said, is the
inclination which the soul has towards something which it chooses as a good;
whence it follows that before our desire inclines towards something outside, we
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have already inwardly decided that such a thing is good, and this affirmation, or,
stated more generally, the power to affirm and to deny, is called the Will.13

It thus turns on the question whether our Affirmations are made voluntarily or

necessarily, that is, whether we can make any affirmation or denial about a thing
without some external cause compelling us to do so. Now we have already shown
that a thing which is not explained® through itself, or whose existence does not
pertain to its essence, must necessarily have an external cause; and that a cause
which is to produce something must produce it necessarily; it must therefore also
follow that each separate act of willing!? this or that, each separate act of affirm-

13

14

Now the Will, regarded as Affirmation or Decision 1s different from true Belief and from Opinion.
It differs from True Belief in this, that 1t extends also to that which 1s not truly good, and this 1s so
because 1t lacks that conviction whereby 1t 1s clearly seen that it cannot be otherwise; 1n the case
of true belief there 15, and must be, this conviction, because from 1t none but good desires emanate.

But 1t also differs from Opinion 1n this, that 1t can sometimes be quite infallible and certain;
this is not the case with Opinion, which consists in guessing and supposing.

So that we can call it Belief insofar as 1t can proceed with certainty, and Opinion insofar as 1t
1s subject to error.

[B. which does not exist.]

It 1s certain that each separate volition must have an external cause through which 1t comes into
being; for, seeing that existence does not pertain to its essence, its existence must necessarily be
due to the existence of something else

As to the view that the efficient cause thereof 1s not an Idea but the human Will itself, and that
the Understanding 1s a cause without which the will can do nothing, so that the Will in 1ts unde-
termined form, and also the Understanding, are not things of Reason, but real entities—so far as |
am concerned, whenever I consider them attentively they appear to be universals, and [ can at-
tribute no reahity to them. Even 1f it be so, however, still it must be admutted that Willing 1s a mod-
ification of the Will, and that the Ideas are a mode of the Understanding, the Understanding and
the Will are therefore necessanly distinct, and really distinct substances, because [only] substance
1s modified, and not the mode 1tself. As the soul 1s said to direct these two substances, 1t must be a
third substance. All these things are so confused that 1t is impossible to have a clear and distinct
conception about them. For, since the Idea 1s not in the Will, but in the Understanding, and 1n
consequence of the rule that the mode of one substance cannot pass over 1nto the other substance,
love cannot anse 1n the will: because to will something when there is no idea of that thing in the
willing power involves self-contradiction If you say that the Will, owing to its union with the Un-
derstanding, also becomes aware of that which the Understanding understands, and thus also loves
it, one may retort to this: but since awareness 1s also an apprehension, it 1s therefore also a mode of
understanding; following the above, however, this cannot be 1n the Will, even if its union [with the
Will] were like that of the soul and body. For suppose that the body is united with the soul, as the
philosophers generally maintain, even so the body never feels, nor does the soul become extended.!
When they say that the Soul directs both the Understanding and the Will, this 1s not only incon-
cevable, but even self-contradictory, because by saying so they seem to deny that the will 1s free,
which 1s opposed to their view. But, to conclude, [ have no inclination to adduce all my objections
against positing a created finite substance. I shall only show briefly that the Freedom of the Will
does not 1n any way accord with such an enduring creation, namely, that the same activity 1s re-
quired of God in order to maintain a thing 1n existence as to create 1t, and that otherwise the thing
could not last for a moment; as this 1s so, nothing can be attributed to it. But we must say that God
has created 1t just as 1t is; for as 1t has no power to maintain itself in existence while 1t exists, much

' [Acontinues: For then a Chimera, in which we conceive two substances, might become one, this
1s false.]
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ing or denying this or that of a thing, these, I say, must also result from some ex-
ternal cause: so also the definition which we have given of a cause is, that it can-
not be free.

Possibly this will not satisfy some who are accustomed to keep their under-
standing busy with things of Reason more than with Particular things which re-
ally exist in Nature; and, through doing so, they come to regard a thing of Reason
not as such, but as a real thing. For, because man has now this, now that volition,
he forms in his soul a general mode which he calls Will, just as from this man and
that man he also forms the Idea of man; and because he does not adequately dis-
tinguish the real things from the things of Reason, he comes to regard the things
of Reason as things which really exist in Nature, and so he regards himself as a
cause of some things. This happens not infrequently in the treatment of the sub-
ject about which we are speaking. For if any one is asked why people want this or
that, the answer usually given is, because they have a will. But, since the Will, as
we have said, is only an Idea of our willing this or that, and therefore only a mode
of thought, a thing of Reason, and not a real thing, nothing can be caused by it;
for out of nothing, nothing comes. And so, as we have shown that the will is not
a thing in Nature, but only in fancy, I also think it unnecessary to ask whether the
will is free or not free.

I say this not [only] of will in general, which we have shown to be a mode of
thought, but also of the particular act of willing this or that, which act of willing
some have identified with affirmation and denial. Now this should be clearly evi-
dent to every one who only attends to what we have already said. For we have said
that the understanding is purely passive; it is an awareness, in the soul, of the
essence and existence of things; so that it is never we who affirm or deny something
of a thing, but it is the thing itself that affirms or denies, in us, something of itself.

Possibly some will not admit this, because it seems to them that they are well
able to affirm or to deny of the thing something different from what they know
about the thing. But this is only because they have no idea of the conception which
the soul has of the thing apart from or without the words [in which it is expressed).
It is quite true that (when there are reasons which prompt us to do so) we can, in
words or by some other means, represent the thing to others difterently from what
we know it to be; but we can never bring it so far, either by words or by any other
means, that we should feel about the things differently from what we feel about
them; that is impossible, and clearly so to all who have for once attended to their
understanding itself apart from the use of words or other significant signs.

Against this, however, some perchance may say: If it is not we, but the thing it-
self, that makes the affirmation and denial about itself in us, then nothing can be

less, then, can 1t produce something by itself If, therefore, any one should say that the soul produces
the volition from itself, then 1 ask, by what power? Not by that which has been, for it is no more; also
not by that which 1t has now, for 1t has none at all whereby it might exist or last for a single moment,
because it 1s continuously created anew. Thus, then, as there 1s nothing that has any power to main-
tain itself, or to produce anything, there remains nothing but to conclude that God alone, therefore,
is and must be the efficient cause of all things, and that all acts of Volition are determined by him
alone
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affirmed or denied except what is in agreement with the thing; and consequently
there is no falsity. For we have said that falsity consists in affirming (or denying)
aught of a thing which does not accord with that thing; that is, what the thing does
not affirm or deny about itself. I think, however, that if only we consider well what
we have already said about Truth and Falsity, then we shall see at once that these
objections have already been sufficiently answered. For we have said that the ob-
ject is the cause of what is affirmed or denied thereof, be it true or false: falsity
arising thus, namely, because, when we happen to know something or a part of
an object, we imagine that the object (although we only know very little of it) nev-
ertheless affirms or denies that of itself as a whole; this takes place mostly in fee-
ble souls, which receive very easily a mode or an idea through a slight action of
the object, and make no further affirmation or denial apart from this.

Lastly, it might also be objected that there are many things which we some-
times want and [sometimes also] do not want, as, for example, to assert something
abouta thing or not to assert it, to speak the truth, and not to speak it, and so forth.
But this results from the fact that Desire is not adequately distinguished from Will.
For the Will, according to those who maintain that there is a Will, is only the ac-
tivity of the understanding whereby we affirm or deny something about a thing,
with regard to good or evil. Desire, however, is the disposition of the soul to ob-
tain or to do something for the sake of the good or evil that is discerned therein;
so that even after we have made an affirmation or denial about the thing, Desire
still remains, namely, when we have ascertained or affirmed that the thing is good;
such is the Will, according to their statements, while desire is the inclination,
which we only subsequently feel, to advance it—so that, even according to their
own statements, the Will may well exist without the Desire, but not the Desire
without the Will, which must have preceded it.

All the activities, therefore, which we have discussed above (since they are car-
ried out through Reason under the appearance of good, or are hindered by Rea-
son under the appearance of evil) can only be subsumed under that inclination
which is called Desire, and by no means under the designation of Will, which is
altogether inappropriate.

CHAPTER XVII
On the Distinction between Will and Desire

Now that it is known that we have no free will to make an affirmation or a denial,
let us just see what is the correct and true distinction between will and desire, or
what may the Will be which was called by the Latins voluntas.

According to Aristotle’s definition, Desire appears to be a genus containing two
species. For he says that the Will is the longing or inclination which one feels to-
wards that which is or seems good. Whence it appears to me that by Desire (or cu-
piditas) he means any inclination, be it towards good, be it towards evil; but when
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the inclination is only towards what is or appears to be good, or when the man
who has such inclination, has it under the appearance of good, then he calls it
voluntas or good will; while, if it is bad, that is, when we observe in another an in-
clination towards something which is bad, he calls that voluptas or bad will. So
that the inclination of the soul is not something whereby affirmations or denials
are made, but only an inclination to obtain something which appears to be good,
and' to flee from what appears to be bad.

It, therefore, remains to inquire now whether the Desire is free or not free. In
addition to what we have already said, namely, that Desire depends on the idea of
its objects, and that this understanding must have an external cause, and in addi-
tion also to what we have said about the will, it still remains to prove that Desire
is not free. Many people, although they see quite well that the knowledge which
man has of various things is a medium through which his longing or inclination
passes over from one thing to another, yet fail to observe what that may be which
thus lures the inclination from the one to the other.

However, to show that this inclination of ours is not of our own free will (and
in order to present vividly before our eyes what it is to pass over, and to be drawn,
from one thing to another), we shall imagine a child becoming aware of some-
thing for the first time. For example, I hold before him a little Bell, which pro-
duces a pleasant sound for his ears, so that he conceives a longing for it; consider
now whether he could really help feeling this longing or desire. If you say, Yes,
then I ask, how, through what cause is this to happen? Certainly not through
something which he knows to be better, because this is all that he knows; nor,
again, through its appearing to be bad to him, for he knows nothing else, and this
pleasure is the very best that has ever come to him. But perchance he has the free-
dom to banish from him the longing which he feels; whence it would follow that
this longing may well arise in us without our free will, but that all the same we
have in us the freedom to banish it from us. This freedom, however, will not bear
examination; for what, indeed, might it be that shall be able to annihilate thelong-
ing? The longing itself? Surely no, for there is nothing that through its own na-
ture seeks its own undoing. What then might it ultimately be that shall be able to
wean him from his longing? Nothing else, forsooth, except that in the natural or-
der and course of things he is affected by something which he finds more pleas-
ant than the first. And, therefore, just as, when we were considering the Will, we
said that the human Will is nothing but this and that Volition, so also man has no
other than this and that Desire which is caused by this and that idea;* Desire [in
the abstract] is not anything actually existing in Nature, but is only an abstraction
from the particular acts of desiring this or that. Desire, then, as it is not really any-

I [B:or]

k [B concludes this chapter as follows. If then we say that Desire is free, 1t 1s just as if we had said that
this or that Desire is the cause of itself, and, already before it existed, had brought 1t about that 1t
should exist: which 1s absurdity itself and 1s impossible. And Desire, regarded as a universal, being
nothing but an abstraction from the particular acts of desiring this or that, and, beyond this, not ac-
tually existing in Nature, can, as such, also cause nothing ]
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thing, can also not really cause anything. So that when we say that Desire is free,
it is just as much as if we said that this or that Desire is its own cause— that is, that
before it existed it had already arranged that it should exist; which is absurdity it-
self, and cannot be.

CHAPTER XVIII
On the Uses of the Foregoing

Thus we see now that man, being a part of the whole of Nature, on which he de-
pends, and by which also he is governed, cannot of himself do anything for his
happiness and well-being; let us, then, just see what Uses we can derive from these
propositions of ours. And this [is] all the more [necessary] because we have no
doubt that they will appear not a little offensive to some.

In the first place, it follows therefrom that we are truly servants, aye, slaves, of
God, and that it is our greatest perfection to be such necessarily. For, if we were
thrown back upon ourselves, and thus not dependent on God, we should be able
to accomplish very little, or nothing, and thatwould justly give us cause to lament
our lot; especially so in contrast with what we now see, namely, that we are de-
pendent on that which is the most perfect of all, in such a way that we exist also
as a part of the whole, that is, of him; and we contribute, so to say, also our share
to the realisation of so many skilfully ordered and perfect works, which depend
on him.

Secondly, this knowledge brings it about that we do not grow proud when we
have accomplished something excellent (which pride causes us to come to a
standstill, because we think that we are already great, and that we need do noth-
ing further; thereby militating precisely against our own perfection, which con-
sists in this— that we must at all times endeavour to advance further and further);
but that, on the contrary, we attribute all that we do to God, who is the first and
only cause of all that we accomplish and succeed in effecting.

Thirdly, in addition to the fact that this knowledge inspires us with a real love
of our neighbour, it shapes us so that we never hate him, nor are we angry with
him, but love to help him, and to improve his condition. All these are the actions
of such men as have great perfection or essence.

Fourthly, this knowledge also serves to promote the greatest Common Good,
because through ita judge can never side with one party more than with the other,
and when compelled to punish the one, and to reward the other, he will do it with
a view to help and to improve the one as much as the other.

Fifthly, this knowledge frees us from Sorrow, from Despair, from Envy, from
Terror, and other evil passions, which, as we shall presently say, constitute the real
hell itself.

Sixthly, this knowledge brings us so far that we cease to stand in awe of God,
as others do of the Devil (whom they imagine), lest he should do them harm. For
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why indeed should we fear God, who is the highest good itself, through whom all
things are what they are, and also we who live in him?

Seventhly, this knowledge also brings us so far that we attribute all to God, love
him alone because he is the most glorious and the most perfect, and thus offer
ourselves up entirely to him; for these really constitute both the true service of
God and our own eternal happiness and bliss. For the sole perfection and the fi-
nal end of a slave and of a tool is this, that they duly fulfil the task imposed on
them. For example, if a carpenter, while doing some work, finds his Hatchet of
excellent service, then this Hatchet has thereby attained its end and perfection;
but if he should think: this Hatchet has rendered me such good service now, there-
fore I shall let it rest, and exact no further service from it, then precisely this
Hatchet would fail of its end, and be a Hatchet no more. Thus also is it with man,
so long as he is a part of Nature he must follow the laws of Nature, and this is di-
vine service; and so long as he does this, it is well with him. But if God should (so
to say) will that man should serve him no more, that would be equivalent to de-
priving him of his well-being and annihilating him; because all that he is consists
in this, that he serves God.

CHAPTER XIX
On Our Happiness

Now that we have seen the advantages of this True Belief, we shall endeavour to
fulfil the promise we have made, namely, to inquire whether through the knowl-
edge which we already have (as to what is good, what is evil, what truth is, and
what falsity is, and what, in general, the uses of all these are), whether, I say, we
can thereby attain to our well-being, namely, the LOVE of God (which we have
remarked to be our supreme happiness), and also in what way we can free our-
selves from the passions which we have judged to be bad.

To begin with the consideration of the last, namely, of the liberation from the
passions,’® I say that, if we suppose that they have no other causes than those
which we have assigned to them, then, provided only we use our understanding
aright, as we can do very easily!® (now that we have a criterion of truth and fal-
sity), we shall never fall into them.

15 All passions which come 1n conflict with good Reason (as is shown above) anise from Opinion All
that 1s good or bad 1n them, 1s shown to us by True Belief; these, however— both, or either of the
two—are not able to free us from them. It 1s only the third kind, namely, True Knowledge, that
emancipates from them. And without this it 1s impossible that we should ever be set free from them,
as will be shown subsequently (page 93). Might not this well be that about which, though under
different designation, others say and write so much? For who does not see how conveniently we
can interpret opinion as sin; belief, as the law which makes sin known, and true knowledge, as grace
which redeems us from sin?

16 Can do very easily; that is to say, when we have a thorough knowledge of good and ewil' for then 1t
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But what we have now to prove is that they have no other causes; for this, me-
thinks, it is required that we should study ourselves in our entirety, having regard
to the body as well as to the spirit.

And first [we have] to show that in Nature there is a body through whose form
and activities we are affected, and thus become aware of it. And the reason why
we do this is, because when we get an insight into the activities of the body and
the eftects which they produce, then we shall also discover the first and foremost
cause of all those passions; and, at the same time, also that through which all those
passions might be annihilated. From this we shall then also be able to see whether
it is possible to do such a thing by the aid of Reason. And then we shall also pro-
ceed to speak about our Love of God.

Now to prove that there is a body in Nature, can be no difficult task for us, now
that we already know that God is, and what God is; whom we have defined as a be-
ing of infinite attributes, each of which is infinite and perfect. And since extension
is an attribute which we have shown to be infinite in its kind, it must therefore also
necessarily be an attribute of that infinite being. And as we have also already demon-
strated that this infinite being exists, it follows at once that this attribute also exists.

Moreover, since we have also proved that outside Nature, which is infinite,
there is, and can be, no being, it is clearly manifest that this effect of body through
which we become aware [of it] can proceed from nothing else than from exten-
sion itself, and by no means from something else which (as some will have it) has
extension in an eminent degree [eminenter]: for (as we have already shown in the
first chapter) there is no such thing,

We have to remark, therefore, that all the eftects which are seen to depend nec-
essarily on extension must be attributed to this attribute; such as Motion and Rest.
For if the power to produce these did not exist in Nature, then (even though it
[Nature] might have many other attributes) it would be impossible that these
should exist. For if a thing is to produce something then there must be that in it
through which it, rather than another, can produce that something.

What we have just said here about extension, the same we also wish to be re-
garded as though it had been said about thought, and further about all that is.

It is to be observed further, that there is nothing whatever in us, but we have
the power to become aware of it: so that if we find that there is nothing else in us
except the effects of the thinking thing and those of extension, then we may say
with certainty that there is nothing else in us.

In order that the workings of both these may be clearly understood, we shall
take them up first each by itself only, and afterwards both together; as also the ef-
fects of both the one and the other.

Now when we consider extension alone, then we become aware of nothing else
in it except Motion and Rest, from which we then discover all the effects that re-
sult therefrom. And these two!” modes of body are such that it is impossible for

1s impossible to be subject to that from which the passions arise. because when we know and en-
joy what 1s best, that which 1s worst has no power over us.

17 Two modes: because Rest is not Nothing.
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any other thing to change them, except only themselves. Thus, for example, when
a stone lies still, then it is impossible that it should be moved by the power of
thought or anything else, but [it may] well [be moved] by motion,' as when an-
other stone, having greater motion than this has rest, makes it move. Likewise also
the moving stone will not be made to rest except through something else which
has less motion. It follows, accordingly, that no mode of thought can bring mo-
tion or rest into a body. In accordance, however, with what we observe in our-
selves, it may well happen that a body which is moving now in one direction may
nevertheless turn aside in another direction; as when I stretch out my arm and
thereby bring it about that the [vital] spirits which were already moving in a dif-
ferent direction, nevertheless move now in this direction, though not always, but
according to the disposition of the [vital] spirits, as will be stated presently.

The cause of this can be none other than that the soul, being an Idea of this
body, is united with it in such a way that itand this body, thus constituted, together
form a whole.

The most important effect of the other or thinking attribute is an Idea of things,
which is such that, according to the manner in which it apprehends them, there
arises either Love or Hatred, etc. This effect, then, as it implies no extension, can
also not be attributed to the same, but only to thought; so that, whatever the
changes which happen to arise in this mode, their cause must on no account be
sought for in extension, but only in the thinking thing. We can see this, for in-
stance, in the case of Love, which, whether it is to be suppressed or whether it is
to be awakened, can only be thus affected through the idea itself, and this hap-
pens, as we have already remarked, either because something bad is perceived to
be in the object, or because something better comes to be known.™ Now when-
ever these attributes happen to act the one on the other, there results a passivity
which one suffers from the other; namely [in the case of extension], through the
determination of movements which we have the power to direct in whatever di-
rection we please. The process, then, whereby the one comes to be passively
affected by the other, is this: namely, the soul in the body, as has already been re-
marked, can well bring it about that the [vital] spirits, which would otherwise
move in the one direction, should nevertheless move in the other direction; and
since these [vital] spirits can also be made to move, and therefore directed, by the
body, it may frequently happen that, when the body directs their movements to-
wards one place, while the soul directs them towards another place, they bring
about and occasion in us those peculiar fits of depression which we sometimes
feel without knowing the reasons why we have them. For otherwise the reasons
are generally well known to us.

Furthermore, the power which the soul has to move the [vital] spirits may well
be hindered also either because the motion of the [vital] spirits is much dimin-
ished, or because it is much increased. Diminished, as when, having run much,

! [B: by the motion of something else.]

m [B: erther because something good 1s perceived 1n the loved object, or because something bad is
perceived in the hated object.]
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we bring it about that the [vital] spirits, owing to this running, impart to the body
much more than the usual amount of motion,” and by losing this [motion] they
are necessarily that much weakened; this may also happen through taking all too
little food. Increased, as when, by drinking too much wine or other strong drink,
we thereby become either merry or drunk, and bring it about that the soul has no
power to control the body.

Having said thus much about the influences which the soul exercises on the
body, let us now consider the influences of the body on the soul. The most im-
portant of these, we maintain, is that it causes the soul to become aware of it, and
through it also of other bodies. This is effected by Motion and Rest conjointly, and
by nothing else: for the body has nothing else than these wherewith to operate; so
that whatever else comes to the soul, besides this awareness, cannot be caused
through the body. And as the first thing which the soul gets to know is the body,
the result is that the soul loves it so, and becomes united with it. But since, as we
have already said before, the cause of Love, Hatred, and Sorrow must not be sought
for in the body but only in the soul (because all the activities of the body must pro-
ceed from motion and rest), and since we see clearly and distinctly that one love
comes to an end as soon as we come to know something else that is better, it fol-
lows clearly from all this that, If once we get to know God, at least with a knowledge
as clear as that with which we also know our body, then we must become united with
him even more closely than we are with our body, and be, as it were, released from
the body. 1 say more closely, because we have already proved before that without
him we can neither be, nor be known; and this is so because we know and must
know him, not through something else, as is the case with all other things, but only
through himself, as we have already said before. Indeed, we know him better even
than we know ourselves, because without him we could not know ourselves at all.

From what we have said so far it is easily gathered which are the chief causes of
the passions. For, as regards the Body with its effects, Motion and Rest,° these can-
not affect the soul otherwise except so as to make themselves known to it as objects;
and according to the appearances which they present to it, that is according as they
appear good or bad, '8 so also is the soul affected by them, and that [happens] not
inasmuch as it is a body (for then the body would be the principal cause of the pas-

" [B continues thus: in which they had a strong in —and through —flow which weakened them.]
© [B adds: or their effects ]

18 But if 1t be asked whence comes 1t that we know that the one 1s good, the other bad? Answer Since
it is the objects which cause us to become aware of them, we are affected by the one differently, in
proportion than by the other. Now these by which we are affected most harmoniously (as regards the
proportion of motion and rest, of which they consist) are most agreeable to us, and as they depart
more and more from this [harmonious proportion, they tend to be] most disagreeable. And hence
anises every kind of feeling of which we become aware, and which, when 1t acts on our body, as 1t of-
ten does, through matenal objects, we call impulses; for instance, a man who is sorrowing can be
made to laugh, or be made merry, by being tickled, or by drinking wine, etc., which [impulses] the
soul becomes indeed aware of, but does not produce. For, when it operates, the merrniments are real
and of another kind, because then 1t 1s no body that operates, but the intelligent soul uses the body
as a tool, and, consequently, as the soul 1s more active in this case, so is the feeling more perfect
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sions), but inasmuch as it is an object like all other things, which would also act in
the same way if they happened to reveal themselves to the soul in the same way. (By
this, however, I do not mean to say that the Love, Hatred, and Sorrow which pro-
ceed from the contemplation of incorporeal things produce the same effects as those
which arise from the contemplation of corporeal things; for, as we shall presently
say, these have yet other effects according to the nature of the thing through the ap-
prehension of which Love, Hatred, and Sorrow, etc., are awakened in the soul which
contemplates the incorporeal things.) So that, to return to our previous subject, if
something else should appear to the soul to be more glorious than the body really
is, it is certain that the body would then have no power to produce such effects as it
certainly does now. Whence it follows,P not alone that the body is not the principal
cause of the passions, but also that even if there were in us something else besides
what we have just stated to be capable, in our opinion, of producing the passions,
such a thing, even if there were such, could likewise affect the soul neither more
nor differently than the body does in fact now. For it could never be anything else
than such an object as would once for all be different from the soul, and would con-
sequently show itself to be such and no other, as we have likewise stated also of the
body. So that we may, with truth, conclude that Love, Hatred, Sorrow, and other
passions are produced in the soul in various forms according to the kind of knowl-
edge which, from time to time, it happens to have of the thing; and consequently,
if once it can come to know the most glorious of all, it should be impossible for any
of these passions to succeed in causing it the least perturbation.

CHAPTER XX
Confirmation of the Foregoing

Now, as regards what we have said in the preceding chapter, the following diffi-
culties might be raised by way of objection.

First, if motion is not the cause of the passions then why is it possible, never-
theless, to banish sorrow by the aid of certain means, as is often done by means of
wine? To this it serves [as an answer] that a distinction must be made between the
soul’s awareness, when it first becomes aware of the body, and the judgment which
it presently comes to form as to whether it is good or bad for it.1°

Now the soul, being such as just stated, has, as we have already shown before,
the power to move the [vital] spirits whithersoever it pleases; but this power may,
nevertheless, be taken away from it, as when, owing to other causes [arising out]
of the body generally, their form, constituted by certain proportions [of motion

P [Acontinuesthus. not that the body alone 1s the principal cause of the passions.. . .; B: that the body
alone is not the principal cause of passions . . .|

19 That 1s, between understanding considered generally, and understanding having special regard to
the good or evil of the thing



Part II, Chapter XX

and rest], disappears or is changed; and when it becomes aware of this [change]
in it, there arises sorrow, which varies with the change which the [vital] spirits un-
dergo. This sorrow results from its love for, and union with, the body.°

That this is so may be easily deduced from the fact that this sorrow can be
alleviated in one of these two ways; either by restoring the [vital] spirits to their
original form that is by relieving him of the pain, or by being persuaded by good
reasons to make no ado about this body. The first is temporary, and [the sorrow]
is liable to return; but the second is eternal, permanent, and unchangeable.

The second objection may be this: as we see that the soul, although it has noth-
ing in common with the body, can yet bring it about that the [vital] spirits, al-
though they were about to move in one direction, nevertheless move now in the
other direction, why should it not also be able to effect that a body which is per-
fectly still and at rest should begin to move itself??! Likewise, why should it not

20 Man’s sorrow 1s caused by the thought that some evil 1s befalling him, namely, through the loss of
some good; when such a thought 1s entertained, the result 1s, that the [vital] spirits gather about
the heart, and, with the help of other parts, press it together and enclose 1t, just the reverse of what
happens in the case of joy. Then the soul becomes aware of this pressure, and 1s pained. Now what
i1s 1t that medicines or wine effect? This, namely, that by their action they drive away the [vital] spir-
its from the heart, and make room again, and when the soul becomes aware of this, 1t receives new
animation, which consists in this, that the thought of evil is diverted by the change in the propor-
tion of motion and rest, which the wine has caused, and 1t turns to something else in which the
understanding finds more satisfaction. But this cannot be the immediate effect of the wine on the
soul, but only of the wine on the [vital] sprrits.

21 Now, there 1s no difficulty here as to how the one mode, which is infinitely different from the other,
yetacts on the other; for 1t is a part of the whole, since the soul never existed without the body, nor
the body without the soul We arnve at this [conclusion] as follows [no page numbers given):

1. There 1s a perfect being, page —. 2. There cannot be two substances, page —. 3. No sub-
stance can have a beginning, page—. 4. Each 1s infinite 1 its kind, page —. 5. There must also
be an attribute of thought, page —. 6. There 1s nothing in Nature, but there 1s an Idea of 1t in the
thinking thing, resulting from its essence and existence 1n conjunction, page —. 7. Consequently,
now. 8. Since their essence, without their existence, 1s implied in the designations of things, there-
fore the Idea of the essence cannot be regarded as something separate, this can only be done when
there 1s both existence and essence, because then there 1s an object, which before was not For ex-
ample, when the whole wall is white, there 1s no this or that n, etc 9 Now, this Idea, considered
by itself, and apart from all other Ideas, can be no more than a mere Idea of such a thing, and 1t
cannot be that 1t has an Idea of such a thing; [add] moreover, that such an [dea, thus regarded,
since 1t 1s only a part, can have no very clear and very distinct conception of itself and its object,
but only the thinking thing, which 1s the whole of Nature, can have this; for, a part considered with-
out its whole, cannot, etc 10 Between the Idea and the object there must necessarily be a union,
because the one cannot exist without the other. for there 1s no thing whose Idea is not in the think-
ing thing, and no Idea can exist unless the thing also exists. Furthermore the object cannot change
without the Idea changing also, and vice versa, so that there 1s here no need for a third thing that
should bring about the union of soul and body. It 1s to be remarked, however, that we are speaking
here of such Ideas which necessarily arise from the existence of the things together with ther
essence 1n God; but not of the Ideas which the things now actually present to us, [or] produce 1n
us. There is a great difference between these, for the 1deas in God do not arise as they do 1n us by
way of one or more of the senses, which are therefore almost always only imperfectly affected by
them; but from their existence and their essence, just as they are. My 1dea, however, 1s not yours,
although one and the same thing produces them in us
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also be able to move in whatever direction it pleases all other bodies which are al-
ready in motion?

But if we recall what we have already said before concerning the thinking
thing, it can remove this difficulty for us quite easily. Namely, we then said that
although Nature has various attributes, it is, all the same, but one only Being, of
which all these attributes are predicated. Besides this we have also said that the
thinking thing, too, was but one only thing in Nature, and is expressed in infi-
nite Ideas, in accordance with the infinite things which exist in Nature; for if the
body receives such a mode as, for example, the body of Peter, and again another
such as is the body of Paul, the result of this is that there are in the thinking thing
two different Ideas: namely, one idea of the body of Peter, which constitutes the
Soul of Peter, and another of [the body of] Paul, which constitutes the Soul of
Paul. Now the thinking thing can well move the body of Peter by means of the
Idea of the body of Peter, but not by means of the Idea of the body of Paul; so
that the soul of Paul can well move its own body, but by no means that of an-
other, such as that of Peter.2? And for this reason also it cannot move a stone
which rests or lies still: because the stone, again, makes another Idea in the Soul.
Hence also it is no less clear that it is impossible that a stone, which is perfectly
at rest and still, should be made to move by any mode of thought, for the same
reasons as above.

The third objection may be this: We seem to be able to see clearly that we can,
nevertheless, produce a certain stillness in the body. For, after we have kept mov-
ing our [vital] spirits for a long time, we find that we are tired; which, assuredly,
is nothing else than a certain stillness in the [vital] spirits brought about by our-
selves. We answer, however, that it is quite true that the soul is a cause of this still-
ness, but only indirectly; for it puts a stop to the movement not directly, but only
through other bodies which it has moved, and which must then necessarily have
lost as much as they had imparted to the [vital] spirits. It is therefore clear on all
sides that in Nature there is only one and the same kind of motion.

CHAPTER XXI

On Reason

At present we have to inquire why it happens that sometimes, although we see
that a certain thing is good or bad, we nevertheless do not find in us the power ei-
ther to do the good or to abstain from the bad, and sometimes, however, we do
indeed [find this power in us]. This we can easily understand if we consider the

22 lt1s clear that 1n man, because he had a beginning, there is to be found no other attribute than
such as existed in Nature already before. —And since he consists of such a body of which there
must necessarily be an Idea 1n the thinking thing, and the Idea must necessarily be united with the
body, therefore we assert without fear that his Soul 1s nothing else than this Idea of his body 1n the
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causes that we assigned to opinions, which we stated to be the causes of all affects.
These, we then said, [arise] either from hearsay, or from experience. And since all
that we find in ourselves has greater power over us than that which comes to us
from outside, it certainly follows that Reason can be the cause of the extinction
of opinions?®> which we have got from hearsay only (and this is so because reason
has not like these come to us from outside), but by no means of those which we
have got from experience. For the power which the thing itself gives us is always
greater than that which we obtain by way of consequence through a second thing;
we noted this difference when speaking of reasoning and of clear understanding,
page 62, and we did so with the rule of three as an illustration. For more power
comes to us from the understanding of proportion itself, than from the under-
standing of the rule of proportion. And it is for this reason that we have said so of-
ten that one love may be extinguished by another which is greater, because in say-
ing this we did not, by any means, intend to refer to desire which does not, like
love, come from true knowledge, but comes from reasoning.

CHAPTER XXII
On True Knowledge, Regeneration, Etc.

Since, then, Reason has no power to lead us to the attainment of our well-being,
it remains for us to inquire whether we can attain it through the fourth, and last,
kind of knowledge. Now we have said that this kind of knowledge does not result
from something else, but from a direct revelation of the object itself to the un-
derstanding. And if that object is glorious and good, then the soul becomes nec-
essarily united with it, as we have also remarked with reference to our body. Hence

thinking thing And as this body has a9 motion and rest (which has its proportion determined, and
1s usually altered, through external objects), and as no alteration can take place in the object with-
out occurring also immediately 1n the Idea, the result 1s that people feel (idea reflexiva).f Now | say,
as it has a certain measure or proportion of motion and rest, because no process can take place 1n
the body without these two concurring.

9 [B: has a certain measure of . ]

© [B: that people have “reflexive” 1deas.]

23 ]t is all the same whether we use here the word opinion or passion, and so it is clear why we can-

not conquer by means of Reason those that have come to us through experience, for these are noth-
ing else than an enjoyment of, or immediate union with, something that we judge to be good, and
Reason, though 1t teaches us what is better, does not make us enjoy it. Now that which we enjoy
1n us cannot be conquered by that which we do not enjoy, and is outside us, as that is which Rea-
son suggests But if these are to be overcome then there must be something that is more powerful,
in this way there will be an enjoyment or immediate union with something that 1s better known
and enjoyed than thus first; and when this exists victory 1s always assured; or, indeed, this victory
comes also through tasting an evil which 1s recognised to be greater than the good that was en-
joyed, and upon which 1t follows immediately. Still, experience teaches us that this evil does not
necessarily always follow thus, for, etc See pages 68, 86
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it follows incontrovertibly that it is this knowledge which evokes love. So that
when we get to know God after this manner then (as he cannot reveal himself,
nor become known to us otherwise than as the most glorious and best of all) we
must necessarily become united with him. And only in this union, as we have al-
ready remarked, does our blessedness consist.

I do not say that we must know him just as he is, or adequately, for it is suffi-
cient for us to know him to some extent, in order to be united with him. For even
the knowledge that we have of the body is not such that we know it just as it is, or
perfectly; and yet, what a union! What a love!

That this fourth [kind of] knowledge, which is the knowledge of God, is not
the consequence of something else, but immediate, is evident from what we have
proved before, [namely,] that he is the cause of all knowledge that is acquired
through itself alone, and through no other thing; moreover, also from this, that
we are so united with him by nature that without him we can neither be, nor be
known. And for this reason, since there is such a close union between God and
us, it is evident that we cannot know him except directly.

We shall endeavour to explain, next, this union of ours with him through na-
ture and love.

We said before that in Nature there can be nothing of which there should not
be an Idea in the soul of that same thing.?* And according as the thing is either
more or less perfect, so also is the union and the influence of the Idea with the
thing, or with God himself, less or more perfect. For as the whole of Nature is but
one only substance, and one whose essence is infinite, all things are united
through Nature, and they are united into one [being], namely, God. And now, as
the body is the very first thing of which our soul becomes aware (because as al-
ready remarked, nothing can exist in Nature, the Idea of which is not in the think-
ing thing, this Idea being the soul of that thing) so that thing must necessarily be
the first cause of the Idea.?

But, as this Idea can by no means find rest in the knowledge of the body with-
out passing on to the knowledge of that without which the body and Idea could
neither be, nor be understood, so (after knowing it first) it becomes united with it
immediately through love. This union is better understood, and one may gather
what it must be like, from its action with the body, in which we see how through
knowledge of, and feelings towards corporeal things, there arise in us all the ef-
fects which we are constantly becoming aware of in the body, through the move-
ments of the [vital] spirits; and therefore (if once our knowledge and love come
to embrace that without which we can neither be, nor be understood, and which

2% This also explains what we said in the first part, namely, that the infinite understanding must exist
in Nature from all eternity, and why we called 1t the son of God. For, as God existed from eternity,
his 1dea must also be 1n the thinking thing, that 1s, in himself from eternity, objective this Idea co-
incides with himself; see page 59.

25 That 1s our soul being an Idea of the body derives 1ts first being from the body, but 1t 1s only a rep-
resentation of the body, both as a whole and 1n its parts, in the thinking thing.
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is in no way corporeal) how incomparably greater and more glorious will and must
be the kind of effects resulting from this union; for these must necessarily be com-
mensurate with the thing with which it is united. And when we become aware of
these excellent effects, then we may say with truth, that we have been born again.
For our first birth took place when we were united with the body, through which
the activities and movements of the [vital] spirits have arisen; but this our other
or second birth will take place when we become aware in us of entirely different
effects of love, commensurate with the knowledge of this incorporeal object, and
as different from the first as the corporeal is different from the incorporeal, spirit
from flesh. And this may, therefore, all the more justly and truly be called Re-
generation, inasmuch as only from this love and union does Eternal and un-
changeable existence ensue, as we shall prove.

CHAPTER XXIII
On the Immortality of the Soul

If only we consider attentively what the Soul is, and whence its change and du-
ration originate, then we shall easily see whether it is mortal or immortal.

Now we have said that the Soul is an Idea which is in the thinking thing, aris-
ing from the reality of a thing which exists in Nature. Whence it follows that ac-
cording to the duration and change of the thing, so must also be the duration and
change of the Soul. We remarked, at the same time, that the Soul can become
united either with the body of which it is the Idea, or with God, without whom it
can neither be, nor be known.

From this, then, it can easily be seen, (1) that, if it is united with the body alone,
and that body happens to perish, then it must perish also; for when it is deprived
of the body, which is the foundation of its love, it must perish with it. But (2) if it
becomes united with some other thing which is and remains unchangeable, then,
on the contrary, it must also remain unchangeable and lasting. For, in that case,
through what shall it be possible for it to perish?® Not through itself; for as little as
it could begin to exist through itself when it did not yet exist, so little also can it
change or perish through itself, now that it does exist.

Consequently, that thing which alone is the cause of its existence, must also
(when it is about to perish) be the cause of its nonexistence, because it happens to
change itself or to perish.

s [B concludes this chapter as follows. For that which alone 1s the cause of the existence of a thing,
must also, when 1t is about to pass away, be the cause of 1ts nonexistence, simply because itself is
changing or passing away; or that whereof 1t 1s the cause must be able to annihilate itself; but as lit-
tle as a thing can begin to exist through itself when 1t does not yet exist, so little also can 1t change
or perish through itself, now that 1t does exist.]
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CHAPTER XXIV
On God’s Love of Man

Thus far we have shown sufficiently, we think, what our love of God is, also its
consequences, namely, our eternal duration. So we do not think it necessary here
to say anything about other things, such as joy in God, peace of mind, etc., as from
what has been said it may easily be seen what there is to or should be said about
them. Thus (as we have, so far, only considered our love of God) it still remains
to be seen whether there is also a divine love of us, that is, whether God also loves
mankind, namely, when they love him. Now, in the first place, we have said that
to God no modes of thought can be ascribed except those which are in his crea-
tures; therefore, it cannot be said that God loves mankind, much less [can it be
said] that he should love them because they love him, or hate them because they
hate him. For in that case we should have to suppose that people do so of their
own free will, and that they do not depend on a first cause; which we have already
before proved to be false. Besides, this would necessarily involve nothingless than
a great mutability on the part of God, who, though he neither loved nor hated be-
fore, would now have to begin to love and to hate, and would be induced or made
to do so by something supposed to be outside him; but this is absurdity itself.

Still, when we say that God does not love man, this must not be taken to mean
that he (so to say) leaves man to pursue his course all alone, but only that because
man together with all that is, are in God in such a way, and God consists of all
these in such a way, therefore, properly speaking, there can be in him no love for
something else: since all form only one thing, which is God himself.

From this it follows also that God gives no laws to mankind so as to reward them
when they fulfil them [and to punish them when they transgress them,] or, to state
it more clearly, that God’s laws are not of such a nature that they could be trans-
gressed. For the regulations imposed by God on Nature, according to which all
things come into existence and continue to exist, these, if we will call them laws,
are such that they can never be transgressed; such, for instance, is [the law] that
the weakest must yield to the strongest, that no cause can produce more than it
contains in itself, and the like, which are of such a kind that they never change,
and never had a beginning, but all things are subjected and subordinated to them.
And, to say briefly something about them: all laws that cannot be transgressed, are
divine laws; the reason [is this], because whatsoever happens, is not contrary to, but
in accordance with, his own decision. All laws that can be transgressed are human
laws; the reason [is this], because all that people decide upon for their own well-
being does not necessarily, on thataccount, tend also to the well-being of the whole
of Nature, but may, on the contrary, tend to the annihilation of many other things.

When the laws of Nature are stronger, the laws of men are made null; the di-
vine laws are the final end for the sake of which they exist, and not subordinate;
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human [laws] are not.?® Still, notwithstanding the fact that men make laws for
their own well-being, and have no other end in view except to promote their own
well-being by them, this end of theirs may yet (insofar as it is subordinate to other
ends which another has in view, who is above them, and lets them act thus as parts
of Nature) serve that end [which] coincides with the eternal laws established by
God from eternity, and so, together with all others, help to accomplish everything,
For example, although the Bees, in all their work and the orderly discipline which
they maintain among themselves, have no other end in view than to make cer-
tain provisions for themselves for the winter, still, man who is above them, has an
entirely different end in view when he maintains and tends them, namely, to ob-
tain honey for himself. So also [is it with] man, insofar as he is an individual thing
and looks no further than his finite character can reach; but, insofar as he is also
a part and tool of the whole of Nature, this end of man cannot be the final end of
Nature, because she is infinite, and must make use of him, together also with all
other things, as an instrument.

Thus far [we have been speaking] of the law imposed by God,; it is now to be
remarked also that man is aware of two kinds of law even in himself;t I mean such
a man who uses his understanding aright, and attains to the knowledge of God,
and these [two kinds of law] result from his fellowship with God, and from his fel-
lowship with the modes of Nature. Of these the one is necessary, and the other is
not. For, as regards the law which results from his fellowship with God, since he
can never be otherwise but must always necessarily be united with him, therefore
he has, and always must have before his eyes the laws by which he must live for
and with God. But as regards the law which results from his fellowship with the
modes, since he can separate himself from men, this is not so necessary.

Now, since we posit such a fellowship between God and men, it might justly
be asked, how God can make himself known to men, and whether this happens,
or could have happened, by means of spoken words, or directly through himself,
without using any other thing to do it with.

We answer, not by means of words, in any case; for in that case man must have
known the signification of the words before they were spoken to him. For exam-
ple, if God had said to the I<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>