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Abbreviations

Throughout this collection we have used the following standard abbreviatons for
Spinoza’s wrinngs:

oM Metaphysical Thoughts (Cogitata Metaphysica)
E Etbics (Etbica)

App Appendix

Ax Axiom

C Corollary

Dref Definition

Def. Aff. Definition of Affect

D Demaonstration

Exp Explanation

Lem Lemma

P Proposition

Post Postulate

Pret Preface
S Scholinm



NB: A comma within a citation from the Ethicc means “and™; e.g., the abbreviation
E VP200, § indicates that both the demonstravon and the scholinvm of proposition
20 of Ethics, part V, are being cired.

Ep Letter (Epistola)

KV Short Treatise on God, Man, and His Well-Being (Korte Verbandel-
mg)

PPC Descartess “Principles of Philosophy™ (Principra Philosopliae Carte-
sanae)

TdIE Treatise on the Emendation of the Intellect (Tractatus de Invellectus
Emendatione)

TP Political Treatise (Tractatus Politicus)

ITe Theologico-Political Treatise (Tractarus Theologico-FPoliticus)

Quotations from Spinoza's writings are based on (but usually modify) the following
translations: Curley (TAIE, KV, CM, E, Ep 1-28), Shitley (TTP), Wernham (TTE TP),
and Wolf (Ep 29-84). For longer quotations we cite as well Gebhardr's standard
Latin edition, which we abbreviate as, for example, G 1I/153 (volume 2, page 153).

We have also used the following abbreviations for Hobbes's writngs:
DCi Philosophicad Rudiments Concerning Government and Society (De Cive)

Lev Leviathan

Do Flements of Philosoplry Concerning Body (De Corpore)

Cuotations from Hobbes are taken from the following editions: Gert (DC3), Curley
(Lew), and Calkins (DCa).
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THE PHILOSOPHER Louis Althusser once complained that his critics called him a
structuralist only because “structuralism was all the rage and one did not have w
read about it in books w be able to wlk abour it.™ Few, if any, of his readers ever
suspected that he was instead a “Spinozist,” for w recognize the presence of Spin-
oza, he quipped, “one must at least have heard of him.™

The essays collected here suggest that Althusser’s words apply
as much to his philosophical generation (or at least a significant part of it) as w
himself.* Even if they would hesitate to refer to themselves as Spinozists, there is
ample evidence of Spinoza’s presence not only in the work of Delenze (who pro-
duced a major study of Spinoza) but also in the work of Lacan, Foucault, and Derrida,
tor whom Spinoza is seldom an explicit point of reference. And while the influence
of Hegel, Nietzsche, and Heidegger on the texts thar are regularly categorized as
structuralist or (in the Anglophone world) postsoructuralist has been documented
and analvzed at great length, the influence of Spinoza has hardly been suspected.
And if Spinoza was unfamiliar to academic readers in France, which has a long his-
tory of Spinoza scholarship, and where Spinoza has for some time been a fixture on
the agrégation (the standardized national exam for university teachers), what can we
expect from readers in the Unived States, where few book-length studies of Spin-
oza’s political philosophy have appeared in the last three decades and where Spinoza



rarely figures in undergraduate philosophy courses? In fact, we must go even fur-
ther and say that even after the ranslation of Deleuze’s two books on Spinoza,* Ne-
wri’s The Savage Anomaly, as well as shorter pieces by Althusser and Balibar,” Spinoeza’s
importance for contemporary critical theory and French philosophy remains rela-
tvely unexplored.®

In addition, a number of valuable studies of Spinoza from the
standpoint of analytic philosophy have appeared in the last fifteen years: Jonathan
Bennett's A Stady of Spinoza’s Ethics, Edwin Curley’s Bebmd the Geormerrical Merbod,
Douglas |. Den Uyl's Power, Seate and Freedom, and, recently, Genevieve Lloyd's
Fart of Nature. Yirmiyahu Yovel's Spinoza and Other Heretics offers a detailed histori-
cal reading that situates Spinoza in the history of ideas. For all their interest, how-
ever, the orientation of these studies is quite distinct from that of the essays making
up the present collection.

But how precisely are we to understand Spinoza’s “importance
for™ or *influence on™ contemporary thought? One way would be to seek the cita-
tions, the references, and the borrowings (acknowledged and unacknowledged) that
bind contemporary Continental thought to the texts of Spinoza and that would thus
put him in the position of a predecessor or forebear whose thought “anticipaved”
the concerns if not the conclusions of critical theory. Another way, the inverse of
the first, would be to situate the contemporary “reception” of Spinoza in the his-
tory of Spinoza studies, a5 the most recent in a series {Jf“r:::ading:i" of Spinoza from
the atheistic Spinoza of the seventeenth century to the pantheist Spinoza of the
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries to the monist of the twentieth cenmury.

The texts collected here will help us define ver a third way to
understand Spinoza’s presence: neither as a historical figure whose thought could
be caprured once and for all, grasped definitively in the ideological context in which
he lived and died, an author, 2 person; nor as an object of study whose texts, while
fixed, provide a mirror in which succeeding centuries or even generations see their
respective dilemmas. Spinoza’s works constitute a philosophy that never definitively
closes upon itself, that is never strictly identifiable with a finite set of propositions
or arguments that would allow it to be categorized once and for all as “rationalist”
or even “materialise.” It is rather a philosophy characterized by an inexhausable
productivity that is thus capable, as Pierre Macherey has argued, of producing, and
not simply reproducing, itself endlessly.” Spinoza’s philosophy provides the best il-
lustration of the concept of the immanent cause, a concept that, during the late sev-
enteenth century, was one of its most scandalous postulates: it is a philosophy that
exists in its effects, not prior to them or even independently of them, effects that
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may remain dormant or deferred for decades or even centuries, {rejactivated only in
an encounter with unforeseeable theoretical elements that arrive from beyond its
boundaries. God, the immanent cause with which Spinoza is concerned in the Erbics,
exists entirely in its own movement, the infinite productivity and dynamism that
alone make it what it is,

The openness of Spinoza’s thought, its capacity to renew itself
incessantly in irreducibly dispersed and diverse forms, is all the more surprising in
the ]ight of the stark singu]nrit:,.r of Sp:im:lr:l‘!.‘ individual inerary. Born in 1632 to
Portuguese Jewish parents who had fled to Amsterdam to escape the Inguisition,
the young Spinoza was raised in the Jewish wraditon, He learned Hebrew as a child
and studied the Tanach. ."hltl'lnugh he left school as a teenager to enter his father's
import-export firm, he continued to artend courses given by some of the great in-
tellects of Amsterdam’s Jewish communiry, including such figures as Menasseh ben
Isracl and the heretical Juan de Prado (who was twice excommunicated for freethink-
ing). During this period, Spinoza appears to have continued o observe the religious
customs, while reading widely in medieval Jewish philosophy, as well as Hebrew
translations of Greek and Latin texts. Soon after his father's death in 1654, Spinoza
ceased fully ro observe Jewish ritual and apparently began professing heterodox ideas
in conjunction with other Jewish freethinkers, By this time Spinoza had also learned
Latin and perhaps some modern languages, becoming acquainred with Scholastic
and early modern philosophical, politcal, and theological writing. Afrer the alarmed
leaders of the community tried and failed to convince Spinoza once again to resume
religious observances, he was excommunicated on July 27, 1656,

From henceforth completely isolated from the Jewish commu-
nity (whose members were forbidden to communicare with him in oral or written
torm), Spinoza elected to join the loose and extremely cosmopolitan community of
religions heretics and political radicals (many of whom were themselves exiles from
other countries) that flourished in the relatively open atmosphere of Amsterdam.
Within his circle, the ideas of Descartes and Hobbes were vigorously discussed and
debated, while developments in mathematics and the sciences were closely followed.
Several years after his excommunication he was forced to leave Amsterdam, living
for the next decade among like-minded thinkers in outlying villages. During this
period, Spinoza produced several works. The unfinished Treatise on the Emendation
qfr.ﬁ'.r Intellect, a treanse on method, hr:gimi with an :utnhiugr:lpl‘lil.::l] account of the
philosopher’s search for the true good. The Skert Treative on God, Man, and His
Well-Being, a treatise on metaphysics, contains certain quasi-mystical elements that
are ahsent from Spinoza’s later works, especially the Etbées, which covers much of



the same ground. In 1663, he published the only text to which he would publicly at-
tach his name. Ironically, it was his exposition of Descarves's Principles of Philosoplry
in geometric form.

In 1670 Spinoza moved to The Hague, where he would remain
until his death. In the same year he published the Theologico-Political Trearise, taking
great precautions to conceal his authorship and the place of publication. At this
time Spinoza was a supporter of the republican cause in Holland, a cavse that he
saw embodied in the leadership of the De Witt brothers and several other represen-
tatives of the urban and maritime bourgeois class who stood for religious and intel-
lectual rolerance and the predominance of state over church. A series of wars and
cconomic crises, however, deprived the republicans of the mass support without
which they could not survive. The urban masses in particular shifted their support
to an alliance between the Prince of Orange and the Calvinist church. In 1672, the
republicans were overthrown in a mass uprising to restore church and monarchy.
From this point on, Spinoza shifted the focus of his polivical investigations from the
attempt to furnish the principles of a state whose laws and customs would lead all
people o conduct themselves rationally to the attempt to delineare the centrality of
the muldrude or the masses wo any political system. The result was the unfinished
Political Treatise. Spinoza’s greatest work, a work on which he labored for over a
decade bur which he decided not to publish during his lifetime, was the Etbics. Spin-
oza died in 1677 at the age of forty-four, after having delivered, in the words of Al-
thusser, “the greatest lesson in heresy the world has ever known.”

Few philosophical oeuvres have given rise to such urterly diver-
gent and even opposed “readings,” readings not confined to a single commentator
but common to entire centuries. Thus, the phrase, probably the most famous Spin-
oza ever wrote, “Deus sive natura” (God, that is, nature) (Ethics IV, preface) was
generally raken by his contemporaries to mean that God was nothing more than na-
ture, even that God was a thing. A century later, Spinoza could be described as a
“God-intoxicated man,” and “Deus sive natura™ could be understood as establishing
the presence of God everywhere and in all things, and thus as the foundation of a
pantheist or even mystical doctrine. And the history of the reception of Spinoza’s
philosophy vields hittle that would appear o have prepared the way to the texts
gathered here. Indeed, there was little in French Spinoza scholarship iself betore
the 19605 that would have allowed one to predict the orentation that emerged after
1968, with the publication of major studies of Spinoza by Gueroult, Deleuze, and
Matheron. While Spinoza’s thought occupied the attention of many of the major
academic philosophers, the names of whom will most likely not be familiar to schol-
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ars outside of France, the interpretations they offered (and despite certain diver-
gences, there were key points of unity among them) may surprise those familiar
with the Spinoza scholarship of the last several decades. Such fipures as Lagneau,
Alain (Emile Chartier), Delbos, and Brunschvicg all produced major stadies of Spin-
oza that were, to varying degrees, influenced by the French spiritualist traditon
{not the least important of whose expressions was existentialism) with its emphasis
on the freedom of the mind or spirit (esprir). Brunschvicg, for example, who argued
thar Spinoza’s work was dominated by the influence of Descartes® saw in the Erbicr
a theory of the *conguest of consciousness by the intellect that, in each of us, thanks
to the relational immanence of God, is endowed with an unlimited power of expan-
sion.”® This tradition persisted into our own time through the work of Ferdinand
Alquié, whose lectures and course notes from the 1950s and 1960s were finally gath-
ered together and published in 1981 as Le rationalisne de Spinoza. Alquié found Spin-
oza's philosophy, despite the immense interest that it held for him, finally “incompre-
hensible.” Unlike Descartes (still the counterpoint to Spinoza), who *never promised
anything that he did not deliver or at least allow us to discover” because “he never
sought to surpass the human condition,”™ Spinoza’s thought seemed not to corre-
spond to any conceivable “internal experience,” including that of comprehension it-
self. Even the nodon of God as nature could never correspond o a clear and distinct
idea in the Cartesian sense. Alquié measured Spinoza against human experience and
found him w:nﬁng.

Even as Alguié developed his reading through his lecrures at the
Sorbonne, another Descartes scholar, Martial Gueroult, turned his attention to Spin-
oza, finally producing a textual monument that arguably opened the way to the un-
derstanding of Spinoza that the essays collecred here represent. In 1968, the first
volume of Gueroult’s study of the Etbio,'* which discussed only part 1 (approximately
thirty pages of text in English translation), appeared: it came to nearly six hundred
pages. A second volume on part I1 was slightly longer.*? Gueroult died shortly after
beginning a projected third and final volume on parts III-V* If Alquiés work was
marked by the spirirualist tradition of French philosophy, including, perhaps, exis-
tentialism, Gueroults procedure had much in common with the emergent strucrural-
ism of the 1950z and 1960s. Indeed, Foucault declared the influence of Gueroult on
his own work in the introduction to The Archaeology of Knowledge, referring specifi-
cally to Gueroult's analysis of “the architectonic unities of systems . .. which are con-
cerned not with the rjn:st,'ripti[m of culrural influences, raditons, and continuines,
but with internal coherences, axioms, deductive connections, compatibilities.™* And,
in the case of his study of the Ethies, as earlier in his study of Descartes’s Meditations,



Gueroult showed not the slightest inclination to determine the adequacy of Spin-
oza'’s theses to human consciousness or experience, and even less to something called
“reality” considered as inert and pregiven. Rather, Gueroult, explicitly rejecting any
account of a philosophical work that returned only occasionally w the rext iwself,
sought, with an unrivaled attention to the facts of Spinoza’s text, to reconstruct the
structure or system internal to the Etbics, holding that it would prove far more valu-
able to understand what Spinoza's rext actually is than what it is not. Deleuze, in his
extended review of Gueroult’s study of Spinoza, hailed it as having made possible
for the first ime “a truly scienufic smdy of Spinozism.™® Gueroult had, according
to Deleuze, “renewed the history of philosophy through a structural-genetic method
that he elaborared well before structuralism emerged in other domains,™® His method
permitted the identification of the structure proper to a given philosophical work,
“the order of reasons” or “the differenrial and generative elements of a system.™7
Gruerounlt’s scructuralist method was resolutely opposed to any notion of interprera-
ton: there were no hidden meanings to discover, no latent content to make mani-
fest. The order of reasons existed solely on the surface of the textis); structure was
not to be extracted from the rest of the text, leaving behind an unexplained and in-
explicable remainder, but was identecal with what was acmally said.'®

Deleuze’s Expresvionism in Philosoply: Spinoza (the original French
title has a different meaning: Spinoza and the Problem of Expression), also published in
1968, represented his secondary thesis for the Docrorar d'érar (Difference and Reperi-
tiom, the primary thesis, was published the same year). At first glance, Delenze’
praise for Gueroult’s “structural-genetic” method seems not to have resulted in the
slightest imitation of it. In fact, Deleuze is the only figure of this generation of
Spinozists to regard Alguié as a predecessor (although even then he is not very faith-
tul to the original). There is no reconstruction of a system or an order of reasons.
The notorious difficulty of Deleuze’s study results, no doubr, from his effort instead
to “think in Spinoza,” as Macherey put it, “dynamically to produce rather than re-
produce the intellectual movement by which”™ Spinoza'’s philosophy “became whar it
i5."*% And yer Delenze is not as far from Gueroult as one might think. Like Guer-
oult, Deleuze’s attemprt to produce the intellectual movement through which Spin-
oza thought the problem of expression postulates a unity and even a coherence that
earlier readings missed to the extent that they strayed from the textual surface in
some hermeneutic quest.

The next year, 1969, another scholar inspired by Gueroult, Alex-
andre Matheron, published his comprehensive account of Spinoza’s political thought:
L'indrvidu et communanté chez Spinoza (Individual and Communiry in Spinoza). Ex-
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amining parts [II-V of the Etbicr and the Tracarus Politicus, Matheron reconsrructs
the propositional structures of parts I11-V to reveal an architectonic unity to which
the system internal to the Tractarus Politicus is homologous.

The philosophical effects of these three works can hardly be over-
estimated, not only for the study of Spinoza but for the history of philosophy in gen-
eral. As Deleuze himself suggested, however, they cannot be understood in isolation
from other developments in French intellecrual life, especially the strucraralist move-
ment that dominated the sixties in France. These studies exhibited all the charac-
reristics of other well-known “readings” of the time, which sought to return to the
letter, that is, the materiality, rather than the spirit of {or behind or in) texts, read-
ing them line by line with a scrupulosity that critics {(and an older generadon of
scholars) found pedantic and even scholastie, a tedious examination of words and
even letters that had, it was charged, all but abandoned the search for meaning and
!tigniﬁt.::m:,:ﬂ.

(O course, the first practivoner of such a procedure was none
other than Spinoza himself, a fact not lost on Althusser, who in his Reading Capital
identified Spinoza as “the first man ever to have posed the problem of resding and
in consequence, of writing. " Spinoza’s rule for the reading of the Seriprure, that it
must be approached like nawre, withour seeking its final causes or transcendental
essences, thus not only served as the stimulus for Reading Capital but even more
surprisingly for the recovery of his own text. One had, in a manner of speaking, to
have already understood Spinoza in order to read him. And it is perhaps only through
this paradox that one can grasp the astonishing influence of Althusser himselt on
contemporary Spinoza studies. Astonishing, because Althusser’s influence is as per-
vasive as it is difficult to grasp. Althusser wrote no more than fifty pages on Spin-
oza, mainly in two essays: *On Spinoza™ from Esays in Self-Criticismr and a posthu-
mous essay onginally written as part of his autobiography, The Future Lasts Forever
(the eE5aY 1% included in the present collection). ﬁigniﬁf;antl}; Althussers comments
on Spinoza do not even amount to scholarly studies in the strict sense. There are no
direct references to texts, and the formal character of the two essays is both ellipn-
cal and impressionistic: they provide a stark contrast to the atention to the letrer of
the rext characteristic of Althusser’s earlier work, Further, although he gave several
courses in the 1960s and 19705 on Spinoza, none of Althusser’s lecture notes have
been found (while lecture notes ranging from handwrirten outlines of a few pages
to elaborate and polished manuscripts from similar courses on Machiavelli, Hobbes,
Locke, and Rousseau have been recovered). Thus, it appears that Spinoza’s relation
to Althusser, like Althusser’s relation to the present generation of French Spinoza



studies, is, perhaps appropriately, that of an immanent cause, a cause present only
in its effects. And, in turn, the number of contemporary Spinozists whose discovery
or rediscovery of Spinoza’s writing is indissociable from their encounter as student,
colleague, or friend with Althusser the philosopher is striking. To name only those
included in this volume who have produced full-length studies: Evenne Balibar (Spin-
aza ef la politigue), Pierre Macherey (Hegel ou Spinoza, Avec Spinoza, and Introduction
i l'Ethique de Spimoza/T’), Pierre-Frangois Moreau (Spinoza and Spimeza: Lexpérience
et Péternite), André Tosel (Le orépuscule de la servitude and Du matérialisme de Spin-
aza), and Gabriel Albiac (La smagoga vacia). Although each philosopher has his own
philosophical itinerary and personality, Althusser’s notion of the sympromaric read-
ing, the idea that to read a philosophical text is to grasp the conflicts that constitute
it, the specific and determinate disorder that makes it what it is, has undoubredly
marked their endeavors.

Finally, the publication of Antonio Negn's Lemomalia selvaggia
in 1981 (the French translation equipped with no less than three separate prefaces
by Deleuze, Macherey, and Matheron appeared the following vear) provoked enor-
mous debate. The book, written in one year during Negri'’s incarceration as a polit-
ical prisoner in his native Italy, traces the development of Spinoza’s thought from
the Neoplatanism of the early works to the materialism of the Tractatus Polivicus.
Resident in France for over ten years, Negri’s work (including his recent Spimoza
sovversive) forms an inseparable part of the encounter that has made French Spin-
ozism what it is.

Bur what exactly is it, beyond a set of names and texts, and their
filiations? Or, to put the question another way, what are the forms of Spinoza's ac-
tuality, the theoretical effects of which he is an immanent cause?

The first site of Spinoza’s immanence is a network of problems
around the concepts of expression and representation (if it is necessary o artach
names to this highly complex and differentiated field, we might mention those of
Derrida, Foucault, Deleuze, and perhaps even Althusser). Derrida’s statement con-
cerning the precise form of the problematization of the linguistic sign mighrt be
taken as an index: “the age of the sign is essentially theological."* Theories of sig-
nification are rooted in theology (specifically the notion of creation) to the extent
that they seem inescapably to refer to a hierarchy of being, according to which the
original term, that which is expressed or represented, is more real than the second
term, that which expresses or represents, which must be seen as inescapably deriva-
tive or secondary, as a repetition that is somehow less than what it repeats. Deleuze
in particular has identified the way that Spinoza has radicalized this relation in his
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discussion of substance and the areributes and modes in which it is expressed.* For
it is not simply that Spinoza makes all schemes of expression and representation ap-
pear even more radically unsatisfactory with his thesis that there exists only one
substance, indivisible and consisting of infinite attributes: God (and how could parts
of God be less real than others, how could hu:l}' pertain less to the divine essence
than mind; in short, how could onwological hierarchies be possible?). Ir is even more
that Spinoza seems to open the possibility of thinking otherwise, in a new way. For
Spinoza, substance is not prior, logically or chronologically, to its atributes: the
cause does not precede its effects; the whole, its parts; or unity, division. Rather
substance is *its” infinite diversity itself; it is realized in this diversity and is nothing
other than the process of production without beginning or end (beyond teleology,
without goals or direction) of itself through the infinity of its attributes. In opposi-
ton w Hegel, who saw Spinoza’s philosophy as an “Oriental theory of Absolute
Identity,”** a “negation of all that is partcular,™® Macherey reveals to us a Spinoza
who is the thinker of a universe composed of singular essences, which are in turn
composed of and themselves compose combinations of singular essences to infinity.
As Spinoza argued in the final part of the Erbics, the way to know God is through
the knowledge of singular things. For Luce Irigaray, Spinoza’s questioning of the
problemartic of expression destabilizes the waditonal hierarchization of the male-
temale opposinon according to which woman functions as a kind of envelope for
man, covering his essence while remaining external to it and therefore an outside, a
surface, a beyond, coming into existence, if at all, by accident rather than by neces-
sity. Spinoza’s affirmation of surfaces allows the singularity of woman to be thoughe.
It is around this set of problems that Spinoza appears to think at the limit, not of
the thought of his time, but of ours, revealing the limir as a limir and thus making
possible the crossing of a line that once appeared as an absolute horizon,

Another nodal point of theoretical inguiry and debate in the last
decades has been the notion of the individual as sovereign subject. The work of La-
can and his school, Althusser’s famous essay “ldeology and Ideological State Appa-
raruses,” and Foucault’s Discipline and Punish are some of the more notable moments
in the process that opened an interrogation of the notion, central to legal, political,
philosophical, and aestheric reflection since the seventeenth century, that the indi-
vidual (whose existence is a given) is the origin of desire, thought, speech, and ac-
tion. So anomalous in his own time that his effores could not be fully understood
until ours, Spinoza dencunced the illusion that the human individual was a king-
dom within a kingdom, outside of the order of nature and master of his own desires
and thoughts. Here, Spinoza overturns two hierarchies, both of which may be said



to be historically constitutive of the notion of the subject. First, the thesis thar the
mind governs and determines the body. He counters this notion with the objection
that our assumption of the mind's mastery over the body has prevented us from asking
the fundamental question: what do bodies aceomplish as bodies alone, determined
merely by other bodies, without the intervention of the mind? Secondly, Spinoza
denies that the mind can achieve mastery over the emotions, which, for him, must
be studied according to the relations of force and necessity proper to them, without
reference to a ranscendent cause. But the double illusion of the individual as sub-
ject, master of himself and author of his actions, is not simply an effect of the imag-
ination (the first of three kinds of knowledge, according to Spinoza), it is also the
center of the system of superstiion (with its apparatuses and practices — Althusser
identifies Spinoza as the first o conceive of discipline in Foucault's sense) that de-
termines the people not anly to obey priests and despots but to live their obedience
as freedom and to desire nothing but what was commanded. How else could we ex-
plain the fact that men so often “see the better and do the worse,”™ that they fight
and die for the tyrant who oppresses them as fervently as if they were fighting for
their own well-being, and thar they sacrifice their powers and pleasure to the supreme
and original Subject, God, whose love for them, they imagine, increases with their
suffering? (One will recognize some of the major themes of Althussers “ldeclogy
and Ideological State Apparatuses™ here.)

Finally, the realm of political theory has recently seen a massive
revival of liberalism: the notions of society as a voluntary association of originally
free and equal individuals whose consent alone is the legidmate foundation of any
collectivity, of autonomous individuals rationally calculaung unique utilites, and of
a politics of law and rights have seen a resurgence on both the Right and the Left.
In particular, Anglo-American academic Marxism has embraced the apparatus of
seventeenth- and eighteenth-century politico-juridical thought with great enthusi-
asim. The state, which once represented, to some at least, that which must be abol-
ished if human liberation were o be achieved, has now become a perpemal necessity,
no longer an impediment to real democracy but, according to political philosophers
such as John Rawls, the institution whose mediation of the conflicting interests of
the individuals and groups that constiture civil society will alone guarantee democratic
freedom and justice.

Here Spinoza remains an anomaly, but one whose radical exteri-
ority to the problematic of liberalism makes possible a critique of it. First, Spinoza
rejects any dissociation of right and power: it makes no sense to speak of having the
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right to do what we have not the power to do. Once we conceive of politics as power,
the individual ceases to be a meaningful unit of analysis. For the power of the indi-
vidual considered as separate and autonomous is theoretically negligable. But Spin-
oza's critique of liberalism is less a wholesale rejection of its postulates than, as Bal-
ibar has argued, a working through of the conflicts constitutive of liberal political
theory. ‘Thus in the Tractatus Theologico- Politicss Spinoza speaks of a contract or pact
(Pactum) between the sovereign and the people even as he deprives the notion of
the contract of any normative function or ideal existence. The contract becomes for
him an explanatory concept that allows us to understand the precise relationship of
forces on which a given society at a given historical moment rests: every contract is
singular in that it explains the specific relations of force that constitute a given soci-
ety. Whether this was a case of turning the language of the enemy against that en-
emy, a5 Althusser suggests, subverting juridical thought by means of juridical con-
cepls, OF 4 necessary stage in Spinoza’s development, it is difficult to say, We can,
however, say with certainty that the notion of the contract is utterly absent from his
last work, the unfinished Tractarus Polittcus. There can be no contract because there
can be no presocial state, a state of nature inhabited by the dissociated individuals
imagined by Hobbes. Because isolated individuals do not possess sufficient power
cven to ensure their own survival, society in some form always already exists. There
is thus no transition from a state of nature to the social state, nor any founding or
constitutional moment in the life of a society. Politics is no longer centered on the
relation, harmonious or antagonistic, between the individual and the state; not be-
cause individuals have disappeared into the dark night of the social but because in-
dividuals inescapably combine with other individuals, whether through the “imica-
tion of the affects” that bind them rogether or through the collectivizing effects of
religious and politcal apparatvses (both of which processes operate independently
of the individuals’ will) to form new, more powerful entities or individuals. The
force of Negri'’s work lies in his identification of Spinoza as the first philosopher to
see society as “constituted” by the power of the masses (multituda) and thus the first
to undertake an investigation rather than a denunciation of the multitude. For bet-
ter or for worse, it is the multtude, subject o all the variability of fortune, whose
ﬁh’uggf:;-i will determine the p-u.-i.lidhilil:].r of historical progress (the cl:imi:n:i:il'l:ing of su-
perstition, the tendental dominance of active over passive emotions, and the inereas-
ing of the power and pleasure of the body) in the absence of any goal, end, or des-
tiny and, most important, without any guarantees. Thus, according to Matheron,
democracy, the “people’s power™ (in the physical sense, the force that the people, if



only by virtue of their numbers, actually exercise), is the immanent cause of any so-
ciety whatever: even the fate of a tyrant rests in the hands of the multitude whose
approbation or acquiescence alone permits him o rule,

These three nodal points seem to define the problematic spe-
cific to Spinoza as he is constructed in our time: a new Spinoza.
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Spinoza: Our Contemporary






Louis Althusser

BEFORE coMING to Marx himself, I must speak of the detour I made, had to make
(now I understand why), through Pascal, Spinoza, Hobbes, Rousseau, and perhaps
especially Machiavelli.

[ had duly read Pascal in captivity (the only book I possessed). I
was still a believer, but that was not the reason. What fascinated me was certainly
Pascal’s theory of justice and force, his theory of relations among men, but espe-
cially his theory of the apparatus of the body: “Kneel and pray,” which was later to
inspire my “theory” of the materiality of ideology (see what Michel Foueault appro-
priately calls the “disciplines of the body™ in the seventeenth century; they have ob-
viously not disappeared since), of the semblance I was to rediscover later, that is, fur-
ther on, in Machiavelli. The theory of the skillful and semiskillful, like the theory of
recognition and misrecognition that unbeknownst to me [ was to rediscover later in
my own sketch of a theory of ideology. What do [ not owe o Pascal! and in particu-
lar to that astonishing sentence on the history of science, in which the moderns are
said to be greater than the ancients only because they stand on the latters’ shoulders.
Bur this was not the most beautiful thing there. I found in this sentence a theory of
scientific experimentation related not to its condirions of possibility (as later in Kanrt)
but to its material conditions of historical existence, thus the essence of g genuine



theory of history: when Pascal, speaking of new experiments that conrradice those
of the ancients, utters this extraordinary sentence: “Thus it is that without comtradict-
ing [the ancients] we can advance the comtrary of what they said”! Without contradicting
them: because the conditions of our scientific experiments have changed and are no
longer the same as those of the ancients. They only made the theory of their own
experiments and of the marerial conditions of experimentation within their own
limits. We know of other conditions, that is, limits, certainly much larger, for time
has passed and rechnology has expanded, and we state results and theories quite dif-
terently, but without ever contradicting the ancients, quite simply becanse the con-
ditions of our experiments and our experiments themselves are different from theirs.
I did not stop reflecting on this sentence, infinitely more profound than all that the
philosophers of the Enlighrenment were able wo say (which was ulomately very sim-
ple-minded, because teleological) about history.

But Spinoza, whom [ read for a long dme without understanding him well, in any
case without ever managing to embrace him, was to hold quite different revelations
in store for me. | see now, if not what Spinoza really wanted to think and say, then
the profound reasons for my artraction to him.

I discovered in him first an astonishing contradiction: this man
who reasons seore georectrico through definitions, axioms, theorems, corollanes, lem-
mas, and deductions — therefore, in the most “dogmatic” way in the world —was in
fact an incomparable liberator of the mind. How then could dogmatism not only
result in the exhaltation of freedom but also *produce” it? Later I was to formulate
the same remark regarding Hegel: again a dogmatic thinker, but one who had led w
Marxs radical eritique, which Hegel had in a certain way produced or induced.
How was this possible? [ only understood it later while elaborating my personal lic-
tle “theory™ of philosophy as the activity of the positing of theses to be demarcated
from existing theses. | noted that the truth of a philosophy lies entirely in its effects,
while in fact it acts only at a distance from real objects, therefore, in the space of
freedom that it opens up to research and action and not in its form of exposition alone,
This form could be systematic or not, but in any event it was in itself *dogmatic” o
the extent that every philosophy posits, not without reason, but without any possible
empirical verification, apparently arbitrary theses, which in reality are not arbitrary,
since they are a function of the space of freedom (or servitude) that the philosophy
intends by its effects to open up at the heart of the space of theses already posed by
existing philosophies within a given theoretical conjuncture. Under these conditions,
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systemaric exposition in no way contradicts the philosophical effects produced; on
the contrary, it can, through the rigor of the chain of its reasons, not only constrict
more tightly the space it intends to open, but make the consistency of its own pro-
duction infinitely more rigorous and more sensible and fruitful (in the strong sense)
to the freedom of the mind. And, also following Hegel himself in this matter, I had
to understand the reason of Spinoza’s theses as theses aneitherical to those of Descartes,
whose effects he intended to combat by stepping back, just as Hegel, within the ap-
parently “dogmaric” exposidon of his philosophy, intended to combat the effects of
Kant’s philosophical theses by means of theses opposed to his, and finally to open
up a new space of freedom.

Thus I established a rather strict parallel between Spinoza against
Descartes and Hegel against Kant, showing that in the two cases what was in play
and in struggle was a transcendental subjectivise conception of “truth” and knowledge.
The parallel went quite far: no more cogite in Spinoza (but only the facmal proposi-
tion bomo cogitat, “man thinks™), no more tanscendental subject in Hegel, bur a
subject as process (1 pass over its [immanent] teleology). No theory of knowlege
{that is, no theory of an a priori guarantee of truth and its scientific, social, moral,
and political effects) in Spinoza, no theory of knowledge in Hegel, either, whereas
Descartes presents in the form of a divine guarantee a theory of the guarantee of
every truth and, therefore, of every knowledge —whereas Kant produced a juridical
theory of knowledge under the “1 think” of the transcendental Subject and the a
priori conditions of every possible experience. In the two cases, Spinoza and Hegel
managed —and little matter, or rather all the better, that their demonstration was
TIZOTus and therefore npp-ar:ntl]r' “{lngmaric"—m liiﬁlf:‘l.'ltal'l.g]-& the mind from the
illusion of transcendent or transcendental subjecuvity as a guarantee or foundation
of every meaning or every experience of possible truth. I understooad, then, the rea-
son for this apparent paradox, which, if I can say it, comforted me against the host
of accusations of “dogmatsm™ that had been thrown in my face. To know that a
philosophy called “dogmartic™ and actually having the form of a dogmatic exposition
can produce effects of freedom: [ had never sought anything else.

From what, then, did Spinoza liberate the human mind—and
not through the terms of his theses but through the effects of his philosophy? From
the illusions of what he called the imagination, The imagination not only rules over
the first kind of knowledge, but also over the second, since the “intermediate gener-
aliies” — for example, the abstraction of the tree from the reduction of all the im-
pressions of individual trees—are still relatively contaminated by the imagination
and the word thar utters them. The “intermediate™ abstractions of the second kind



of knowledge were thus sull partially caught up in the illusion of the imagination
and of the language directly tied o it.

What, then, became of the first kind of knowledge? [ maintained
that it had nothing to do with the first degree of a “theory of knowledge,” Spinoza
never having wanted in that way to guarantee but simply “to state the facts,” “stripped
of Every fun:ign addition™ {l:.ngr:ls}- But in order to stave the facts, it was truly nec-
essary to strip them of every foreign addition, that of the imagination, which, how-
ever—and this is all the difference with Engels — is not presented ar all as a foreign
addition but as the immediate truth of the very meaning of the given and lived waorld.
This is why [ maintained that the first kind of knowledge is not a knowledge at all
{the imagination is not a knowledge), but is the immediate world such as we per-
ceive it, that is, as we live (perception itself being an element abstracted from life)
under the domination of the imagination, in truth not ander the imagination bur so
imbued with the imagination that the immediate world such as we perceive it is
strictly indissoctable and inseparable from the imagination, the imagination consri-
tuting its very esence, the internal connection of all its determinations. Perhaps it was
forcing Spinoza a little to say thar the first kind of knowledge, therefore, the imagi-
nation, was the immediate Lebenswelt— but this is how | interpreted him.

Whart, then, was the imagination thar thus constituted the essence
of our common Lebenswelt? Spinoza explained it with exemplary clarity in the ap-
pendix to part I of the Ethics, The imagination is (1) to put the (human) subject ar
the center and origin of every perception, of every acton, of every object, and of
every meaning, but (2} to reverse in this way even the real order of things, since the
real order is explaimed (and not “comprebended,” a subjective if not subjectivist notion
comepletely foreign to Spinsza) solely by the determination of causes, while the subjec-
tivity of the imagination explains everything by means of ends, by the subjective il-
lusion of the ends of its desire and its expectations. This is, strictly speaking, to re-
verse the order of the world, to make it walk, as Hegel and Marx will say, “on ftr
bead.” 1t is to put to work, as Spinoza superbly said, an entire “apparatus” (a formula
that was to speak volumes when I rediscovered it in proper terms in Marx and
Lenin regarding the state), an apparatns of reversal of causes into ends. This “appara-
tus” is truly the world of the imagination, the world as such, the Lebenswelt lived in
the appavatus of the reversal of causes into ends, those of the illusion of subjectivity,
of the man who believes himself to be the center of the world and becomes “an em-
pire within an empire,” master of the worlds meaning (the cogite), although he is
entirely submitted to the determinations of the world: as a simple determinate part
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of the world, a finite mode of substance (as mode of extension and mode of thoughr,
rigarously “parallel” modes).

It is in the appendix to part [ of the Etbics that Spinoza devel-
oped his admirable critique of religious ideology, in which the human subject en-
dowed with finalized desires projects himself into God as the original and final cause
of the Universe, as the cause (in truth not the cause at all bue the origin) of all mean-
ing, that is, of every finality, of the Universe. That every meaning is an end, thar is,
an eschatology of an imaginary meaning— what critical depth! 1 saw in it immediately
the matrix of every possible theory of ideology and profited from it, with the differ-
ence that I put first (but Spinoza did so, too, in the Tractatus Theologico-Politicus) not
individual subjectivity alone but, if I can say it, social subjectivity, that of 2 conflict-
ual human group, thart is, of a class and therefore of antagonistic classes, whar Spin-
oza, I must admit, doesn't say in so many words, but which he allows to be under-
stood in his history of the Jewish people.

What then became of the famous and obscure, in any case misunderstood if not in-
comprehensible, “knowledge of the third kind™? Spinoza speaks of the amor inteliec-
tus Dei and of beatitndo, and these are no doubt philosophical effects in the head and
body of man; but he didnt give—or so it seemed —any concrete example of this
so-called “intuitive” kmowledge. Now I found an example that was, in my opinion,
perfect {and on this point 1 believe 1 am perhaps going to surprise people) in the
TTP in which Spinoza dealt with history, and very precisely the history of the Jew-
ish people. I considered in fact that with this example Spinoza gives us a “case” of
knowledge of the “third kind,” that is, of the knowledge of an object that is both
singular (a historical individual: a determinate people, without precedent or sequel)
and universal (we shall soon see in what sense). Spinoza could have given us other
examples to consider, for example, a certain singular individual, Socrates (or his
wife) or himself (or his spiders). But how is a singular individual also a universal?
One might obviously think immediately of Hegel, of the universality that is truly
constituted by a determinate people within universal history and not by a certain
singular individual who, outside of the community of these people, cannot, unless
he is himself the last philosopher (and it is stll his belonging to the final individual-
ity ot a historical people that confers on him this privilege), attain concrete univer-
sality. Now I thought that Spinoza could consider every singularity, including that
which ook place in the Lebenswelt of the imagination, as universal singular individ-



uality. As a cave, almost in the sense in which the Wittgenstein of the Tractarus writes,
“Die Welr ist alles was der Fall ist,” an untranslamble sentence but one that more or
less means “the world is everything that is the case.,” Whar is the “case” if not that
which comes to pass, if not purely and simply thar which “befalls,” as if by accident,
that is, without origin or end? That which befalls in existence and in being, in the
world constituted by similar “falls,” by similar “cases,” to infinity. That every case
(medical or otherwise} is singular, everyone will admit with no difficalty. Bur that a
singular case is ar the same time smiversal is what constitutes borh a problem and a
scandal! Now this is indeed the challenge to which it was necessary to respond the-
oretically. | would take a detour in order to confront it: the detour of medicine or, if
one prefers, that of analysis, but it can just as well be the detour of a people and its
singular history, as Spinoza wok, for is there anything as singular as the conjunc-
rural case of a historical people that knew a history and absolutely singular condi-
tions from which one cannot by absraction draw out any universal knowledge? It is
here that from very far away, I well understood later, it was necessary to confront
the simple-minded theses of Karl Popper, for whom history (and Marxism, which
presumes to have knowledge of history) and psychoanalysis are not at all knowledges,
for they are not empirically verifiable; that is, they are nonfalsifiable!

Let us speak, then, of history, since Spinoza personally invites us
to do so, and also of psychoanalysis, since Popper summaons us. In history and psy-
choanalysis there are only “rases”; each of them will be snitable without difficulty.
And how could it be said berter than by Marx himself, who wrote that there is never
production én general, labor i general, and so forth, and that every history is always
a singular “case” —and likewise for analysts: they never encounter “the same case”
again, but always and uniquely singular and, therefore, different “cases.” How, then, to
pretend to draw out consequences that are gemeral, that is, abstract, since every case
is concrete and, as opposed to concrete objects (oak trees, beech trees, plum trees,
pear trees, etc., as realizations of the concept “rree”), one can never abstract from
individual singularivies in order to reach the abstract concept of the thing iself?
Worse than that: how can one claim to speak about singularity itself in general if
one has no previous knowledge of it, if the fact of singularity is not and can never
be a “concept,” even its own concept? And Spinoza would himself warn vus: he speaks
of an imtuitio in the case of “knowledge of the third kind,” just as later doctors will
speak of a “chronic intuition™; analysts, of Emsicht or msight (intuitions); and politics,
of the meaning of the conjuncture. How to abstract from whatever singular and
therefore not comparable intuitions there are? We see that everything in this objec-
ton holds up quite well.
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Yet Spinoza ignores this objection, just as Marx and psychoanaly-
sis s0 blithely take exception to Popper. | would simply say something that seems to
respond o Popper's objection and to Spinoza’s concern: it is only in the individual
and social life of singularities (nominalisms), really singular — but universal, for these
singularities are as if traversed and haunted by repetitive or constant invariants, not
by generalities but repetitive constants — that one can rediscover under their singu-
lar variations in other singularities of the same species and genus. Thus, Spinoza re-
discovers quite naturally in the singular history of the Jewish people a comstant that
he has treated “in general” in the appendix of part 1 regarding religion in general,
and yet there never exists religion in general in Spinoza, no more than does produc-
tion in Marx. He rediscovers generic constants or invariants, as one wishes, which
arise in the existence of singular “cases” and which permit their rreatment (whether
theoretical or practical, it hardly matters); generic and not “general” constants and
invariants, comstants and not lyws, which obviously do not constitute the object of a
will to verification in an abstract renewable experimental dispositif, as in physics or
chemistry, but whose repetitive insistence permits us to mark the form of singular-
ity in presence and, therefore, its treatment. It is obviously a question here of a test
{(éprenve), which has nothing to do with experimental proof (presve) in the physical
sciences, but which possesses its rigor, whether it be in the knowledge and treat-
ment of individual singularity (medicine, analysis) or social singularity (history of a
people) and action over history (politics).

MNow this is precisely what I thought I had discovered in the
TTE which is a knowledge and elucidation of a singular history: that of a singular
people, the Jewish people. And it is not an accident if Spinoza can invest in it as the
exemplification of a reperitive constant his theory of religious ideology, his theory
of language, his theory of the body, and his theory of the imagination, which I
thought to be perhaps the first historical form of a theory of ideology.

For at the foundation, in the “third kind of knowledge,” we are
never faced with a mew object but simply a new form of relation of appropriation
{the word is Marx’s) of an object that is @fways already there since the first kind of
knowledge: the “waorld,” the Lebensvelr of the first kind, is elevated while remaining
the same, a concretion of universal singularities in itself, all the way up tw the uni-
verse or nature and its substantial cause {God). What changes is never the being it-
self of things (what is a finite mode if not a universal singularity in its kind?) but the
relation of appropriation that the human subject enters into with others. In this
sense, which will be taken up again by Hegel and Marx, every process of knowledge
indeed proceeds from the abstract to the concrete, from abstract generality to con-



crete singularity. In my language [ had called that very roughly the passage from
Generalities I to Generalites [T by means of Generalives II; 1 deceived myself in
that the reality aimed at by knowledge {of the third kind} is not that of a generality
but of a universal singularity. But I was indeed on Spinoza’s “line” by insisting with
Marx and Hegel on the disdnction between the “real concrete,” therefore, the uni-
versal singular (all the “cases™ thar constitute the world from the beginning of knowl-
edge of the first kind), and the concrete-in-thought thar constirures knowledge of
the third kind.

The TTE then, held wonders in store for me—the history of
this singular people, living under a singular religion, the Torah, the observances,
the sacrifices, and the rituals (1 was later w rediscover in it what [ then called the
materiality of the very existence of ideology), with a language derermined socially and
precisely with these incredible prophets, men who climb the mountain at the sum-
mons of the Lord but who only understand in the thunder crash and lightning flash
some partially comprehensible words. Then they go back down to the plain in order
to submit to their brothers, who themselves know the message of God. The prophets
have not understood anything that God has said to them: it is explained to them
caretully, and then generally they understand the message of God; except that im-
becile Daniel who knew how to interpret dreams but who not only understood noth-
ing of the messages received from God (it was, however, the common lot of all) bur,
'H'I"I.:It :i.H- WOsE, '“'"ll!d never :.:nmprr:hl:n[l any (If thl: r:xplannl.’iun.': Thl: pi:npl:,: Eﬂ"ﬂ:
him of the messages he had received! I saw in Daniel the prodigious proof of the
stubborn resistance of every ideology to its clarification {and that against the naive
theory that was to be the Enlightenment’s). Later, following Spinoza and Pascal
along this theme, | was to insist strongly on the material existence of ideology, not
only on 115 matenial social conditions of existence (its connection with interests blinded
by the imagination of a social group), which one finds first in Rousseau and in Marx
and in a number of authors, but also on the mareriality of its very existence. Bur 1
was not going to make an exposition on this admirable TTE

Whart also fascinated me in Spinoza was his philosophical strat-
egy. Jacques Derrida has spoken a lot about strategy in philosophy, and he is per-
fectly right, since every philosophy is a dispasirif of theoretical combat that disposes
of theses as so many strongholds or prominent places so as to be able, in its aim and
strategic artacks, o take over the theoretical places fortified and occupied by the
adversary. Yet Spinoza began with God! He began with God, and deep down inside
(I believe it, atter the entire tradition of his worst enemies) he was (as were da Costa
and so many other Portuguese Jews of his time) an atheist. A supreme strategy: he
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began by taking over the chief stronghold of his adversary, or rather he established
himselt there as if he were his own adversary, therefore not suspected of being the
sworn adversary, and redisposed the theoretical fortress in such a way as to tarn it
completely around, as one turns around cannons againse the fortress’s own occupant.
This redisposition consisted in the theory of infinite substance identeal 1o God “aausa
stit” (therefore, without exterior) and in the infinite omnipotence of God effeed ng
his existence in the infinite attributes (infinite in number, but we have access only
o two of them, thought and extension) and are parallel (that which identifies the
ardo rerum and the ords idearurm —the order of things and the order of ideas —with
one and the same connexio), being effected themselves into inlinite modes and these
finite modes into an infinity of fnite modes. An infinite substance (God) thar can-
not even be called wnigue, for it has nothing else to compare with it in order to dis-
tinguish from it and to call it unique (Stanislaus Breton), therefore, without exte-
rior, being effected in itself without ever leaving itself, therefore, without this other
classical exteriority {in the illusion of crearion) thar is the world or universe. Gener-
ally this is not the way that philosophers proceed: they always oppose from a certain
exterior the forces of their theses, which are destined to take over the domain pro-
tected and defended by previous theses, which already occupy the terrain. Militarily
speaking, this revolutionary philosophical strategy recalls more than anything else
the theory of the urbuan g'uErri]la and the encirclement of cites h:,.r the ::mmt:l’fﬁ-i.di:
dear to Mao or certain forms of polinco-military straregy of Machiavelli (his theory
of fortresses in parocular). I was fascinated by this unparalleled audacity, which came
to me as the idea of the evtreme essence of every philosophical strategy, its acknowl-
edged limir-essence, the one that could never be surpassed. Thus it reminded me of
the thought of a Machiavelli, who always thinks “in extremes,” “at the limits.” And
no doubt this strategy comforted me in my personal philosophical and politeal strat-
egy: o take over the Party from inside its own positions . . . but what pretensions!
Yet I was not through with Spinoza. Not only had he rejected
every theory of original foundation of every meaning and every truth (the cogits) al-
ways functioning as a guarantee of every established order, be it scientifie, moral, or
in the last resort socal (mediated through other elements guaranteed by Truth), bur
he was a mominalist! 1 had read in Marx that nominalism is the *royal road” to mate-
rialism. To tell the truth, I really believe that nominalism 15 not the royal road w
materialism but the only concervable materializm in the world. How did Spinoza pro-
ceed? Without ever sketching a transcendental genesis of meaning, truth, or the
conditions of possibilities of every truth, of wharever meaning and truth there might
be, he established himsell within the factuality of a simple claim: “We have a true



idea,” “*We hold a norm of truth,” not by virtue of a foundation lost in the begin-
nings, but because it is a fact that Euclid, thank God — God knows why —has existed
as a factual universal singularity, and [that there is not] even a question, as Husserl
will want to “reactivate the original meaning,” [that] it suffices to think within the
factual result of Spinoza’s thought, within its crude resul, in order to dispose of the
power of thinking. This factual nominalism was rediscovered —and with whar ge-
nius! —in the famous distinction, internal to every concept, between the idearum
and the idea, between the thing and its concept, between the dog that barks and the
concept of the dog, which does not bark, between the circle that is round and the
idea of the circle, which is not round, and 50 on. Thereby was opened and justified
{always in fact) the distinction between inadequate knowledge of the first kind, that
is, the passage, in the interplay and the space, of this crucial distinetion, and a more
and more adequare knowledge, up to “knowledge of the third kind,” that is, the
passage from the imagination-world to the world of the concept of this imaginary
inadequation, up to the inmition of the universal singularities that exist from the
beginning in every finite mode, but are then caught up and misrecognized in the
imagination.

Should I add an extraordinary theory? Yes, that of the body, based
on the famous parallelism of atributes. This body (our material organic body) of
which we don't know “all the powers,” but of which we know that it is animared by
the essential power of the comatus, which is rediscovered in the conarus of the state of
what corresponds to the mens (an untranslatable word: mens is neither the soul nor
the mind but instead the power, the fortituds, the virtus of thinking). Now this body—
Spinoza thinks of it as potentia or virtws, that is, not only as fortitude, but also as
[gemerositas), that is, dlan, opening to the world, free gife. | was to rediscover it later
as the astonishing anticipation of the Freudian libido (less, to tell the truth, as the
crucial sexval connotation), just as I found in Spinoza an astonishing theory of am-
bivalence, since —to give a single example — fear is the same thing ar bope, its direct
apposite, and they are both “sad passions,” passions of slavery under the imagination,
therefore, a kind of “death instnet,” apt to destroy the joyous élan in all life and ex-
pansion of the conatts thar unites the vital effort, that seals the effective unity of the
mens and the body brought together as are “lips and teeth.”

Omne can imagine how wonderful this theory of the body seemed
to me. In it I rediscovered, in fact, my own vital experience, in the beginning a slave
of a fear and a hope that were excessive, but that were liberated in the recomposition
and appropriation of their forces during my grandfather’s exercise of social labors
and later in a prisoner-of-war camp.® That one can thus liberate and recompose one’s
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own body, formerly fragmented and dead in the servitude of an imaginary and, there-
fore, slavelike subjectivity, and take from this the means to think liberation freely
and strongly, therefore, to think properly with one’s own body, in own's own body,
by one’s own body, better: that to lfve freely within the thonght of the conarns of one’s
owrn body was quite simeply to think within the freedom and the power of thought — all that
dazzled me as the incontestable saying of an unavoidable experience and reality 1
had lived, which had never become my own. It is so true, as Hegel said, that one re-
ally only knows what one recognizes either to be falre (knowledge of the illusion of
the imaginary) or to be rrwe (intuitive knowledge of one’s virtus, knowledge of the
third kind).

In this fantastic philosophy of the necessity of the factual stripped
of every transcendent guarantee (God) or transcendental guarantee (the “I think™),
I rediscovered one of my old formulas, 1 thoughe, then, using a metaphor — for what
it was worth —thar an idealist philosopher is like 2 man who knows in advance both
where the train he is climbing onto is coming from and where it is going: what is its
station of departure and its station of destination (or again, as for a lecter, its final
destination). The materialist, on the contrary, 1s a man who rakes the train i motion
{the course of the world, the course of history, the course of life) but without know-
ing where the train is coming from or where it is going. He climbs onto a train of
chance, of encounter, and discovers in it the factual installatons of the coach and of
whatever companions he is factually sarrounded with, of whatever the conversadons
and ideas of these companions and of whatever language marked by their social mi-
lien (as the prophets of the Bible) they speak. All thar was for me, or rather became
little by little, as if inscribed in filigree in Spinoza's thought. It is then that T laved
to quote Dietzgen, speaking of philosophy as the *“Holzweg der Holzwege,” antici-
pating Heidegger, who no doubr knew this tormula (which I owe to Lenin for hav-
ing discovered, then to the beautiful translation by Jean-Pierre Osier), “the path of
the paths that lead nowhere.” 1 have known since that Hegel had previously forged
the prodigious image of a “path that proceeds all alone,” opening its own way to the
extent of its own advancement in the woods and fields. What “encounters”!

It is assuredly through the encounter with Machiavelli thar T was
to experience the fascination of fascinations. Bur this accurred much larer. One will
not be astonished thar once again [ anticipate in my associations, for I am not inter-
ested at all in the chronological sequence of anecdotes of a life, which interest no
one —not even me— but in the repeated insistence of certain affects, whether they
be psychic or theoretical or political, which are truly grasped and experienced only
after the fact and whose order of appearance matters little, since most of the time it
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is a subsequent affect that not only gives meaning to a previous affect, but even re-
veals it to consciousness and to memory. | would never have finished meditating on
this word of Freud's: “an affect & afways in the past.” One may wish, therefore, indeed
to follow me in this new retrospective anticipation.

I discovered Machiavelli for the first dme in August 1964, at Bertinoro, in an extra-
ordinary old and large house on a hill dominating the whole plain of Emelia. Franca
lived there, and I had known her for hardly a week. A woman of dazzling Sicilian
beaury, black-haired (in Sicily it is called “mora™), who had been introduced to me
by her sister-in-law Giovanna, the companion of Crémonini, the great painter, who
was one of my old friends. Franca had a splendid body, a face of extreme mobility,
and above all she displayed a freedom as a woman 1 had never known —and in Italy!
She introduced me to her country, and our intense loves were somenmes dramane
(but of my doing rather than hers). In short, I was dazzled by her, by her love, by
the country, the marvel of its hills and towns. I became an Italian, easily as always,
and we often went down to Cesena, a large town on the plain at the foot of the hills.
One day she taught me that Cesena was the little town from which César Borgia had
left for his great adventure. I began to read a littde Gramsci (on the intellectuals) but
quickly interrupted my reading in order to engage myself in reading Machiavelli.

Ever since [ have tried to read Machiavelli, to understand him, 1
have ceaselessly returned ro him. I had several courses on him at the Ecole Normale.
He is, without doubt, much more than Marx, the author who has most fascinated
me. I do not intend here to give a talk on Machiavelli, about whom perhaps 1 should
speak thoroughly one day, but I would like to indicate why he seems to have fasei-
nated me. In addition I am told that there are even today, after Leforts great book,?
a good dozen theses being completed on him! What a success.

I came to Machiavelli by means of a word, ceaselessly repeated,
of Marx’, saying that capitalism was born from the “emcounter between the man with
money and free laborers,” free, that is, stripped of everything, of their means of labor,
of their abodes and their families, in the great expropriation of the English country-
sides (this was his preferred example). Emcounter: Again a “cosus,” a “case,” a factual
accident without origin, cause, or end. | would rediscover the same formula in Machi-
avelli when he speaks of the “encounter” between the good occasion (ferruna, or
good conjuncture) and the man of véirti, that is, a man having enough intelligence
(intuition) to comprehend that the good occasion presents itself, and above all hav-
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ing enough energy (virti) or excess vigorously to exploit it for the benefit of his vi-
tal project. What is most astonishing in Machiavelli, in the theory that he made of
this new prince before founding a new principality, is that this new man is a man of
nothing, withowr past, without titles or burdens, an anonymous man, alone and naked
(that is, in fact free, without determination—again the solitude, first of Machiavells,
next of his prince — that bears down on him and could impede the free exercise of
his virta). Not only is he like a naked man, but he finds himself intervening in one
place as anonymous and as stripped of every outstanding social and political deter-
mination, which could impede his action. Whence the privileged example of César
Borgia. OF course he was the son of a pope, but one who did not love him and, in
order to extricate himself from him, bequeathed o him a plot of land in Romagne,
really in Cesena-—a part of the papal estares. Yer, one knows, Machiavelli sufficienthy
insisted on it: the church estates were absolutely not governed, without any polit-
cal structure, governed only and still, he says, by religion, in any case not by the
pope, nor by any serious politician: it was the total political void, another naked-
ness, in short an empry space withour genuine structure able to obstruct the exer-
cise of virti of the future new prince (Hobbes will say: freedom is an empty space
without obstacle). It is from this encounter of a man of nothing and naked (that is,
free in his internal and external movements) and of an empty space (thart is, withour
obstacle to oppose César's virtir) that his fortune and success arise. César knew how
to recognize in this encounter the occasion of a fortune he knew how to seize, as
one seizes “a woman by the hair” (Machiavelli). In this void he knew how to build
structures, and he constructed for himself a kingdom that grew and, for Machiavelli,
would have creared Italian natonal unity if César had not Rallen ill with fever in the
pestilential marshes of Ravenna, and he found himself absent from Rome, where
another decisive “occasion” would occur, at the time of the pope's death. This bad
fortune (the fever) prevented him from seizing the distant good fortune (Rome where
the pope died), and his destiny was sealed. César will vamish from the history that
he was going to forge, and this exceptional man, but from now on deprived of “for-
mne,” was left to die in an obscure Spanish place with the anonymity of a simple
soldier one last time deserted by fortune (because of a bullet or an arrow). Anonymity
again: at the beginning and the end.

But how to guide one's virgi in order to produce a real conting-
ation of fortune, that is, to maintain i @ lasting way (Machiavelli’s problem: “a prin-
cipality which Jasis™) a favorable conjuncrure well beyond the moment when the
“feminine” fantasy of fortane is offered to her congueror? This is the whole problem



of the prince as head of a state. | do not want to enter here into detail, where a num-
ber of specialists are more competent than I [ only want to note whar follows,

We know that Machiavelli, taking up again the classical image
of the half-beast, half-man centaur, says that the prince must be such a being: half-
beast through the violent force of which he must be capable (the lion) and half-man
through the human morality with which he must be stamped. But it is too often
overlooked that the beast is divided in Machiavelli, who by this fact completely aban-
dons the metaphor of the centaur to forge an entirely different one. In fact, the beast
is divided into a lion and a fox.

What is the fox? The ruse, one might think. But this is too simple.
In fact, it appears that the fox is indeed in reality something like a third instance
thar governs the other two, In other words, it is the fox's instinct (a kind of half-con-
scious, half-unconscious intuition) that indicates to the prince what attitude he must
adopt in such and such a conjuncrure in order to rally to himself the people’s assent.
Sometimes to be moral, that is, clothed with virtues {in the moral sense, which has
nothing to do with vérté, this virtus whose concept Spinoza obviously borrows from
Machiavelli and which is perentia), and sometimes to be violent, that is, to make use
of force, Or rather, and this point is decisive, to know bow sometimes to be moral and
sametimes to be vislent, Or rather, for this point is even more decisive, to know how
fo appear to be moral or wo know how 1o appear to be violent, in all the cases that he
1s one or the other or the one and the other, w know how w appear 1o be it ar the
decisive moment in order to win for oneself the continuation of formune, to render
fortune lasting.

It is here that this quier instnct of the fox intervenes. It is thar,
in the last resort, which inspires in the prince the appearance of such and such con-
duct, that of the virtuous man or that of the violent man. This instinct is in fact the
mstinctive intuition of the conjuncrure and of possible fortune to be seized: a new
“encounter,” bur this time controlled and prepared as in advance.

Thereby the prince constitutes for himself a kind of lasting image.
Machiavelli says that the prince must be neither loved nor hated bur only feared,
that is, always at the correct distance, which at the same¢ dme maintains him above
the people and great men and their perpetual antagonism, above and beyond the
immediate reaction that such and such of his regular initiatives can arouse (those
which, contrary to his image, do ot last), and definitely ar o distance from bimself]
from bis own desives, drives, and impulses, and therefare, in the language of the time,
from his passions. His image forces him to some extent to remain always faithful to
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this image of himself, therefore, to restrain his own “passions” for him to conform
to them sn a lasting way, for without it he could not render fortune and therefore
the friendship of his peoples lasting. For Machiavelli indeed wants, wo, to call the
people’s fear a kind of friendship — but never love — for the prince,

If he provokes hate or love, the prince appears to be submitted
to the passions he can no longer control either in himself or in the people, passions
without internal limitadon. Thus, Savonarola’s demagogy of love has unleashed in
the people a true passion of love, which has entailed horrible struggles in the people
and finally —the so-called prince not being able to control them— his own execu-
ton. Thus, such people’s bate for its tyranc and his continual violences always ends
by throwing the people either into the nothingness of stunned silence (see later Mon-
tesquien: the silence of despotism) or into the insurrectional revolt of riots, which
lead inevitably to the death of the tyrant and to the loss of his regime,

Thus, there exists an extremely profound connection between
the “passions” of the prince and the “passions” of the people. If the prince doesn't
control his passions, he cannot control the passions of the people—worse, he un-
leashes them and winds up being their first victim, and his state perishes with him.
Everything happens, then, as if the absolute condition of the reign that lasts, of for-
tune governed by the prince in order that it fast in his favor, proceeded by means of
this fundamental distance through which, even if its being inside of him makes every-
thing different, the prince must know how to appear to be, conforming to his lasting
image: a head of state who maintains his subjects at a distance from himself, main-
tains them at the same time at a distance from their mortal passions, whether it be
love or hate (what a beautiful ambivalence!).

Certainly, Machiavelli is completely silent on the internal na-
ture of the fox, unless one of his texts has escaped me on this point. He thinks of
the fox not in terms of its internal nature as “canse” but only in its effeces of sem-
blance. “To think that certain people harp on the “theater™ of politics as if its reality
and its discovery were new things!

Having presupposed thar this man exists, the prince must assume
in his own behalf “the emptiness of @ distance taken™ (which is how [ provisionally de-
fined philosophy in Lenin and Philasopfy). The question is whether or not the prince
is capable of deing so, but Machiavelli is equally silent on this point, that is, on the
appropriaté means to produce this distance, which is the mastery in the prince of
his own passions, and the distance with respect o every passion— we would say to-
day of every transgference and especially conntertrangference (for the countertransference



not to be harmful, it must, while neurralizing it, anticipate the transference, in this
case, of the people’s passional reactions). But perhaps here I could turn back to Spin-
oza, for he is not at all silent on this question,

One knows, in fact, that for Spinoza, in the Cartesian tradition
of the Treatise on the Passions of the Sowl (bur in an enurely different sense), it is a
question of giving to man the mastery of his passions, of passing from the domina-
tion (of the imagination) of “sad passions” over “joyous passions” to the contrary
domination of “joyous passions” over “sad passions” and through this displacement
of guiding man to freedom. The current interpretation, resting on certain of Spin-
oza’s formulas isolated from their meaning, believes that this mastery of the pas-
sions is the effect of an “emendarion of the intellect,” that is, of a simple intellectual
knowledge. This is the position of the philosophy of the Enlightment, which saw in
knowledge and its public diffusion the soluoon to all personal and social contradic-
tions, including the dissipation of all ideclogical illusions. But Spinoza does not at
all share this opinion. And the root of the mistake in this interpretation can be
found very precisely in the total neglect of the mens in Spinoza. We have seen that
the soul (the mens, the activity of the mind) is in no way separate from the activity
of the organic body; that, quite the contrary, the soul only thinks to the extent that
it is affecred by the impressions and movements of the body, that therefore it thinks
only with the body but fz i, consubstantially united with it before any separation,
since this union, which is never a problem, contrary to what happens in Descartes,
is based in the infinity of atributes of substance and their strict parallelism, The
mastery of the passions in Spinoza, far from being able to be interpreted as an “in-
tellectual” liberation of the negative efficacy of the passions, on the contrary con-
sists in their subsumption united with the internal desplacement of the “sad passions”
into “joyous passions.” Just as later in Freud no fantasy ever disappears but — and
this is the effect of the cure—is displaced frome a dominant posivion into a subordinate
position, s0 100 in Spinoza no passion ever disappears but is displaced from a position
of “sadness™ into a position of “joy.” The amor stellectus Dei i5 in no way an “intel-
lectual” love; it is the love of the entre individoal, which is a finite mode of infinite
substance —a love of the body substantially united (from the moment of constitu-
tive substance, that is, God) with the love of the mens, and bringing about in the
movements of the mens the very movements of the body, those of the fundamental
comatus: “ The more power the body has, the more freedom the mind has” (Spinoza).
It is here that one could bring together Spinoza with Freud: for this comatus, torn
berween sadness and joy, what is it therefore by anticipation if not the libido torn
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between the instincts of death and life, between the sadness of Thanatos and the joy
of Eros?

S0 it is that 1 laboriously advanced, across my own fantasies,
across Spinoza and Machiavelli, toward Freud and Marx, whom [ had never dissoci-
ated from my precccupations. And so each follows his own path, and it would be in-
teresting to compare our respective paths. Bur will it ever be possible? In any case,
tor my account, my cards are on the table. Make of them what you will. But T owe it
to my friends and others to help them understand what has befallen me — both suc-
cess, perhaps, and drama, surely.

Translated by Ted Stolze

Naokes
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Gilles Deleuze

*I'm not going to dance about like some sort of Spinoza”
— Chekhov, "The Wedding™*

ox A first reading, the Etbicr can appear to be a long, continuous movement that
goes in an almost straight line, with an incomparable power and serenity, passing
and passing again through definitions, axioms, postulates, propositions, demonstra-
tions, corollaries, and scholia, carrying everything along in its grandiose wake. It is
like a river that sometimes spreads out and sometimes branches into a thousand
streams, sometimes speeding up and sometimes slowing down, but always main-
taining its radical unity. And Spinoza’s Latn, so scholarly in appearance, seems to
constitute the ageless ship that follows the eternal river. But as emotons invade the
reader, or after a sceond reading, these two impressions prove to be erroneous. This
book, one of the greatest in the world, 15 not what it first seems: it is not homoge-
neous, rectilinear, continuous, serene, navigable, a pure language withour style.

The Etbies sets forth three elements, which are not only contents
but forms of expression: signs or affects; notions or concepts; essences or percepts.
They correspond to the three kinds of knowledge, which are also modes of existence
and expression.



A sign, according to Spinoea, can have several meanings, bur it
is always an effect. An effect is first of all the trace of one body upon another, the
state of a body insofar as it suffers the action of another body. It is an &ffectio, for ex-
ample, the eftect of the sun on our body, which “indicates” the nature of the affected
body and only “envelops™ the nature of the affecting body. We know our affections
through the ideas we have, sensations or perceptions, sensations of hear and color,
the perception of form and distance (the sun is above us, it is a golden disk, it is two
hundred feer away...). We will call them, out of convenience, scalar signs, since
they express our state at a moment in time and are thus distinguished from another
type of sign. This is because our present state is always a slice of our duration (durée),
and as such determines an increase or decrease, an expansion or restriction of our
existence in duration in relation to the preceding state, however close it may be. It
is not that we compare the two states in a reflective operation, but thar each stare of
affection determines a passage to a “more” or a “less™: the heat of the sun fills me
or, on the contrary, its burning repulses me. Affection is therefore not only the in-
stantaneous effect of a body upon my own, but also has an effect on my own dura-
tion, a pleasure or pain, a joy or sadness. These are passages, becomings, rises and
falls, continuous variations of power (puissance) that pass from one state to another,
We will call them affects, properly speaking, and no longer affections. They are signs
of increase and decrease, signs that are vectorial (of the joy-sadness type) and no longer
scalar like the affections, sensations, or perceptions,

In fact, there is an even greater number of wypes of signs. The
scalar signs have four principal types. The first, which are sensory or perceptive phys-
ical effects that merely envelop the nature of their cause, are essentially mdicative,
and indicate our own nature rather than something else. In a second case, our na-
ture, being finite, simply retains some selected character from what affects it (man
as a vertical animal, or a reasonable animal, or an animal thar laughs). These are ab-
stractive signs. In the third case, the sign always being an effect, we take the effect
for an end, or the idea of the effect for the cause (since the sun heats, we believe
that it was made “in order to” warm us; since the fruit tastes bitter, Adam believes
that it “should not” be eaten). These are moral effects or fmperarive signs: Do not
eat this fruit! Get out in the sun! The last of the scalar signs, finally, are imaginary
effects: our sensarions and perceptions make us conceive of suprasensible beings
who would be their final cause, and conversely we imagine these beings in the inor-
dinately enlarged image of what affects us (God as an infinite sun, or as a Prince or
Legislator). These are bermeneutic or interpretive signs. The prophets, who are the
greatest specialists in signs, marvelously combine the abstractive, imperative, and in-
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terpretive signs. In this regard, a famous chapter of the Tractatus Theologico-Politicus
joins together the power of the comic with the depth of its analysis. There are thus
four scalar signs of affection, which could be called sensible indices, logical icons,
moral symbols, metaphysical idols,

There are in addivon two kinds of vecrorial signs of affect, de-
pending on whether the vector is one of increase or decrease, growth or decline, jov
or sadness. These two sorts of signs could be called augmentative powers (pudsunces)
and diminutive servitudes. We could also add to these a third sort: ambiguous or
fluctuating signs, when an affection increases or diminishes our power at the same
time, or affects us with joy and sadness at the same time. There are thus six signs, or
seven, which ceaselessly combine with each other. In particular, the scalars are nec-
essarily combined with the vectorials. Affects always presuppose the affections from
which they are derived, although they cannot be reduced to them.

The common characterisiics of all these signs are associability,
variability, and equivocality or analogy. The affections vary according to the chains
of associaton berween bodies (the sun hardens clay and softens wax, the horse is
not the same for the warrior and for the peasant). The moral effects themselves
vary according to peoples, and the prophets each have personal signs thar appeal to
their imaginations. As for interpretations, they are fundamentally equivocal depend-
ing on the variable association that is made berween a given and something that is
not given. It is an equivocal or analogical language that ascribes to God an infinite
intellect and will, in an enlarged image of our own intellect and our own will: this is
an equivocity similar to the one found between the dog as a barking animal and the
Dog as a celestial constellation. If signs, like words, are conventional, it is precisely
because they act on natural signs and simply classify their variability and equivocity:
conventional signs are Abstractions that fix a relative constant for variable chains of
association. The conventional-natural distinction is therefore not determinative for
signs, any more than is the distinction between the social State and the state of na-
ture; even vectorial signs can depend on conventions, as rewards (augmentation)
and punishments (diminution). Vectorial signs in general, that is, affects, enter into
variable associations as much as do affections: whart is growth for one part of the
body can be a diminution for another part, what is servitude for one part is power
for another, and a rise can be followed by a fall and conversely.

Signs do mot have objects as their divect referent. They are states of
bodies (affections) and variations of power (affects), each of which refer to the other,
Signs refer o signs. They have as their referent confused mixtures of bodies and
obscure variations of power, following an order which is that of Chance or the for-



tuitous encounter between bodies. Signs are effects: the effect of one body upon an-
ather in space, or affection; the effect of an affection on a duration, or affect. Like
the Stoics, Spinoza breaks causality into two distinet chains: effects among themselves,
on the condition of in turn grasping causes among themselves. Effects refer to ef-
fects as signs to signs: consequences separated from their premises. We must also
understand “effect” optcally and not merely causally. Eftects or signs are shadows
that play on the surface of bodies, always between two bodies. The shadow is always
on the border. It is always a body that casts a shadow on another, We know bodies
{.}n]}r thmugl‘l the shadow t]'n:}r CAst upon us, and it 15 thmugh our own shadow that
we know ourselves, ourselves and our bodies. Signs are effects of light in a space hlled
with things colliding into each other at random. If Spinoza differs essendally from
Leibniz, it is because the latter, close to a Baroque inspiration, saw the Dark (*fus-
cum subnigrum™) as a matrix or premise, out of which chiaroscuro, colors, and even
light will emerge. In Spinoza, on the contrary, everything is light, and the Dark is
only a shadow, a simple effect of light, a limit of light on the bodies that reflect it
{affection) or absorb it (atfect). Spinoza is closer to Byzantuum than to the Baroque.
In place of a light thar emerges by degrees from the shadow through the accumula-
tion of red, we instead have a light that creates degrees of blue shadow. Chiaroscuro
is itself an effect of the brightening or darkening of the shadow: it is the variations
of power or vectorial signs that constitute degrees of chiaroscuro, the augmentation
of power being a brightening, the diminution of power, a darkening.

If we consider the second aspect of the Ethics, we see a determining opposition to
sIgns emerge: common potions are concepts of obyects, and objects are causes. Light is no
longer reflected or absorbed by bodies thar produce shadows; it makes bodies rrans-
parent by revealing their intimate “structure™ (fabrica). This is the second aspect of
light, and the intellect is the true apprehension of the structures of the body, whereas
the imagination merely grasped the shadow of one body upon another. Here again
it is a question of optics, but it is now an optical geometry. The structure is geomet-
rical and consists of solid lines, but they are constantly being formed and deformed,
acting as cause. What constitutes the structure is a composite relaton of movement
and rest, of speed and slowness, which is established between the infinitely small
parts of a transparent body. Since the parts always come in larger or smaller infinities,
there is in each body an infinity of relations that compose and decompose them-
selves, in such a way that the body in turn enters into a more vast body under a new
composite relation or, on the contrary, makes smaller bodies come out from under
their composite relations, Modes are geometric but fluwid structures that are trans-
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formed and deformed in the light at variable speeds. Strocture is chythm, that is, the
linking of figures that compose and decompose their relavons. It causes disagree-
ments between bodies when the relations decompose, and agreements when the re-
lations compose a new body. Bur the structure moves in both directions simultane-
ously. Chyle and lymph are two bodies determined by two relations that constitute
blood under a composite relation, although a poison may decompaose the blood. 1f
learn to swim or dance, my movements and pauses, my speeds and slownesses, must
take on a rhythm common to that of the sea or my parmer, following a more or less
durable adjustment. The structure always has several bodies in common, and refers
to a concept of the object, that is, to a common notion. The structure or object is
formied by at least two bodies, each of which in turn are formed by two or more bodies,
to infinity, while in the other direction they are united into ever larger and more
composite hodies, until one reaches the unique object of Nature in its entirety, an
infinitely transformable and deformable structure, universal rhythm, Faces totins Nai-
wrae, infinite mode. Common notions are universals, but they are “more or less” so
depending on whether they form the concept of at least two bodies, or that of all
possible bodies (to be in space, to be in movement and at rest. . ).

Understood in this way, modes are projections, Or rather, the
'l.":ll'j Hl:i{]]"l?i '[TF an ﬂb‘jl:l.:t are I]-'l'"if[..'ti.[ll'l.‘i II'I.:IT.' I'i'IT.leI'JF F n:]ati[m ""- MoveEment .Fll'l[i Test
as their invariant (involution). And since each relation involves all the others to in-
finity, following an order that varies with each case, this order is the profile or pro-
jection that in each case envelops the face of Nature in its entirety, or the relation
of all relations.®

Modes, as projections of light, are also colors, colering cruses. Col-
ors enter into relations of complementarity and contrast, which means that each of
them, at the limit, reconstitutes the whole, and that L‘hl:}-' all merge mg:thr:r in white-
ness (infinite mode) ﬁ:l!nwing an order of com position, or sta nd out from it in the
arder of decompositon. What Guoethe said abour whiteness must be said of every
color: it is the opacity characteristic of pure ransparency.” The solid and recrilinear
structure is necessarily colored in, because it is the opacity that reveals itself when
light renders the body transparent. In this way, a difference in kind is established
between color and shadow, between the coloring cause and the effect of shadow: the first
adequarely “delimits” the light, while the second abolishes it in the inadequare. Ver-
meer is said to have replaced chiaroscuro by the complementarity and contrast of
colors. [t is not that the shadow disappears, but it remains as an effect thar can be
isolated from its cause, a separated consequence, an extrinsic sign distinet from col-
ors and their relations.® In Vermeer, one sees the shadow derach irself and move



forward, so as to frame or border the luminous background from which it origi-
nates ( Tbe Maidservant Pouring Milk, The Young Lady with a Pearl Necklace, The Love
Letter). This is the way in which Vermeer opposed himself to the tradition of chia-
roscuro, and in all these respects Spinoza remains infinitely closer to Vermeer than
to Rembrandr.

The distinction berween signs and concepts thus seems irre-
ducible and insurmountable, much as in Aeschylus: “He is going to express himself,
no longer in a mute language, nor through the smoke of a fire burning on a peak,
but in clear terms.”™ Signs or affects are inadequate ideas and passions; common
notions or concepts are adequate ideas from which true actions ensue. If one refers
to the cleavage in causality, signs refer to signs as effects refer w effects, following
an asseciarive chain that depends on the order of the simple chance encounter between
physical bodies. But insofar as concepts refer to concepts, or causes to causes, they
follow what must be called an autermatic chain, devermined by the necessary order of
relations or proportions, and by the determinate succession of their transforma-
tions and deformations. Contrary to our initial thesis, it therefore seems that signs
or affects are not and cannot be a positive element in the Etbics, and even less a
form of expression. The kind of knowledge they constitute is hardly a knowledge
but rather an experience in which one randomly encounters the confused ideas of
bodily mixtures, brute imperatives to avoid this mixture and seek another, and more
or less delirious interpretations of these sitvations, Rather than a form of expres-
sion, it is a material and affective language, one that resembles cries rather than the
discourse of the concepr. It seems then that if signs-affects intervene in the Etkies, it
is only to be severely crivcized, denounced, and sent back to their night, out of
which light either reappears or in which it perishes.

This cannot, however, be the case. Book 11 of the Erbics sets out
the common notions by beginning with “the most universal® (those which agree
with all bodies). It presumes that concepts are already given; hence the impression
that they owe nothing to signs. But when one asks bew we manage o form a con-
cept, or how we rise from effects to causes, it is clear that at least certain signs must
serve as a springboard for us, and that certain affects must give us the necessary vi-
tality (book V). Out of the random encounter of bodies, we can select the idea of
those bodies that agree with our own and give us joy, that is, that increase our
power. And it is only when our power has sufficiently increased, to a point that un-
doubtedly varies with each case, that we come into possession of this power and be-
come capable of forming a concepr, beginning with the least universal (the agree-
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ment of our body with ene other), even it we subsequently attain ever larger concepts
following the order of the composition of relations. There is thus a selecrion of the
passional affects, and of the ideas on which they depend, which must release joys,
vectorial signs of the augmentaton of power, and ward off sadnesses, signs of diminu-
tion. This selection of the affects is the very condition for leaving the first kind of
knowledge and for attaining the concept through the acquisition of a sufficient power.
The signs of augmentation remain passions and the ideas that they presuppose re-
main inadequate, ver they are the precursors of the notions, the dark precursors.
Furthermore, even when we have attained common notions, as well as the actions
that follow from them as active affects of a new type, the inadequate ideas and pas-
sional affects (i.e., signs) will not disappear entirely, nor even the inevitable sadnesses.
They will subsist, they will double the notions, but will lose their exclusive or tyran-
nical character to the profit of notions and actions. There is thus something in signs
that at the same time prepares for and doubles the concepts. The rays of light are
both prepared for and accompanied by these processes that continue o operate in
the shadows. Falfues of chiaroscure are reintroduced in Spinoza, because joy as a passion
is @ sign of brightening that leads ws to the light of the notions. And the Etbics can-
not dispense with this passional form of expression thar works through signs, for it
alone is capable of bringing about the indispensible selection without which we would
remain condemned to the first kind.

This selection is extremely hard, extremely difficult. The joys and
sadnesses, increases and decreases, brightenings and darkenings are often ambigu-
ous, partial, changing, intermixed with each other. And above all, there are those who
can only establish their Power {(Poszoir) on sadness and affliction, on the diminu-
tion of the power of others, on the darkening of the world. They act as if sadness
were a promise of joy, and already a joy in itself. They institute the cult of sadness,
of servitude or impotence, of death. They never cease to emit and impose signs of
sadness, which they present as ideals and joys to the souls they have made ill. Hence
the infernal couple, the Despot and the Priest, terrible “judges” of life. The selec-
tion of signs or affects as the primary condition for the birth of the concept does
not merely imply the personal effort each person must make on their own behalf
{Reason), but a p:lssinnal 5!‘:|'|.|!;F;|1:1 an :im:rpi:lhh: affective combat one risks dying
from, in which signs confront signs and affects clash with affects in order that a lit-
tle joy might be saved that could make us leave the shadow and change kind. The
cries of the language of signs are the mark of this battle of the passions, of joys and
sadnesses, of increases and decreases of power,



The Erbics, or at least most of the Erbics, is written in common
notions, beginning with the most general and ceaselessly developing their conse-
quences. It presupposes that the common notions are already acquired or given.
The Ethics is the discourse of the concept. It is a discursive and a deductive system,
which is why it can appear to be a long, tranquil, and powerful river. The definitions,
axioms, postulates, propositions, demonstrations, and corollaries form a grandiose
course. And when one or the other of these elements deals with inadequate ideas or
passions, it does so in order o denounce their insufficiency, w repress them as far
as possible like so many sediments on the riverbanks. But there is another element
that only ostensibly has the same nature as the preceding ones. These are the “scho-
lia,” which are nonetheless inserted into the demonstrative chain, even though the
reader quickly realizes that they have a completely different tone. They have an-
other style, almost another language. They operare in the shadows, trving to dison-
guish between what prevents us from reaching common notions and what, on the
contrary, allows us to do so, what diminishes and what augments our power, the sad
signs of our servitude and the joyous signs of our liberations, They denounce the
personae that lie behind our diminutions of power, those that have an interest in
maintaining and propagating sadness, the despot and the priest. They herald the
sign or condition of the new man, one who has sufficiently augmented his power in
order to form concepts and convert his affects into actions.

The scholia are ostensive and polemical. If it is true that the
scholia most often refer to other scholia, we can see that in themselves they consi-
tute a specific chain, distinet from that of the demonstrative and discursive elements.
Conversely, the demonstrations do not refer wo the scholia, but to other demonstra-
tions, definitions, axioms, and postulates. If the scholia are inserted into the demon-
strative chain, it is therefore less because they form a part of it than because they in-
tersect and reintersect with it, by virme of their own nature. It is like a broken
chain, discontinuous, subterranean, volcanic, which at irregular intervals comes to
interrupt the chain of demonstrative elements, the great and continuous fluvial chain.
Each scholium is like a lighthouse thar exchanges its signals with the others, at a
distance and across the flow of the demonstrations. It is like a language of fire that
is distinguishable from the language of the waters. It is undoubredly the same Latin
in appearance, but one could almost believe that the Latin of the scholia is trans-
lated from the Hebrew. On their own, the scholia form a book of Anger and Laugh-
ter, as if it were Spinoza’s anti-Bible. It is the book of Signs, which never ceases to
accompany the more visible Erbis, the book of the Concepr, and which only emerges
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for its own sake at explosive points. Nonetheless, it is a perfectly positive element
and an autonomous form of expression in the composition of the double Erbics. The
two hooks, the two Etbier, coexist, the one developing the free notions conquered in
the light of transparencies, while the other, at the most profound level of the ob-
scure mixture of bodies, carries on the combat between servitudes and liberations.
At least two Etbics, which have one and the same meaning but not the same language,
like two versions of the language of God,

Robert Sasso accepts the principle of a difference in kind be-
tween the chain of scholia and the demonstrative linkages. But he notes that there
is no reason to consider the demonstrarive linkage iself as a homogeneous low,
continuons and rectlinear, whose progress would be sheltered from mrbulences
and accidents. This is not only because the scholia, by interrupting the course of
the demonstrations, happen to break its flow ar various points. It is the concepr in
itself, says Sasso, that passes through extremely variable moments: defininons, ax-
ioms, postulates, demonstratons that are sometimes slower, sometimes more rapid.®
And certainly Sasso is correct. One can discern stations, arms, elbows, loops, speedings
up and slowings down, and so on. The prefaces and appendices, which mark the be-
ginning and end of the great parts, are like the stations along the river where the
ship takes on new passengers and drops off old ones; they often mark the juncrure
berween the demonstrations and the scholia. Arms appear when a single proposi-
tion can be demonstrated in several ways. And elbows appear when the flow changes
direction: a single substance is posited for all the attributes by means of an elbow,
whereas upstream each attribute could have one and only one substance. In the
same way, an elbow introduces the physics of bodies. The corollaries, for their parr,
constitute derivations that loop back onto the demonstrated proposition. Finally,
tht SEries [}'F {Il:l'l'lﬂl'.li-imtiﬂl'l.ﬁ- ATTests T ]'I':Iﬂ.ti".-'l‘.‘: !iptt:l;lﬁ ﬂ.l'.l{l !'i]{:I"A-'I'I EL5CS, {ll:pi:nliing 8y
whether the river widens or narrows its course: for example, Spinoza will always
maintain that one eannot begin with God, with the idea of God, but that one must
reach it ar quickfy ar possible. One could identify many other demonstrative figures.
Yer whatever their variety, there is a single river that persists throughout all its states,
and forms the Etbicr of the concept or of the second kind of knowledge. This is why
we believe that the difference between the scholia and the other elements is more
important, because in the final analysis it is what accounts for the differences berween
EI'H: [itmnn.litraliw: l:]l‘:l'l'li:]'lt.'!i- T]'“: TIVET W“I..I] [i not i'l.:l'\l't: 8 I'l'lﬂ.l'.l}" EII".I'I':HH.ITEH Wiﬂ'lﬂl.lt
the subterranean action of the scholia. It is they that give emphasis to the demon-
strations, and ensure the rurnings. The entire Erbier of the concept, in all its variery,



has need of an Ethicy of signs in their specificity. The variety in the course of the
demonstrations does not correspond term by term to the jolts and pressures of the
scholia, and yet it presupposes and envelops them.

But perhaps there is yet a third Erbics, represented by book V, incarnated in book 'V,
or at least in the greater part of book V. Unlike the other two, which coexist through-
out the entire course, it occupies a precise place, the final one. Nonetheless it was
there from the start as a focus, the focal point that was already at work before it ap-
peared. Book V must be conceived as coextensive with all the others; we have the
impression of arriving at it, but it was there all the time, for all dme. It is the third
element of Spinoza’s logic: no longer signs or affects, or concepts, but Essences or
Singularities, Percepts. It is the third state of light: no longer signs of shadow or of
light as color, but light in itself and for itself. The common notions (concepts) are
revealed by the light that traverses bodies and makes them transparent; they there-
fore refer to geomertrical structures or figures (fabrica), which are all the more alive
in that they are transformable and deformable in a projective space, subordinated to
the exigencies of a projective geomerry like thar of Desargues. Bur essences have a
completely different nature: pure figures of light produced by a substantial Luminos-
ity (and no longer geometrical figures revealed by light).” It has often been noted
that Platonic and even Cartesian ideas remained “tactilo-optical™ it fell to Plotinus
in relation to Plato, and to Spinoza in relation to Descartes, o rise to a purely opti-
cal world. The common notions, insofar as they concern relations of projection, are
already optical figures (although they still retain a minimum of wactle references).
But essences are pure figures of light: they are in themselves “contemplations,” that
is to say, they contemplate as much as they are contemplated, in a unity of God, the
subject or the object (percepts). The common notions refer to relations of movement
and rest that constitute relative speeds; essences on the contrary are absolute speeds
that do not compose space by projection, but occupy it all at once, in a single stroke.®
One of the most considerable of Jules Lagneaw’s contributions is to have shown the
importance of speeds in thought, as Spinoza conceives of it, although Lagneau re-
duces absolute speed o a relative speed.® These are nonetheless the two character-
istics of essences: absolute and no longer relative speed, figures of light and no longer geo-
metric figures revealed by light. Relative speed is the speed of the affections and the
affects: the speed of an action of one body upon another in space, the speed of the
passage from one state to another in duration. What the notions grasp are the rela-
tons between relative speeds. But absolute speed is the manner in which an essence
surveys (survole) irs affeces and affections in eternity (speed of power [puissance]).
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For book V alone to constitute a third Etbics, it is not enough
for it to have a specific object; it would also have to adopt a method distinet from
the two others. Bur this does not seem to be the case, since it presents only demon-
strative ¢lements and scholia. Yet the reader has the impression that the geometric
method here assumes a strange and wild demeanor, which could almost make one
believe that book V was only a provisional version, a rough sketch: the propositions
and demonstrations are traversed by such violent hiatuses, and include so many el-
lipses and contractions, that the syllogisms seem to be replaced by simple “en-
thymemes.™" And the more one reads book V, the more one realizes that these fea-
tures are neither imperfections in the working out of the method nor shorteuts, but
are perfectly adapted to essences insofar as they surpass any order of discursivity or
deduction. They are not simple operations of fact, but an entire procedure in prin-
ciple. This is because, at the level of concepts, the geometric method is a method of
exposition that requires completeness and saturation: this is why the common no-
tions are expounded for themselves, starting with the most universal, as in an ax-
iomatic, without one having to wender how in fact we attain even a single common
notion, But the geometric method of book V is a method of invention that will pro-
ceed by intervals and leaps, hiatuses and contractions, somewhat like a dog search-
ing rather than a reasonable man explaining. Perhaps it surpasses all demonstration
inasmuch as it operates in the “undecidable.”

When mathematicians are not given over to the constitution of
an axiomatic, their style of invention takes on strange powers, and the deductive
links are broken by large discontinuities or on the contrary are violently contracted.
No one denies Desargues’s genius, but mathematicians like Huygens or Descartes
had difficulty understanding him. His demonstration that every plane is the “polar”
of a point, and every point the “pole” of a plane, is so rapid that one has to fill in
everything it skips over. No one has described this jelting, jumping, and colliding
thought, which grasps singular essences in mathematics, berter than Evariste Ga-
lnis, who himself encountered a good deal of incomprehension from his peers: ana-
lysts “do not deduce, they combine, they compose; when they arrive at the rruth, it
is by crashing in from all sides thar they happen w stumble on it."* Once again,
these characteristics do not appear as simple imperfections in the exposition, so that
it can be done “more quickly,” bur as powers of a new order of thoughr that con-
quers an absolute speed. It seems to us thar book V bears witness to such thought,
which is irreducible to that developed by the common notions in the course of the
first four books. If, as Blanchot says, books have as their correlare “the absence of
the book™ (or a more secret book made of flesh and blood), book V could be this



absence or this secret in which signs and concepts vanish, and things begin to write
by themselves and for themselves, crossing the intervals of space.

Consider proposition 10: “As long as we are not torn by affects
contrary to our nature, we have the power of ordering and connecting the affec-
tions of the body according to the order of the intellect.™* There is an immense
rift or interval that appears here between the subordinate and the principal. For af-
fects contrary to our nature above all prevent us from forming common notions,
since they depend wpon bodies that do not agree with our own; on the contrary,
every time a body agrees with our own and increases our power (joy), a common
notion of the two bodies can be formed, from which an active order and an active
linking of the affections will ensue. In this voluntarily opened rift, it is the ideas of
the agreement between bodies and of the restricted common notion that have only
an implicit presence, and both of them appear only if one reconstitutes a missing
chain: a double interval. If this reconstitution is not made, if this white space is not
filled in, not only will the demonstration be inconclusive, but we will always remain
undecided about the fundamental question: How do we come to form any common
notion at all? And why is it a question of the least universal of notions (common to
our body and one other)? The function of the interval or hiatus is to bring together
to the maximum degree terms that are distant as such, and thereby o assure a speed
of absolute survey (swrvel). Speeds can be absolute and yet have a greater or lesser
magnitude. The magnitude of an absolute speed is measured in precise terms by the
distance it covers at one stroke, that is, by the number of intermediaries it envelops,
surveys, or implies (here, at least two). There are always leaps, lacunae, and cuts as
positive characteristics of the third kind.

Another example can be found in propositions 14 and 22, where
one passes, this time h} contraction, from the idea of God as the most universal
common notion to the idea of God as the most singular essence. It is as if one
jumped from a relative speed (the greatest) to absolute speed. Finally, to limit our-
selves to a few examples, demonstration 30 traces, but along a dotted ling, a kind of
sublime triangle whose summits are the figures of light (Self, World, and God) and
whose sides, as distances, are traversed by an absolute speed, which is in turn re-
vealed to be the greatest. The special characteristics of book V, the way it surpasses
the method of the preceding books, always comes down to this: the absolute speed
of figures of light.

The Ethics of the definitions, axioms, postulates, demonstrations,
and corollaries is a river-book that develops its course. But the Ethicr of the scholia
is a book of fire, subterranean. The Etbics of book V is an aerial book of light, which
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proceeds by flashes. A logic of the sign, a logic of the concept, a logic of essence:
Shadow, Color, Light, Each of the three Etbic coexists with the others and is taken
up in the others, despite their differences in kind. It is one and the same world.
Fach of them sends our bridges in order to cross the emptiness thar separates them,
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4. See the renrs I1:,r Cralods in Andréd Dalmas, Epesdne
Cradzdr (Puris: Fasquelle, 1956), p. 121, And p, 112 {*one
must constantly indicate the progress of the caloulations
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Chlile Jacab, 1988), although the author has o complerely
different conception of style is mathemaves (pp. 20-21).

13. Spinoza, Erbic, in Te Callected Woarks of Spineza, ed.
and rrams. Edwin Carley, p. 601,
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Luce Irigaray

Definitions

“my cavse of itself, T understand that, whose essence involves existence; or that,
whose nature cannot be conceived unless existing”™ (Baruch Spinoza, Etbics, p. 335).°
This definition of God could be wranslated as: that which is its own place for itself, that
which tarns itself inside out and thus constitutes a dwelling (for) itself. Unigue and
necessary. Solitary. But in itself. Sufficient. Needing no other in its reception of
“space-time.” Men may, perhaps, contemplate or seek to contemplate God in his
place; men do not give God his place.

Which also means: that which by nature can be conceived only
as existing, or that which provides its own envelope by tarning irs essence ontward, must
necessarily exist. That which provides its own space-time necessarily exists.

Hence:

We do not exist necessarsly becanse we do not provide ourselves with
our own envelopes.

Man would thus exist more necessarily than woman because he gets
his envelope from her.

Twice over:



in or through his mecessary fetal existence,

in his role as fover. Which is contingent® Except for happiness? And
becoming necessary again for procreation.

That is, he is enveloped as fetus, as lover, as father.
But

Man recesves that envelope, By nature, it is true! And the reversal can
operate just as well, Man does not provide himself with his own en-
velope, unless it is his nature to be conceived in woman. By essence, to
be conceived in woman.

Woman would theoretically be the envelope (which she provides).
But she would have no essence or existence, given that she is the po-
tential for essence and existence: rhe available place. She would be
cause for herself—and in a less contungent manner than man—if
she enveloped herself, or reenveloped herself, in the envelope that
she is able to “provide.” The envelope that is part of her “attributes”
and “affecrions™ burt thar she cannot use as self-cause. If she enveloped
herself with whar she provides, she could not but necessarily be con-
ceived of as existing. Which, to an extent, is what happens: women's
suffering arises also from the fact that man does not conceive that
women do not exist. Men have such a great need that women should
exist. If men are to be permitted to believe or imagine themselves as
self-cause, they need vo think thar the envelope “belongs” to them.
(Particularly following “the end of God” or "the death of God,” in-
sofar as God can be determined by an era of history in any way but
through the limits to its thinking.) For men to establish this belong-
ing —without the guarantee provided by God —it is imperative that
that which provides the envelope should necessarily exist. Therefors
the maternal-feminine exists necessarily as the cause of the self-cause
of man. But not for herself. She has to exist bur as an 4 priori condi-
ton (as Kant mighe say) for the space-time of the masculine subject.
A cause that is never unveiled for fear that its identity might split
apart and plummer down. She does not have to exist as woman be-
cause, as woman, her envelope is always dlightly open (if man today
thinks of himself as God, woman becomes, according o Meister
Eckhart, an adverb or a quality of the word of Gad).



ig. .9

“That thing is called finite in its own kind [fn sue gemere] which can be limited by
another thing of the same nature. For example, a body is called finite, because we
always conceive another which is greater. So a thought is limited by another though;

but a body is not limited by a thought, nor a thought by a body™ (p. 355).
From which it would follow that:

God is infinite and unlimited because nothing of the same nature
exists;

man is finite and limited
both by men of the same mnture
and by that which is greater, therefore

by the/his mother, even if he doesn’t think so

by the/his woman, even if he doesn’t think so, because of the exten-
sion of the place-envelope;

and by God: but he may be so ignorant that he does not want to
know that universe and thought are always greater than he is at any
given moment.

Does God, then, limit man by the creation and self-sufficiency
of thought?

Within sexual difference, there would, it seems, be at once fimite-
mess and limit, as a result of the meeting of two bodier, and two thoughts, and also in-
finiteness and unlimitedness if “God™ intervenes.

If there are not rwe bodies and rwo thoughts, according to Spin-
oz, an evil infinite may occur: with the thought of the one limiting the body of the
other and vice versa, There is no longer finiteness, or limits, or access to the infi-
nite. At best, is matter made into form by the act? Which would virtually happen
once, then once more, plus one, plus one, plus one . .. a multplicity of feminine for-
mations that have access neither to the finite nor to the infinive.

If man and woman are both body and thought, they provide each
other with finiteness, limit, and the possibility of access to the divine through the
development of envelopes. Greater and greater envelopes, vaster and vaster hortzons,
but above all envelopes that are qualitatively more and more necessary and different.
But always sverflowimg: with the female one becoming a cause of the other by pro-
viding him with self-cause. The setup must always be open for this to occur. It must
also afford a gualitative difference. Essence must never be completely realized in ex-



istence—as Spinoza might say? Perhaps, for men, the movement is made in re-
verse? [tis through existence that they can discover essence? Men would not unfold
their essence into existence, but by virtue of existence would, perhaps, successfully
cOnsStitute an essence.

Within sexual difference, therefore, finiteness, ffmit, and progres-
sion are needed: and this requires two bodies, two thoughts, a reladon between the
two and the conception of a wider perspective.

Clearly, for Spinoza, a body is not limited by a thought or a
thought by a body. The two remain “parallel”™ and never intersect. The question of
sexual difference, a question to be thought out particularly after and with the “death
of God"” and the period of the ontic-ontological difference, requires a reconsidera-
tion of the splic berween body and thought, The whole historic or historical analy-
sis of philosophy shows that being has yet to be referred to in terms of body or flesh
{as Heidegger notes in “Logos,” his seminar on Heraclitus).” Thought and body
have remained separate. And this leads, on the social and cultural level, to impor-
tant empirical and transcendental effects: with discowrse and thought being the privi-
leges of a male producer. And that remains the “norm.” Even today, bodily tasks re-
main the obligaton or the duty of a female subject. The break berween the two
produces rootless and msane thinking as well as bodies {(women and children) that
are heavy and slightly “moronic” because they lack language.

Does the act of love then mean that thinking about the body re-
ceives an infusion of flesh? Clearly, to take may be to give. And this is already a way
out of parallelism. The two sexes would penetrate each other by means of theft or a
rape, a more or less mechanical encounter whose goal would be to produce a child,
"To produce a body? Or just body? As long as our thinking is unable to limit the body,
or vice versa, no sex act is possible. Nor any thought, any imaginary or symbolic of
the tlesh. The empirical and the transcendental have split apart (just like the roles ful-
filled by man and woman?), and the body falls on one side, language on the other.

“By substance, | understand thar which is in itself and is con-
ceived through iself; in other words, that, the conception of which does nor need
the conceprion of another thing from which it must be formed™ (p. 355). Here
Spinoza is talking about God. Only God is in himself, conceived by himself; need-
ing the concept of no other thing in order o be formed. Only God generates his
existence out of his essence, which means also that he engenders himself in the
form of concepts withour having need of conceprs different from himself in order

to be formed.
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(rod alone is in self [en 100, pav soi], in an autodetermination that
is linked to the in-itself [en-sof]. Does in self by self amount to a definition of place
that develops itself? Does in self concefved by self mean capable of providing and lim-
iting its place? Never to be determined and limited by anything bur self, [wself au-
toaffecting itself, potentially, as in the middle-passive, but never passively affected by
anything else. Not knowing passivity, Never power [puigance|, bodv-extension, avail-
able to suffer the action of an other than self.

That said, if this definition can be applied to God alone, the de-
finition 15 defined, and God 15 defined, b}r man and not by God himself. Therefore
God determines himself conceptually out of man. He does not proffer his own con-
ception, except through the mouth of man. Obviously, in certain traditions and at
certain periods, God designates himself: in words, in the texts of the law, through
incarnarion in different modes. Bur, in most cases, it 18 man who names in the form
of conceptions and who situates God in that space as far as the generation of con-
ception goes.

It also seems that Man conceives himself without anyone else,
except God, forming his conception. But the relation of man to God, of God to
man, often seems circular: man defines God, who in turn determines man.

This would not be the case for weween, who would correspond
to no conception. Who, as the Greeks saw it, lacks fixed form and wdea, and lacks
above all a conception that she provides for hersell. As marter, or extension for the
concept, she would have no conception at her disposal, would be unable to conceive
herself or conceive the other, and, theoretically, she would need to pass through
man in order to have a relation, for herself, to man, to the world, and o God. If in-
deed she is capable of any of this.

Axioms
“Everything which is, is either in itself or in another” (p. 355). Being is determined
by the place thar envelops it:

Either the envelope is the essence of the existing thing or of exis-
tence (see “Of God,” Definitions, I), That which s, is i self.

Or else that which is, is in somerbing other, depends on the existence
of something other: is not cause of self.

That which is, is determined by that in which it is contained —
by thar which envelops ir, envelops its existence.



“That which cannot be conceived throngh another must be con-
ceived rhrough itself” (p. 355). Refer to the commentary on the Definitons, TI1. De-
finitions of substance.

Not to be in self means being in something other. This is still
the problem of place, of the need o receive place (unless one is GGod), as a result of
the passage from middle-passive to passive, from autcaffection to heteroaffection,
from autodetermination, autoengendering, to determination, creation, even procre-
ation by someone other. From the necessary circularity and conceptional self-suffi-
ciency of God to the difference of that which can be conceived by, or even in, some-
thing other.

“From a given determinate cause an effect necessarily follows;
and, on the other hand, if no determinate cause be given, it is impossible that an ef-
fect can follow™ (p. 355). Everything rakes place in a chain of causalities, in a genealog-
ical sequence of there i’s. There has to be a cause that is already given, already exist-
ing, if there is to be an effect, a necessary effect. But does the cause that is already
given result from an essence that is not given as such? Not in the works of Spinoza?
Where (zod and nature are coessentials?

What relation is there between the given cause and the revealed
cause? The data, the there i, the problem of the neuter case, and the fact God will
be referred to in the neuter as indeterminatume, non datum,

But, to return to my hypothesis, if the feminine does not mani-
fest itself as cause, it can engender no effects. And yet the maternal-feminine is also
cruse of ceuses. Does that mean that it voo is an imderermiinanem in its way? Insofar as
it always lies behind the deta. Behind that which is already determined in the chain
of causalities. Or else: the chain of causalities on the female side remains unrevealed.
Stll to be unveiled. The maternal-feminine would unfold, offer, manifest itself in
the form of dera that are not determined, not given as such. No effects would thereby
ensue. And all this would remain possible for lack of any thought about the body
and the flesh— for lack of a reciprocal determination of the one by the other, as op-
posed to the parallelism that prevents the maternal-feminine from being inscribed
in duration as causes and effects. This in fact leaves the masculine fost in the chain
of caunsalities as far as the male body, the male flesh, is concerned, as well as their
relations to conception, the cause of self, except by means of the absolure causalicy
that is God.

As for the feminine, this absence of inseription of its canses and
effects in the chain of causalities leads, for example, to Aristotle’s notion that woman
15 engendered as if by accidenr. A genetic aberraton. An illness. A monstrosity, Or
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again, the notion that the child is engendered from the male seed alone, The female
seed would not be necessary. It is not a canse and, if anything, impedes the possibility
of generation. (See this strange quotation, among many others, from Aristotle, who
was, nevertheless, a doctor: *Here is an indicadon that the female does not dis-
charge semen of the same kind as the male, and that the offspring is not formed
from a mixture of two semens, as some allege. Very often the female conceives al-
though she had derived no pleasure from the act of coitus; and, on the contrary
side, when the female derives as much pleasure as the male, and they both keep the
same pace, the female does not bear—unless there is a proper amount of menstrual
fluid [as it is called] present.™)?

The fernale, it seems, is pure disposal “matter.” Pure receptacle
that does not stay stll. Not even a place, then? Always belonging to a threatening
primitive chaos. That even God should never approach. For fear he may suffer its
obscure effects? Could the female be effect(s) without cause? Necessary cause. Raised
as an issue only as the accidental cause of man? A genetic mistake. Or a divine whim?
With God giving birth to the woman out of the body of the man.

“The knowledge [cognitio] of an effect depends upon and involves
knowledge of the cause™ (p. 355). Does knowledge of an effect envelop knowledge
of the cause by a retroactive process? Which, however, by enveloping, hides the
knowledge, veils it, and perhaps gives birth to it by a roundabout or return route to
generation?

When knowledge of the effect envelops that of the cause, this
can evoke the maternal-feminine, even in its most physical effects of generation as
it doubles back on the “masculine™ and its thought, and overwhelms it. Because it is
not thought of as a cause, does the maternal-feminine mask cause? Overwhelm it
with a veil (that of the illusion of flesh? or the veil of Maya?). Hide it? We shall
need to decipher, work through, interpret the knowledge of effects in order to achieve
knowledge of canses. Is this a reverse knowledge? Why is it thar the dara are not al-
ready thought of as effects? Why is canse already cowsed? Because it comes from
God? With cause already being effect, but of God. We can agree that there should
he no effects withour cause, but cause is already a given effect, or even an effect of
an effect. To the genealogy of causes corresponds a hierarchy of effects. Two paral-
lel chains that do not always cross and yet mutually determine each other, in partic-
ular as they roll and unroll, reciprocally. That which is self-cause is an envelope for
itself, which develops into existenee(s), but is enveloped by our knowledge of its ef-
fects. As it reveals its existence to us, we envelop-veil it with the knowledge of its
effects, on the basis of which we seek knowledge of its cause(s).



Does knowledge of the effect envelop knowledge of the cause?
The effect overwhelms the cause from the point of view of knowledge, A double
movement in “theology,” moving up and down. Essence envelops existence if there
is canse of self; knowledge of the effect envelops that of the cause if there is no cause
of self. If I start with the creatures, I move up the chain of effects (until, perhaps, I
reach an uncreated cause whose knowledge, or ultimate cavse, escapes us?); if I start
with God, I move down the chain of causes, on the basis of a cozse su.

There are no effects without an already given cause. And chis is
linked to the question of sracles for Spinoza. There might be effects without data:
inexplicable, “miraculous”™ effects. Before deciding for a "miracle,” Spinoza notes
our inability to perceive the extension of the chain of causalities and, in partcular, our
inability to analyze the relation of contingency to necessity. A belief in “miracle” or
in “chance” is often a result of weakness or narrowness in the field of conception.*

“Those things which have nothing mutually in common with
one another cannot through one another be murally understood, that is to say, the
conceprion of the one does not involve the conception of the other”™ (p. 355). Con-
ception means taking hold of, perceiving, and conceiving an available mauwer or power.
Conception is more active than perception; or, more exactly, conception designates
the active pole of the mind, and perception designates the passive pole. Whence the
fact that, rradivionally, the feminine, insofar as it has access to mind, remains in per-
ceprion, while the conception is the privilege of the masculine.

1 am often asked this question: if sexual difference exisrs, what
path can there sull be berween man and woman? Which amounts o sayving that in
the past relarions berween men and women were not determined by sex. In Spin-
oza’s terms, this is to assume that woman cannot conceive. Or else that man can't?
(But that cannot be so, since Spinoza is conceiving his system. . ..}

If sexual difference exises, does that mean that man and woman
hold nothing in common? There is at the very least the child as an effect, as we
know. In our thinking, clearly, the child is sull thought of as an effect of man’s, of
the male, seed, even if biology has established that this is not so. Our thinking still
thinks of the ovum as passive, of the female body as passivity, of woman as remain-
ing in the domain of percepton, or even at times of the perceived.

What would man and woman have in common? Both concep-
tion and perception. Bark. And without any hierarchy between the two. Both would
have the capacity w perceive and conceive. To suffer and to be active. To suffer the
self and to understand the self. To receive the self and to envelop the self. Becoming
more open because of the freedom of each, male and female. Since freedom and ne-
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cessity are correlated. With each giving the other necessity and freedom. In self, for
self, and for the other.

If T exist, that would mean that I correspond 1o a necessity. There-
tore that I should be free. For this to become so, the concept of the masculine would
have to cease to envelop that of the feminine, since the feminine has no necessity if
it is uniquely an effect of and for the mascuoline.

Between man and woman, whatever the differences may be and
despite the fact that the concept of the one, male or female, cannot envelop that of
the other, certain bridges can be built, through two approaches:

that of generation,
that of Czod.

Burt, historically, in Genesis, the feminine has no conceprion. She
is igured as being born from man’s envelope, with (rod as midwite. Whereas woman
envelops man before his birth. Could it be that God is he who intervenes so that
there should be a reciprocal limitation of envelopes for both? Which is why it is nec-
essary to go through the question of God every time the sexual act comes under
consideration.

The openings in the envelopes berween men and women should
always be mediated by God. Faithless to God, man lays down the law for woman,
imprisons her in his conception(s), or at least in accordance, with his conceptons
instead of covering her only for God, while awaiting God. Woman, who enveloped
man before birth, untl he could live outside her, finds herself encircled h]f 4 lan-
guage, by places thar she cannot conceive of, and from which she cannot escape,

It’s nothing new for man to want to be both man and woman: he
has always had pretensions of turning the envelope inside out. But by willing to be
master of everything, he becomes the slave both of discourse and of mother narure.

Translated by Carolyn Burke and Gillian Gill
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Emilia Giancotti

wHEN WE speak of the birth of modern materialism in Hobbes and Spinoza, we do
not intend to turn them into the creators of modern materialism. We only wanrt to
emphasize the specific form that, at certain points of their theory, reveals the traces
of an orientation, also present in other philosophers and scientists of the age, that
will fully develop only during the following centuries.

By speaking of “traces of an orientation,” we reject at the start
every possibility of a univocal reading of the authors cited, whose richness and prob-
lematicity is well known—and it is historical documentation that authenticares it.

We say again that our interest here is not to establish the possi-
ble ties of dependence of one (Spinoza) vis-a-vis the other (Hobbes), but only to
show briefly their participation in the nascent phase of modern materialism and de-
termine the modes of this participation. If, for Hobbes, such participation is not in
doubt—the debate being limited to the type of materialism of which he was the
theorist—for Spinoza, on the other hand, the discussion can focus on the very legit-
imacy of a reading that attempts to define the modes and limits of this partcipation.

Therefore, the following questions will be taken up: sense and
philosophy and the ontological impact of knowledge in Hobbes; and extension or
matter as an attribute of substance, the theory of the mens, and the realism of the
theory of knowledge in Spinoza.



Hobbes clearly distinguishes philosophy or science from original or sensible knowl-
edge, by attributing, however, to the former the body as an object of analysis and by
wlentifying the same body as a point of departure or cause of the latter. The body is
thus either the immediate object of sensibility and the cause of its appearance, since
by its action it determines the reaction of the body that, ransmitted as far as the
heart and the brain, extends into emotions and passions; or, on the other hand, the
object on which reason or philosophy, across the operations of analysis and synthe-
sis, of decomposition and composition, is exercised as calculation, It is thus that,
despite the diversity of the respective modes of accomplishment and results, the
body constitutes, in every state of cause, the point of reference that is common to
two types of knowledge. As a knowledge of the on, of the “what,” of the “given,”
sense is limited o observing the existence of an external body; and, in the human
subject, sense determines in its encounter with an external body sensatons without
which no concept is possible: “there is no conception in 2 man's mind, which hath
not at first, totally, or by parts, been begotten upon the organs of sense.” The
“phantasms” of sense, that is, the ideas produced by sensations, are the “first prin-
ciples” (principia prima) of science.? Without them, no science 15 possible, just as it
is also hardly possible if science is limited o them. Through sense we know the
phenomena or effects of nature, that is, “such things as appear, or are shown to us
by nature” (guaecungue apparent sive @ nattra nobis sunt ostensa).? And sensation itself
is also the beginning of the knowledge of the principles that govern the domain of
phenomena, objects of research for physics, principles that the human mind does
not produce but finds “placed in the things themselves” (in ipsis rebus pasita).® Thus,
if the knowledge of matter necessarily has its point of departure in phenomena,
identified as principles of knowledge of other things (*if the appearances be the
principles by which we know all other things..." [sf phaemomena principia sint
cogmoscends caetera ., .]),” sensation is at the same vme the beginning of knowledge
and of these principles (the phenomena) and of the principles that govern its course
and are situated in things themselves, and are not—let us repeat— products of the
human mind but are observed by the human mind.

The logical premise of such a conception of natural phenomena
is the very definition of the body as “that, which having no dependence upon our
thought, is coincident or coextended with some part of space” {guicquid non depen-
dens @ nostva cogitatione cum spati parte aliqua cofneidit vel coextenditur).” This is an as-
pect that seems to us particularly important as an indicative sign of the Hobbesian
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realist point of view, a point of view that the hypothesis of the “annihilation of the
world” (annibilatio mrmds), in our opinion, does not wind up contradicting.

Accident of the body and channel of the relationship berween
knowing subject and external body: such is the motion that, as is well known, is the
universal principle of explanation, the cause of every phenomenon, and the cause
from which all other causes can be deduced. The validity of this principle and the
general possibility of observing it are in themselves obvious for Hobbes; the inter-
vention of reason later serves only to determine the particular quality of the mo-
tion, but the existence of the motion as such is immediately apparent.” In order to
explain the modon of a body, one must find an external efficient cause,® that is, the
presence of another body in motion, through application of the general principle
according to which motion has no other cause than motion itself.”

Sensation — defined as “a phantasm, made by the reaction and
endeavour outwards in the organ of sense, caused by an endeavour inwards from the
object, remaining for some time more or less” (ab organi sensorii conatu ad extrd, gui
generatur a conatu ab objecto versus interna, eoque aliguamdiu manente per reactionem fac-
rumn phantasma)'® —is a particular aspect of motion, It is a eypical example of action
and reaction, action on the part of the external body (ronatus ab objecto versus interna)
and reaction on the part of the human body {(comatus ad extra)— an action of the exter-
nal body, which refers, as to its cause, to the monon of another body, the whole being
placed inside of the general process of canse and effect, that is, av the heart of univer-
sal determinism. The phantasma, that is, the knowledge to which sensation gives a
content, is always particular. The diversity of phantasmata corresponds to the diversity
of the organs on which is exerted the action of the external body, an action that promprs
another type of motion inside the human body: animal motion, whose progression
causes “pleasure” (vofuptas) and whose obstruction causes “pain™ (dofor), whose difficul-
ties cause “grief” (segrituds) and, consequently, “appetite” (appetitus) in the first case
and “aversion” (gversio) or flight in the second case, appetitur and aversio thar—if
they are preceded by a positive or negative decision, that is, if they proceed through
reflection — are affirmed as the will, whose freedom is specified not as freedom from
necessity, but only as the capacity wo do whar one has decided to do. More precisely,
the will also enters into the general schema of determinism, since it is nothing other
than the moment of consciousness that accompanies the motion of desire or rejec-
tion with which animal motion reacts to the acton of the external body.

Reason works on the dam offered by sensation, adoprs them as
valuable, then separates itself from them in order to construct its own system. Phi-



lusuph}-' 15 identified with reason, whose essence s calculation, and thﬂ:lup:i in a
double direction: either from the conceprs of causes or generations to the knowledge
of effects or phenomena (synthesis, composition), or else from known effects or
phenomena to the identification of real or possible causes (analysis, decomposition).**
Since science consists in the search for and determination of the causes of all things,
and since the causes of all singular things are composed of the causes of universal
things, it is above all necessary o know the causes of universal things, that is, the
accidents common to all bodies, that is, to every material object, rather than the
causes of singular things, that is, the accidents in the middle of which one thing dis-
tinguishes itself from another. Reason pursues this knowledge through analysis. The
part of science, then, that includes the search for principles is “purely analytical™
ﬂnd starts With '.']'I:I',‘: :i{ll:ﬂ Lr ‘Enl'.ll:l:pt ﬂl'- | H:'mg'ular r]'iil'lg :Fl'{,}l'l'.l Wh'i.ﬂ'h it :ll_.iﬂf!i, t]'l]-ﬂl.lgl'.l
decomposition, going all the way to universal principles, the first of which is mo-
tion. The idea or concept of the singular thing has no other origin than sensation,
that is, original knowledge, without which — let us repeat— no science is possible
even if, by limiting onself to it, one cannot construct science. A theory of the arbi-
trary, nominalism, the formal natre of truth within discourse—all these elements
thereby characterize the Hobbesian theory of science. In order to mark the removal
of onginal knowledge, Hobbes —as is well known — formulates the famous hypoth-
esis of the annibilatio meundi, which has nourished the interpretation of the Marburg
school (MNarorp and Cassirer), taken up again recently in Iraly (Pacchi),'® according
to which Hobbesian materialism is not ontological but hypothetical. This interpre-
tation can appear suggestive, as can the accentuation in the phenomenalist sense
that makes Hobbes a precursor of Kant. But, in our opinion, this interpretation is
incompatible with the metaphor of the mirror present in the De Principiis (MS 5297
of the Bibliothéque Nationale de Galles, transcribed and published by Rossi in Cruilti
moderna [1941] and dated by him between 1637 and 1640), not reproduced in other
writings but never explicitly contradicted; with the affirmation of existence i ipsis
rebus of principles on which natural phenomena depend, that is, laws according to
which natural phenomena unfold, principles that (as we have already emphasized)
“are not such as we ourselves make and pronounce in general terms, as definitions;
bt such, as h-l::inE' Fl.:ll:l:.‘{l in the things themselves |:r:,.r the Author of Natare, are h:,'
us observed in them” (mon fﬂ:fimﬂ s, nec promunciamens wunfversaliter, wt defritiones,
sed a naturae conditore i ipsis rebus posita observamus); and finally, with the ontolog-
ical impact that is undoubtedly possessed by the original knowledge that is not sci-
ence but without which science cannot proceed, since it alone supplies it with the
principles on which it is based. Here and there Hobbes undoubtedly employs expres-
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sions of problematic appearance. The definition of “body™* in fact moves between
a clearly realist position and a problematic foundation that seems o call the later
into question. The reference to the concept of imaginary, subjective space in which
the body is situared seems to take away some consistency from the description of
the body marked with the clearest realism. But the identification between real space
and body that it brings about later replaces —in our opinion —the question in its
COITECT terms:

The extension of a body, is the same thing with the magnirude of it, or thar
which some call real space. Bur this magnitude does not depend upon our
cogmition, as imaginary space doth; for this is an effect of our imagination,
but magnitude is the cause of it; this is an accident of the mind, that of a
body existing out of the mind.

| Extensio corporis fdem est guod magnitade eins, sve id quod aligui vecant “spaticoe
reale"; magnitnde antern illa non dependet a copitatione nesiva, ot spatim g -
inarinem, boc enim llins effecrus ext, magnitade canga; boe aniwd, ila covporis ex-
tral @nimnn existentis gooideny et |1

Real space, or magnitude, and body are identified; the body i, it does not seem that
it i5, nor is it supposed to be something not dependent on our thought, as opposed
to the imaginary space that is andef accidens. A passage of Leviathan, concerning Holy

Seripture and precisely the meaning of the word “mind,” is equally quite explicit:

The word bady, in the most general accepration, signifieth that which fil-
leth, or occupieth some certain room, or imagined place; and dependeth
not on the imagination, but is a real part of that we call the aniverse. For the
universe, being the aggregate of all bodies, there is no real part thereof that is
not also body; nor any thing properly a bady, that s not also part of that ag-

gregate of all bodies, the wmiverse®

The subjectivity of imaginary space does not take away reality from the body but
reduces it to a mental category without ontological dimension, whose function is to
lead back to unity and to organize every datum of sense, everything that is not a cause
and, at the same time, an object of sensation governed by the laws of motion. On
the other hand, the whole part that treats the body confirms the reality of the body
as the ultimate foundaton of every knowledge and does so despite the theory of the
subjectivity of sensible qualities. It is only from the reality of the body, observed
and experienced through sense, that reason is in a position to exercise its character-
istic functions of calcolation, whose practical goal is that of acting on the body in
order to adapt it to our vsefulness.*” In the accomplishment of this operation, rea-



son proceeds by hypothesis, formalizing the data acquired through sense or original
knowledge, whose ontological aspect is outside of discussion. The clear separavion
between sensibility and intellect —a separauon that Kant on the one hand reaffirms
and on the other hand strives to go beyond, while maintaining the irremediable du-
alism in the world outside of the knowing subject — prevents Hobbes from attribut-
ing certainty to reason, the ontological impact of which sense makes use, while re-
maining incapable of theorizing it. Must one speak of “hypothetcal” materialism?
Certainly not, if one means to suggest that Hobbes doubted the existence of exter-
nal bodies. Yes, if one wants to emphasize the proper function of Hobbesian reason,
whose essence is purely formal and is realized in calculation, that is, in the opera-
tions of analysis and synthesis and in the elaboration of hypotheses that practice
(recall that the goal of philosophy is practical) confirms or declares to be without
toundation.

The role Hobbes attributes wo the anwibilatio mundi is thar of
marking the distance between original knowledge and philosophy or science, the
former ted organically to matter (whether it be the external body or the subject-
body of sensibility) and emerging from ir, the lawer separated from it bur always
dependent on it as the source of data on which its theoretical function is exercised.
In the absurd hypothesis that the world could be annihilared and that a single man
could sarvive with the inheritance of images that his previous relaton with the ex-
ternal world had allowed him to acquire, this man could continue to exercise his
own reason, to work with the names attributed to things before their disappearance,
to pronounce “true” propositions, truth being an intrinsic property of discourse,
and thus in succession, in full autonomy vis-i-vis the external world. This auton-
omy grows, however, on the basis of a previously established relation — through
sense —with this world, today disappeared, from which he has drawn out the data
for his operations.

In contrast with the progressive nature of his natral philoso-
phy, Hobbes preserves intace, such as he recerves it from the theologico-philosophi-
cal tradition, the concept of God as a person, all-powerful, ereator of the world and
separate from the world, object of cult and worship, father and sovereign to whom
one owes ohedience. Since we cannot B0 Inko detail ar the heart of this question, we
shall limit ourselves to indicating two possible responses —which are not necessar-
ily mutually exclusive but which are perhaps concurrent—to the question posed by
the persistence of this concept alongside a materialism whose critical dimension
does not seem to us to call the systematic consistency into question. The mainte-
nance of the concept of God as a person and the reverence vis-i-vis established reli-

THEQRY



4 B

gion, although within the framework of a theory that subordinates religious power
to political power, are a cover for the freedom of research within the domain of nat-
ural philosophy; on the other hand, this concept serves to provide a foundation —as
if it were necessary—for the theory of absolutism, for a totalizing conception of
political power that Hobbes indicated as the only form of organization capable of
confronting the threats of revolution and of ensuring the conditons necessary for
the preservation of life and the free activity of a mercantile economy. The last page
of Leviathan seems to justify these two responses, '®

It is indeed on this terrain, in contrast, that Spinoza — some yvears later —will give a
response that clearly challenges this concept of God, by leaving the door open to
the supposition that only reasons of prudence (which all the same have no guaran-
ree against the charge of atheism) have pushed him vo preserve the name. It is on
this terrain, certainly the most sensitive and exposed, that Spinoza leads— [ would
say audaciously, even if he does so with some contradictions — his struggle against
superstition in defense of a clear intelligence of the real. It is not a question, in my
opinion, of just the doctrinal aspect of Spinozism being able to situate its author
along the line of development of, but not entrely within, modern materialism. But
it 15 certainky a question of the most innovative and fruitful aspect. The terms of the
question are well known, but it is worth recalling their essential lines.

At the conclusion of the statement of the theory of substance,
after having emphasized one of its essential features, that of indivisibility, Spinoza
proclaims again the identification between the concept of God and that of sub-
stance™ and relares extension, as well as thought, to God as God'’s own artribure or
as a modification of this auribute ®™ In a language that is even more precise and ex-
plicit, the first and second propositions of part IT affirm that “thought is an attribute
of God, or God is a thinking thing” (cogitatic attributum Dei est, sive Deus est res cogi-
rans) and “extension is an atribute of God, or God is an extended thing” (extensio
attributum Dei est, sive Dens est res extensa) (G 11/86-7). Spinoza perfectly accounts
tor the objections to which he is exposed and the scandal that his theory is going w
arouse. And in E IP155 he confronts these objections by demonstrating analytically
that they are all based on an erronecus presupposition, that of the divisibiliny and
thus the finimde of corporeal substance, and thar once this presupposition is elimi-
nated, all the imperfections that derive from it are also eliminared in such a way
that nothing more is opposed to irs anribution to the essence of God, an attribution
that permits one, on the other hand, not to fall into what Spinoza regards as an ab-



surdity, that is, the creation of marrer from nothing. Always in line with a consistent
definition of the unity and the systematic nature of the real, E IP255 asserts that
“God must be called the cause of all things in the same sense in which he is called
the cause of himself” (¢o sensn, guo Dens dicittr causa sui, etiam, somiuwm vernm causa
dicendus est) (G 11/68), that is, the corollary adds, “particular things are nothing but
affections of God's attributes, or modes by which God's autributes are expressed in a
certain and determinate way” (res particulares nibil sunt, nisi Dei attributorum affec-
ticwes, sive modi, guibus Dei attributa certo, et determinato modo exprimuntur) (G IL/68).
Referring to this corollary, E IID1 asserts: “By body I understand a mode that in a
certain and determinate way expresses God's essence insofar as he is considered as
an extended ching” (Per corpus itelligo modum, gui Dei escentiom, guatenus, ut res ex-
tensa, consideratur, certo, et determinato modo exprimit) (G II/84). If any doubt remained
regarding the supersession of every fracture and distance between God and the
world, E VP25D eliminares it by asserting that “the more we understand singular
things in this way, the more we understand God” (guo magis res simgulares fatel-
ligimus, eo magis Dewnn intellegimus) (G 11/296).

The definidon of extension or matter as an attribute of God, that
is—aceording to Spinoza’s conception of the attribute —as a consttutive aspect of
his essence (we shall nov speak here abour the discussion on the interpretation of
the attributes in Spinoza, while stating that we accept the interpretation first pro-
posed by Kuno Fischer), this definition is equivalent to raising matter to the level of
the mind by recognizing the same dignity in it, that is, that this definition 15 equiva-
lent to going beyond without possible hesitation what was regarded as an insur-
mountable distance, and no longer seeing in matter the source of evil and error. In
the century in which Galileo was forced — despite the efforts at reconciliation he
made in all good faith—to recant his scientific theories because they were incom-
patible with the truths sanctioned by Holy Seripture (Spinoza was born around a
vear after the sciendst underwent his trial), only an unshakable confidence in the
liberatory and progressive value of truth, of which he considered himself without
the shadow of a doubt to be the depository, only such a confidence can have pushed
Spinoza to sustain with as much clarity a thesis that reversed the sanctdoned order
of priorities and created an irrevocable presupposition for the definition of a marte-
rialist conceprion of the real.

While emphasizing the enormous importance that, in our opin-
ion, Spinoza’s conception of extension as an attribute of God has for the history of
Western thought, all the same it must be said that Spinoza did not finish a complete
elaboration of a scientific theory of matter. The little treatise on physics situared
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berween E I1P13 and P14 offers few aspects that can be related to a mechanical con-
ception of the relation between bodies and an organicist conception of corporeal
natare in its totality. Certain aspects offered by letters 81 and 83 seem parvcularly
interesting to us, for they confirm these lacunae. As is well known, Spinoza— respond-
ing in the first letter to Tschirnhaus, who asked him for clarifications regarding the
possibility of demonstrating a priori the existence of bodies and regarding the con-
cept of infinity —rejects the Cartesian concept of extension as inert mass, for he
considers it unable to account for the existence of bodies:

For matter at rest, insofar as it is in itself, will persevere in its rest, and will
not be set in moton unless by a more powerful external cause. For this rea-
son | did not hesitate, previously, to affirm that Descartes’s principles of
natural things are useless, not to say absurd.

(Marerig enfm quiercens, guantumn in se est, in i guiete perseverabit, wec ad mo-
n concitabitin, i @ casa potewtiond externa, ef bac de causa von dubitavi ofine
afftrmare revim naturalium principia Cavterigna inutifia esie, ne dicam absurda. )
(G IV/332)

[n the second leter, again to Tschirnhaus, who continued to ask Spinoza for eluci-
dations— by making him remark in addidon that Descartes did not conceive of ex-
tension as an inert mass, since he sustained that moton was aroused in iwself by
God, and 1‘|:|.r allurm—lng us to see that .,";pim_r.r.a did not want o reveal his l:huught o
him — Spinoza responds by opposing the Cartesian theory, and does this in the same
words employed in letter 83, his own conceprion of matter as an artribute:

You ask whether the vanety of things can be demonstrated a prioni from the
concept of extension alone, I believe T have already shown sufficienty clearly
thar this is impossihle, and that therefore Descartes defines mater badiv by
extension, but that it must necessarily be defined by an attribute which ex-

presses eternal and infiniee essence.

(CQueod petss, am ex solo extensionis conceprn Yerum vavietas o prior poassit dewon-
stvars, crede mee fam satis elere antendioe, ad ;nrjrm.q'fbffr EXRE; r-.u:fn'.!gr.r; FradE A 0
Carresio male definet per cxtenstonens; sed eams necesario debere explicars per at-
sriburnoms, guod aeternam, ef infinitam escentiom exprimar.) (G [V/334)

However, he fears not having provided an adequate elucidation, for he continues:
“But perhaps 1 will treat these matters more clearly with you some other time, if life
lasts™ (Sed de E!i.rﬁrm‘n .ﬂ-‘fq'u.:m.::ra., 5t vita supphetit, clarins tecting .::I'S’ﬂ:l':l']'} (G 11/334). And
he is equally conscious of not having elaborated a elear theory on this subject, for



he concludes: “For up till now 1 have not been able to set out anything concerning
them in an orderly way" (Name biee busgue nibil de bis ovdine disponere mibi licuit) (G
[1/334). Less than one vear later Spinoza died without having had the chance o
deepen the queston posed by Tschirnhaus, a question whose elucidation would have
required, in our opinion, @ revision or at least a clarification of one aspect of the
theory. We are thinking of the concepr of *motion.” It is motion that oversees the
relationship among bodies, that 15, among the modes of extension, and itself belongs,
just as finite modes, to Natred Nature. While belonging o Natured Nawre, that
is, to what derives from the necessity of God’s namure bur which is not his essence
itself, motion occupies, however, a specific place in the general articulation of real-
ity, within the relation berween substance and modes: in the theological language of
the Shert Treatise, motion is a “Son of God”; in the more certain and less imagina-
tive language of letter 44 to Schuller, motion is that which is immediately produced
by God and thar from which other things derive (the reference to E IPP21-2 is ob-
vious). We are not going to confront here the complex and controversial problem
of the role played by the infinite immediate modes (imrellectus mfinitus, motus and
quies: Short Treatise, the Etbics, the letter cited) and the infinite mediate modes (fa-
cies totius universi: letter 44) at the heart of the totality of Spinoza’s system, or the
reason why Spinoza introduced them by situating them in an intermediare position
between substance and finite modes, as if the concept of immanent causality scemed
inadequare to him to clarify this relationship. We only want to draw attention to an
aspect that seems to us not to be consistent with the part of the theory exposed un-
til now. Extension is an atrribute of God, that is, it forms part of God's essence, of
Naruring Nature; extension must not be understood as inert matter but as an at-
tribute, that is—and it is we who add w it by explaining it from Spinoza’s text—as
“actual essence” (gotwosa eentia), a dynamic principle, immanent causality, hence,
activity. Why, then, does motion not belong to the essence of substance as it is ex-
pressed under the attribute of extension, remaining situated at the level of effect,
whereas it defines modality itself as the accomplishment of the cavsality of sub-
stance insofar as it is extension? A clear vision of the role of motion would perhaps
have led Spinoza to a “radicalization” of what on the contrary remained simple “as-
pects” of materialism, whose importance, though, must not be underestimared.
The conception of the relationship between the human mind
and body is strictly dependent on the conception of the relationship berween exten-
sion and thought as attributes of substance: “the essence of a human being is consti-
mted by cermain modifications of God's attributes” (essentiom bowinis constitid @ cevtis
Dyei avtributorum modificationibug) (G 179302 And, more precisely, “a human being
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consists of a mind and a body, and. .. the human body exists, as we are aware of it”
(bominem mente et covpore constave, et corpus burwamum, prout ipsume sentivns, existere)
(G 11/96).* The problematic resonance that this relationship had in Descartes is
also lost. The condition of the mode, common to the body and soul, annuls on the
other hand the very roots of the substantiality of the soul and poses on other grounds
the question of its possible survival out of the body: “The first thing that const-
tures the actual being of a human mind is nothing but the idea of a singular thing
which actually exists™ (Primuny, guod acewale mentis buranae esve constitust, nibil alind
est, guam fdea vei alicuius singnlaris acta existentis) (G 117943, *The object of the idea
constituting the human mind is the body, or a certain mode of extension which ac-
tually exists, and nothing else” (Obrectum ideae, bunanum mentem constiventis, est cor-
ptis, sive certus extensionibus modus actus existentis, et nibil alind) (G 11/96).%% For Spin-
oza the relationship between the body and the mind is thus so organic that ic leads
him to specify that in order to determine the superiority of a mind, in reality and in
perfection, in relaton to another mind, its object, that is, the human body, would
have to be known more fully. In the absence of this knowledge, he limits himself to
stating a general principle:

[Tjn proportion as a body is more capable than others of doing many things
at once, or being acted on in many ways at once, so its mind is more capable
than others of perceiving many things at once. And in proportion as the ac-
tons of a body depend more on itself alone, and as other bodies concur with

it less in acting, so its mind is more capable of understanding distincely.

| Quio corpus alfguod reffguis apits et ad pluva stmud agendum, vel patiendum, eo
eins meens veliguis aprior est ad plora simend percipiendwm; et guo gnius corperis ao-
tiones magis ab ipso solo pendenmt, et guo minur alia covpova cum eodesm i agende
comcurTiint, eo ehia mens aptior eit ad distincte melligendion. ) (G I/97)

[f the soul, then, is indeed the idea of the body, given thar there can be no idea
without its object, it follows that there cannot be a mind without the body whose
idea it is. There can be no survival of the individual soul from the body; in other
words, the immortality of the soul is denied. However, Spinoza asserts that “some-
thing of it remains which is eternal” (aliguid remanet, quod acternume est) (G 1L/295).78
According to popular opinion, this something eternal that remains afrer the body's
death is confused with duradon and is atributed to the imagination, that is, tw the
memaory that is believed to persist afrer the body's death.?” On the other hand, it is
p-'l‘l:i,."i.,‘il:]}" the imagi nation, in which passion 15 rooted, that [:IEri:":‘I"I.ES, whereas it is the
intellect that is eternal,®® that is, the mind insofar as its essence is defined as invelli-



gence and, as such, a part of the infinite and eternal intellect of God. If one frees one-
self from what we shall not hesitate to regard as a metaphor, once the concept of im-
munalir_l,' i5 denied, that is, the survival of the individual soul from the body —as a
principle that is independent of, and separable from, it—the eterniry thar Spinoza
attributes to the human mind does not seem to us to differ from the form of perma-
nence obtained by every idea or knowledge that becomes —whether it is denied or
later displaced by other acquisiions—a common inheritance of humanity’s forms
of knowledge. Which does not differ from the type of eternity that we can attribute
to the body insofar as it is a mode of the attribure of extension, if it is true that “the
whole of Nature is one Individual, whose parts, i.e., all bodies, vary in infinite ways,
without any change of the whole Individual™ (totam natarane wnm esse individusm,
cius partes, boc est, omenia corpova infinitis modis vaviant, absque nlla totins individuei
muatione) (G 11/102),% This assertion can arouse a certain perplexity and appear
too simplistic, for it seems to ignore the problematic importance (either in the sense
of theorencal influences, or in the sense of the internal consistency of Spinoza’s sys-
tem) of the concept of the infinite intellect of God, a concept that seems to be able
to reintegrate the personal God that had been refuted with such vigor: it suffices to
think of the discussion on divine freedom and the theorization of determinism, We
do not want in any way to underestimate the importance of this problematic, but
we have consciously chosen here to examine the texts with the intention of extracting
from them aspects of a progression, those which are capable of a reading oriented
in the direction of materialism.

In this sense, Spinoza’s concept of mens seems w us 1 be impor-
tant, for—since it is defined as pure intelligence, a cognitive function ted to the
body —it is posed as the negation of the concept of the soul insofar as it is an au-
tonomous spiritual principle vis-a-vis the body, seat of values and subject of respon-
sibility, with an ultraterrestrial individual desuny.

There is stll a point on which we should like to pause briefly
before coneluding these observations. It concerns the theory of knowledge insofar
as it is rrue and adequate knowledge. A true idea must agree with its object” (Idea
vera debet crum s ideato convenire) (G 147 an adtquatl: idea is, on the other hand,
an idea that “insofar as it is considered in iself, without relation to an object, has all
the properties, or intrinsic denominations of a true idea” (guatenus in se, sine relg-
tione ad obiecturn consideraruy, owmnes verae ideae proprielates, sive denominationes intrise-
cas baber) (5 11/83).7 Adequation, as is well known, concerns the formal aspect of
an idea, whereas vruth concerns its relationship with its object. An idea is tue when
there is a correspondence between it and that of which it 15 the idea, that is, when it
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reflects the reality in relation to which it is posed as knowledge. Letter ¥ concern-
ing the nature of definidons, after having distinguished between the definition of
the thing of which one seeks only the essence, which one does not doubt, and the
definition that is proposed only in order to be examined, thar is, the definition in its
purely formal aspect, specifies thar the first must be “true,” for it has a determinate
object and offers the example of Solomon’s temple, of which—if one asks me for a
description of it—1I must give a true description, that is, corresponding to the for-
mal and material characteristics of this building. In other words, it I project “into
my mind” some other emple, in all legitimacy, from this projection [ deduce the
quantity of terrain, the number of bricks, the purchase of other necessary materials,
without which no one could challenge the validity of my calculations, since in this
case the reference to an extra-mental reality, in relation to which alone this contes-
ration wonld have a meaning, is missing. We are in the domain of the pure and sim-
ple possihility of conceiving something that has no reladon to the criterion of tuth,
which concerns the idea or the definition of a thing that exists extra furelfectams. The
example of Solomon’s temple, of a given building, provided with controllable for-
mal and material structures, clarifies with exactness the meaning of Spinoza’s con-
cept of truth as an extra-mental mirror of reality, a faithful reflection of its objective
characteristics. Although Spinoza emphasizes in the Erbics, as he had already done in
the Treatise on the Emendation of the Intelfect, the active nature of the concept, although
he rejects the theory of the inflaxas physicas and every relation of causality from the
body to the idea or vice versa, the process of determinacon of the finite being inter-
nal to the series of modifications of every attribute; nonetheless, the it‘lentit}r of the
order according to which these mursally autonomous processes unfold (iv is a ques-
tion of the famous E [IP7: “the order and connection of ideas is the same as the
order and connection of things” [orde er comnexio idearum idewn est, ac ovdo, et connexio
rerienn] |G II/89]) guarantees the correspondence of the true idea with its ideatum,
that is, the fact that the idea is the authentic mirror of known reality. Reality whose
structure is thus a possible object of true knowledge, of knowledge that provides a
piece of information worthy of faith regarding it, which discovers in it the objective
laws within which it recognizes its own laws.

It is undoubtedly a question of a metaphysical solution, The cor-
respondence between idea and ideatum is not the result of a eritical research regard-
ing the real bur is certain from the start by the metaphysical presupposition of the
unity of substance, governed by the laws that unfold in parallel within its two spheres
of expression that are known to us: matter and thought. However, once freed from
its metaphysical enavelope, this theorv encloses a principle that was to prove fruitful



and — barring error on our part—to be taken up again, developed, and systematized
by dialectical materialism. Plekhanov, whose interpretation of the Spinoza-Marx-
Engels relatonship we do not share, for we consider it to be schematic and reduc-
tve vis-i-vis the larter two, had nonetheless correctly detected in Spinozism, be-
neath its “faded theological finery,” a theoretical kernel contributing to progress.
Translated by Ted Stolze
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natural and positive, pegquine s inviolible observation.
And |E|n'|.|g]1.'i|:| thie revalutins af sgaees, there can be o
very good onstellazion for wuths of this namre w he
boen wrader (s having an angry aspect from the dissalers
of an ald gevernment, and secing bat the backs of chem
that erect & mewl, yer | think it will be condemned ar this
time, either by the pablic judge of doctring, or by any
thar clesires the continuance of pulilic pesoe. And in this
|'|-n|1: 1 recurm oo rn:,rin'nu'nn[ﬂ'qd qwculm;inn af bodies
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nataral; wherein, if God gives e Beslth ve Bnish in, [
hope the novelry will as much plesse, as in the doctrine
af this artificial body it useth w offend. For such treth, as
uppt.uelh Poib TS prul-ll:. i p]:nl.rrl:. i b alk inei
welenme” (e, “A Review and Concluesion”),
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Pierre Macherey

The Ambiguity of the Notion of “Attribute”

HEGEL'S OBJECTIONS on the question of the relation of the attributes to substance
are formulated from the same perspective as his critique of the more geomerrico, of
which they are an elaboration. The previous discussion essentially concerned the
conditions of a true knowledge, and thus put into play the position of thought in re-
lation to the real. Yer the interventon of the categories of substance and ateribure
in the treatment of this problem caunses an essential divergence to appear between
Spinoza and Hegel. For Hegel, thought and the real are fundamentally unired in
that they arise from the same process in which the mind, the real, is to itself its own
subject: beyond the presentation of the true as substance, which is unilateral, there
15 adve its being grasped as a subject, that is, as a torality in movement. In contrast,
when Spinoza presents thought, not even as substance, but as an attribute of sub-
stance, he once again admits that he falls short of a truly rational knowledge, of
which his system would provide only an imperfect and incomplete sketch.

In this displacement—from thoughrt as substance that has be-
come a subject, to thought as an attribure of substance —what is at issue 1s first the
status of thought. By presenting thought “outside” of substance and in some way
dependent on ir, Spinoza, according to Hegel, extracts thought from its position of
eminence at the same tume that he contests its universal vocaton. In this sense,



Spinoza remains foreign to the idealist perspective, because he denies thoughr the
character of a substance (which Descartes, however, granted to thought). Actually,
it indeed seems that between substance, which is “absolutely infinite,” and s ar-
tributes, which are “infinite smly in their kind,™ there is a hierarchieal difference,
analogous to the difference separating the whole from its parts. If, then, thought is
an attribute, which the Spinozist system undeniably asserts, and if the atributes oc-
cupy a subordinate position in relation to substance, which confers on them dimin-
ished, or incomplete, functions, thought is no longer that absolure process thar af-
firms its necessity by realizing it. Rather, thought 15 only an aspect or 2 moment of
that process, which does not have all its conditions in itself, and whose development
is, if one considers it in itself, contingent insofar as it depends on an external cause.
This is how Hegel speaks of the attribures, “that is, as not having a separate exis-
tence, a self-subsistent being of their own, but only as sublated, as moments.™ But
are the attributes parts of substance for Spinoza? And is the relation of dependence
that links the actribures to substance, as Hegel interprets it, a hierarchical relation
between essentially unequal elements? This is where the whole question lies.

It must be understood that, in this argument, Hegel moves from
a difficulty that is for him primary, specifically concerning one of the Spinozist at-
tributes, Thought, to a critical analysis of the nature of the attributes considered in
general, to which he extends these first objections. It is not surprising, then, that he
repeats, regarding the atrribures, the same arguments that had in the first place
concerned method. Here again, what Hegel reproaches Spinoza for is the latrer's
formalism and the abstraction that, according w Hegel, characterizes Spinoza's en-
tire system. As a matter of fact, the attributes, as Spinoza defines them, are for
Hegel abstract essences, points of view on substance, which remain external to sub-
stance and as a result only “represent” it in an incomplete manner, outside of every
possibility of a concrete development:

Spinoza’s definition of the absolute is followed by his defininon of the at-
tribute, and this is determined as the manner in which intellect compre-
hends the essence of substance. Apart from the fact that intellect, in accor-
dance with its nature, is postulated as posterior to atiribute —for Spinoza
defines it as mode — attribute, determination as determination of the absolute,
is thus made dependent on an ather; namely, intellect, which appears as exter-

nal and immediate over against substance.?

What is at issue here is obviously Spinoza’s definition of the attribute at the begin-
ning of E I: “By attribute | understand whar the intellect perceives of substance, as
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constituting its essence.”™ Apparently, Hegel follows this definition literally: if the
attribute is what the intellect perceives of substance, it is thus that it does not exist
by itself outside of the intellect that pereeives it, and in which it appears as a repre-
sentation, that is, an image or an idea, of substance, external to it, and by this fact is
necessarily incomplete. Then the gap that separates the arribute from substance
becomes obvious: it is only a point of view in which substance is reflected, not,
however, in itself, in the proper movement of its internal reflection, since according
to Hegel the Spinozist substance is essentially immobile; but it muost be said instead
that substance is reflected outside of itself, in the intellect thar perceives am irre-
ducible essence of it, which represents the totality of substance by mutilating it, by
reducing it, to just one of its aspects or moments.

This objection by Hegel appears to be quite strong, because it
casts doubt on a great contradiction in Spinoza's very statement: the atribute “ex-
presses” substance and in a certain way is identical to it, it participates in its own in-
finity, it consttutes its own essence, one will say again that it is substantial; and vet
it does not present substance in its intimate nature—but does it have only one na-
ture? As a foundation, the Spinozist substance is for Hegel an abyss, a nothingness
of dererminations—but such as it appears, such as it is shown outside of itself, for
an intellect that comprehends it.

But what is this intellect that perceives substance and on which
the nature of the attribute is then found to depend? Whether it is a finite or infinite
intellect—ler us note that Spinoza’s definition does not allow this distinetion to
arise—it is a mode, that is to say, an affection of substance through the intermedi-
ary of a single one of irs attribures, which in this case is thought. It is thus that the
circle in which the mode of abstract reasoning of Spinoza’s system encloses itself
clearly appears: in the “order” of the system, the attribute, as an essence of substance,
precedes the mode, which is a final determination of substance; in its definition,
however, the consideration of a mode, the intellect, intervenes. Better: this definidon
makes the nature of the attribute depend on the existence of this mode without which
it would be not only incomprehensible but even impossible.

For Hegel the Spinozist system is essentially abstrace, because it
wants to think the absolute in a beginning, as a beginning: the determination of the
absolute is then reduced to the regressive order of a manifestation of substance out-
side itself (since it has nothing in itself), first in its atributes, then in its modes. Yet
because of its formal character, this order is reversed at the very moment that it un-
folds: to the extent that it follows it, the mode depends on the atribure; and yer
Spinoza thinks of, or rather defines, the attribute in terms of the mode, and thus as



a maxle; the result, then, is, at the minimum, that the distinction berween the atrribute
and the mode becomes incomprehensible.

But this inconsistency cannot be attributed to a fault in reason-
ing; it has a meaning: it expresses the limitauon characteristic of Spinoza’s thoughe,
which, according to the premises, the “principles” that it gives itself, cannot avoid
falling into such difficulties. The absolute self-sufficiency of substance, its unity
from the beginning, given in a foundation that absorbs into itself all reality but
from which nothing can escape, except for appearances or “ways of being,” gives its
ontological guarantee to the system, but at the same time prevents it from being de-
veloped. In its development it must challenge these premises: the “passage” from
substance to the attributes is the formal and arbitrary process through which sub-
stance is destroyed or exhausted and disperses its profound unity in a multiplicity of
attributes that “comprise” it only by ignoring its true nature. The inconsistency, the
weakness of Spinoza’s notion of attribute expresses the necessary, or rather inevitable,
self-exteriority of substance, which can be grasped in its essence only if this essence
is opposed to it as a determination held over it from ouside, which must therefore
be inadequate to it. Bur this inadequation is only the defect of substance itself: as a
universal and empty form, substance is capable of returning o itself in order to
grasp itself in itself as true. This is why the inconsistency of Spinoza'’s system, such
as it appears in its definition of the atributes, follows “logically™ from its premises,
of which it is the obligatory consequence: the vicious eircle in which Spinoza turns
is also his truth; it is the conditon of possibility of his discourse and the obvious
symptom of his failure,

Because he reasons abstractly, Spinoza can determine the absolute
only by decomposing it, by “passing” from the point of view of an immediately
given consistency to the point of view of an analysis of the elements, the “essences”
that constitute it. As soon as one escapes the foundation so as to go toward what it
founds, by envisioning its successive determinations, the attributes and then the
modes, one sees its unity undone, or even disappear, and it is a muldplicity, a diver-
sity that takes its place. In fact, not only are the attributes external to substance, and
they thus manifest the self-exteriority of substance itself, which is incapable of actu-
ally being assembled in an intrinsic movement, but they are also external to one an-
other, as aspects or points of view: irreducible essences that can only be posed along-
side of one another and enumerated, withour a genuine community capable of being
established among them. And it is in fact an unequivocal affirmation in Spinoza that
the artributes, which do not act on one another, which are not connected by a rela-
tion of reciprocal communication, are fundamentally independent.
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In this separation of the attributes, Hegel correctly sees the symp-
tom of their powerlessness to equal the absolute, which they partally “represent.”
Then the immediate and empty unity of substance scarters into a mulaplicity of at-
tributes that express it in incomplete forms, and these forms cannot be grasped to-
gether, included within an actual whole; but are only assembled, juxtaposed, added
to one another, as pieces abstractly and arbitrarily held in a totality.

But—and here Hegel's critique reaches its crucial point— the
attributes not only exist as separate entities, each posed in iself in the solitade of its
abstraction, they are also opposed to one another. Since they are only points of view
on the substance whose content they share and that they make appear in a mutilared
way, they are in a way confronted with one another, like concurrent forms, each of
which exists only in the absence of all the others, and against them.

Here a new argument is skerched, the one that takes as its pre-
text the well-known thesis e determinatio est negatio; the armbutes determine sub-
stance negatively, that is, privatively, Thus, what gives form to an attribute 15 what
all the others lack; this is why it is irreducible ro them.

We shall consider this argument in its own righr later. For the mo-
ment we retain only a consequence. We have seen that, posing the areributes afrer
substance as its abstract determinations, the Spinozist system finds itself inevitably
drawn into a regressive movement: part, but only part— for, let us recall, the root of
Spinoza’s error is found in his point of departure, from which he could only deviare —
of the absolute knowledge of a unique substance, it next takes a step backward, and it
then finds Cartesian dualime. Note how in his Lectures on the History of Philosopby Hegel
presents whar he calls the Spinozist idealism by reducing it to its main inspiration:

Spinoza’s philosophy is the ohjecoficaton (Cyektoierung) of thar of Descartes
in the form of absolute truth. The simple thought of Spinoza’s idealism is

this: What is true is quite simply the one substance, whose attributes are

thought and extension (nature): and only this absolute unity is the real (wirk-
fick, die Wirklichkeir), it alone is God. It is, as in Descartes, the unity of I:huught
and being, or that which conrains the principle of its existence in irself. In
Descartes substance, the Idea, cerminly has being included in its coneepy;
bur it is only being as abstract, not as real being (realer Sein) or as extension

but corporealities, something other than substance, not one of its modes. In

the same way, the 1," which thinks, is for iself also an autonomous huing.
This auronomy of the two extremes is done away with in Spinozism, and

they become moments of absolutely one being. We see that, what is thus ex-

pressed, is that being must be grasped as the unity of opposires.®



At first glance, this text illuminates what separates Spinoza from Descartes: what
the latter posits as autonomous substances, thought and extension {which Hegel as-
similates to “nature,” indeed to the “real™), are brought together, reconciled, in Spin-
ora by the absolute unity of substance, which is also the “unity of opposires.” Bur
we know that for Hegel this unity is abstract, thart is, a false unity thar decomposes
by being determined, precisely in these very opposites that it had therefore only
provisionally brought together, by “surpassing” their opposition. Such as Spinoza
presents them, the oppositions that are only oppositions can only be surpassed in an
illusory way; they are simply transposed. This is why, at the foundation of Spinoza’s
system, we find Cartesian dualism, even if in a modified form.

Hegels commentary on the definition of the atributes in the
same chapter of the Lectures has exactly this sense:

What comes second, after substance, is the attributes; the latter belong to
substance. “By atrribure I understand what the intellect perceives of sub-
stance as constitating its essence,” and to Spinoza this alone is true, This is
a great determination; the attribute is at the same time a determinateness
and 4 totality. Substance has only two atiributes, thought and extension. The
intellect grasps them as the essence of substance; essence 15 not more than
substance, bt it is only essence from the perspective of the intellecr. This
perspective is external to substance; the latter can be envisaged in two ways,
as extension and as thoughe, Each is the worality, the entire content of sub-
stance, but only under a form; this is why the two sides are in themselves
identical and infinite. This is the true perfection. In the attribute, the invel-
lect grasps all of substance; but how substance passes over into the atribute
is not said.®

If the entire content of substance is found in each attriburte, it 15 to the extent thar
substance is already in itself devoid of all content: the attribute is only a form, which
can certainly be autonomous and infinite; it remains no less deprived of all real
movement, and thus of a concrete unity, The attributes are essences that confront
one another, that are opposed, and their extrinsic relation reveals the powerlessness
of substance, that is, of the absolute posed as immediate, o determine itself by wsell.

But what is above all characteristic, in the two previous texts, is
an extraordinary omission. Spinoza asserts that substance expresses itself in an in-
finity of attributes, of which we perceive only two: thought and extension. Yet when
Hegel characterizes the nature of attribures, he acts as if there exisved only the two
attributes that we perceive: “It [substance]| has only two: thought and extension.”
This restriction has extremely important consequences, for it is what allows Hegel
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to establish a relation of fillanion berween Spinoza and Descartes: it is also what au-
thorizes him to present the unity of the anributes “within™ substance as a unity of
Opposites.

Let us take up again the definition Spinoza gives of attributes:
they are “what the intellect perceves of substance as constituting 1ts essence.” We
have already remarked that Spinoza does not specify what is the intellect thar here
perceives substance: is it an infinite intellect, which perceives all its essences, or a fi-
mite intellect, which perceIves nnl!.-' TWios W'I'Ly doesn’t this distinction arise in the
general definition of the arrmbutes? It is clear in any case that Hegel has not taken
any account of this lack of precision, and that he interprers the definition of the at-
tributes in a very particular sense: for him the intellect thar “constitures” the arrib-
utes by perceiving substance is the finite intellect thar apprehends the latter only
under the two forms of thought and extension.

Croeroult has emphasized the Kantian inspiration of interpre-
tation that Hegel proposes of Spinoza: it is really this implicit reference to Kant
that justifies the accusation of formalism brought against Spinoza, The attributes
are not just the “essences” of substance, they are its forms and, at the limit, its phe-
nomens. The attribute s substance such as it appears, for an intellect that decom-
[POsSEs It depl‘:miit'lg on the VETY conditions of its |]rl':rnl.:l':pl:i{;-n1 that 15, that determines
it by limiring it. In this sense, for Hegel the infinity of anributes, which express
their idenrity with substance, is an infinity without content: it is the infiniry of a
form that, in irself, as form, in the limitation that constitutes it, from the point of
view of the intellect that “perceives” it, is a finite form. Thus everything makes
sense: Spinoza’s inability concretely to think about the absolute results, from the
fact that from the start he has situated himself at the point of view of the finite in-
tellect, which is by its own nature incapable of grasping the infinite other than by
decomposing it, that is, by reducing it to abstract essences. Let us note that, under-
lying all this argumentation the Kantian distunction between reason (devoted to the
unconditioned) and the understanding (which determines its object only under its
conditions) may be seen. What Hegel has not seen, has not wanted to see, in the
definition of the atribures given by Spinoza, is precisely the antcipatory refusal of
such a distinction. This refusal is expressed by the fact that the notion of the under-
standing figures in this definition in an absolutely general way, withour there being
room for some difference —whatever there may be —to arise among the several kinds
of understanding.

From then on it is obvious that Hegel does not explain Spin-
oza's text but proposes an interpreration of ir. Through this interpretation he finds



Descartes in Spinoza: the intellect that serves to determine the nature of the atrrib-
utes being the finite intellect that perceives only two attributes, the unity of sub-
stance decomposes, comes apart, in the distinction of thought and extension, which
reestablishes in it an unacknowledged duality. In this sense, Hegel can say that Spin-
ozism is a failed effort to surpass the limits of Cartesianism: both rest on the same
premises, and trear, even if in a different way, the same problem, that of the relation
of two distinct entries, between which must be established the conditons of an
agreement, Spinoza having posed from the beginning the unity of substance, which
is then a unity without content, one thought and one extension into which this
unity next decomposes come to confront one another, as opposites that must be
reconciled, and that fail to be so other than in a formal way.

We are going to see that this interpretation completely mises
what Spinoza actually argues in his demonstrations. For in him thought and exten-
sion do not confront one another as the terms of an opposition that should next be
overcome; this is precisely what the thesis of their irreducibility means, which ex-
cludes every relation, even a relation of oppositon, between them. Yet if one re-
turns to the letter of the system, one perceives that the independence of the awrib-
utes, which are nonetheless idenrical in the substance of which they consttute the
essences, is only comprehensible from the face that substance expresses itself nor in
ong, two, or any number of attribures, but in their infinity, which forbids establish-
ing among them a term-by-term relation, whatever its form. But to understand this
is to situate oneself within a mode of reasoning that has nothing to do with the one
that Hegel imputes w Spinoza.

The Reality of the Attributes

Through his eritique of Cartesianism, Spinoza invalidates in advance a Kantian wype
of problematic of knowledge, posed in terms of the relationship of subject/object or
torm/content. This is what Hegel, who himsell nonetheless rejects this problematic
and claims to surpass it, absolutely ignored: this lacuna governs his entire interpre-
tation of Spinozism. What is astonishing here is thar Hegel, on a point ar which,
between his philosophy and Spinoza’s, an essential convergence appears, discovers
on the contrary a monif of divergence. This reversal can only be explained in two
ways: either Hegel uses irrefutable arguments that permit to be established that the
Spinozist critique of the classical conception of truth is inadequate, and by this fact
falls back into the shortcomings of this conceprion from which it remains insepara-
ble, as he asserts. Or else this Spinozist critique is intolerable to Hegel because, still
more radical than his own, it highlights ies limits, and reveals the complicity thar al-

THEORY



T2.3

ways links the Hegelian system with the previons conceptions he claims o invali-
date by resolving all their contradictions. We are going to see that it is the laner in-
terpretation that must be adopred.

Let us return to the problem of the attributes. The latrer, ac-
cording to Hegel, are “determinations,” “forms” by which substance is reflected in
the point of view of the intellect. In 2 way, substance is 2 content without form, im-
mediately given in its absolute indetermination, in the manner of the empty Being
of the Eleatists. It 15 next externalized in forms withour content, which reflect it in
the manner of Kantian categories. Yet this schema betrays Spinoza’s doctrine at least
on one point: if for Spinoza the artributes are forms, kinds of being, natures, or
even essences, they are certainly not forms in opposition to a content, no more than
they are predicates in opposition to a subject, or abstract categories in opposition to
a concrete reality that would remain external to them. Or then one could as easily
say that the artributes are themselves contents that hold good for a form, substance,
for the latter “consists” in them, and comprehends them as “consttuting™ its essence.
This means quite simply that the terms “form™ and “content™ are entirely improper
to characterize the relation that links attributes to substance.

If the attributes are “whart the intellect percemves of substance,”
they are not ac all thereby dependent from the point of view of the intellect in
which they would exist as reflecred forms, nor even more so from the point of view
of a finite intellect opposed to an infinite reason. Here the fact that in his definivion
of attributes Spinoza uses the word “perceive” {pereipere) must be taken seriously:
the intelleet percesves the attributes as constituting the essence of substance. If we
refer to the explanation of definidon 3 at the beginning of book 11 of the Ethier, we
observe that this term has a very precise meaning: regarding the idea thar is a “con-
cept of the mind,” Spinoza writes that I say concept rather than perception, be-
cause the word perception seems to indicate that the mind is acted on by the object.
But concept seems to express an action of the mind,” This indication can be turned
around and applied to the definition of the attributes: Spinoza does not say that
they are what the intellect “conceives™ of substance, precisely because thar would
imply an activity of the intellect in relation to its “object,” on which it would im-
pose a modification, for example, by giving it a form, by “informing” it. The ateribute
15 what the intellect “perceives” of substance, because, in the relation established
here, there is on the contrary a passivity of the intellect vis-a-vis substance, which it
accepts as such, in the essences that construte it, thar is, in its antribues.

The term “intellect,” such as it appears in the definitdon of the
attributes, thus cannot be interpreted in a Kantian sense. Even if it were a matter



here of our own singular intellect, the finite intellect, the objection that Spino:za di-
rected against Bacon would remain applicable:

He supposes that in addition to the deceptiveness of the senses, the human
intellect is deceived simply by its own narre, and feigns everything from
the analogy of its own natere, not from the analogy of the universe, so that
in relation to the rays of things it is like an uneven mirror, which mixes its

own nature with the nature of things.”

Yet Hegel's interpretation of the role of the intellect in the definition of the atrib-
utes proceeds precisely in this sense: the intellect that reflects substance in the form
of its attributes is indeed a kind of deforming, or informing, mirror, which impresses
its own mark on the images it produces in such a way that it is the mirror that the
latter allow to be seen instead of the object reflected in it But, for Spinoza, if the
intellect is a mirror —which is also questionable, since ideas are not images—ir is
certainly not such an active mirror thar intervenes in reality, decomposing it in order
to reconstruct it in its own measure: it must be, at least in the case that occupies us,
a perfectly ohjective mirror, which “perceives” substance as it is, in the essences that
actually constitute it. The definition of attributes that Spinoza offers clearly excludes
all creativity I}}' the intellect.

A remark is necessary here, which will take on all its meaning
only by what follows. We have just shown that the relation of perception that ties
the intellect to substance in the definition of attributes implies passivity instead of
activity. But this idea of passivity, if one examines it a little more closely, also proves
to be embarrassing: doesn't it mean that the attribures, as faithful images that are
content to reproduce a model, are passive representations, corresponding exactly to
the object that they allow to be seen, that is, that they are, to take up again a well-
known expression, “mute paintings on a canvas™? What we would then have gained,
on the one hand, by ceasing to consider attributes as forms engendered by the in-
tellect, we would have obviously lost on the other, by reducing them to ideas that
passively reflect an external reality. In order to dispose of this new difficulry, it must
be added thar atrributes are neither “active™ nor “passive” representations of the in-
tellect, quite simply because they are not representadons, images, or even ideas of
the intellect or in the intellect: attributes are not in the intellect, as forms through
which the latter would apprehend, objectively or not, a content given in substance;
but they are in substance itself whose essences they constitute. This specification
allows us to rid the definition of the atributes of any notion of passivity: artributes
are active to the extent that substance is expressed in them, in all its essences.
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Yet to renounce any consideration of the attributes as ideas of
the intellect is by the same token to call into question another aspect of the inter-
pretation proposed by Hegel. In order to present the abstract nature of the attrib-
utes, Hegel separates the artributes from substance, by presenting their relationship
as a reladonship of succession: firsr substance, then the attributes. The identity of
the attributes and of substance, however clearly asserted by Spinoza, then becomes
entirely problematic: outside of substance and after it, the attributes are really only
the forms through which the intellect reflects it, by dissociating them from the foun-
dation to which they refer. But this idea of a priority of substance in relation o its
artributes, which establishes a hierarchical relationship between them, is completely
contrary to the letter of Spinoza’s doctrine.

Here, one wounld again have to take up the argumentation, even
the irrefutable proof, on the contrary, of such commentators as Delenze and Guer-
oult, who, after Lewis Robinson, have emphasized the “genetic” and not “hypothet-
ical” nature of the first propositons of the Ethics, which result in the demonstration
of the existence of God, that is, of the unique substance that includes an infinity of
attributes. It is, in a general way, a largely received idea that Spinoza's Erbics “be-
gins” with God: Hegel takes up again this idea in his own way, by holding it against
Spinoza that he “begins,” as if he were Chinese, with the absolute. Yet, if it is also
entirely doubtful that Spinoza’s system is erected on the basis of an absolute begin-
ning, an actentive reading of the beginning of the Erbics shows that this beginning
could not really be God, that is, the absolutely infimte unique substance: of the latter
we only have first a nominal definivion (definition 6), and we must wait untl propo-
sition 11 to discover thar this definition corresponds to a real, actually unique, be-
ing. What has happened in the meantime?

If the first ten propositions of the Erbics are interpreted in the
sense of a general ontology or a formal combinatory, which amounts to denying to
them every real meaning, in order to turn them into a statement concerning only
possibilities,® one will respond thar nothing really happens in them at all; but they
have only a preparatory value and serve as a methodological preconditon for the
actual discourse on substance, which will only come next, at the moment that the
existence of the latrer will have been really established, which puts an end to con-
siderations on pure essences, considered outside of the taking of a position on their
existence.

Let us note immediately that this interpretation is akin to Hegel's
on an essential point: it turns the discourse about substance into a kind of absolore
beginning; this is why, insofar as there is no question of substance itself, in a certain



sense in person, thar is, of God, Spinoza’s demonstrations will be said only to have
an introductory funcuon; strictly speaking, they say nothing, since their object is
“being in general,” envisaged outside of the conditons of its existence. What reap-
pears here is the formalist conception of the atributes, explained on the basis of a
dualism of essence and existence, which Spinoza nonetheless explicitly rejects: “The
existence of the attributes does not differ from their essence.™

Doesn't such a reading call into question again the necessity of
reasoning, such as the more geomerrico esmablishes it, within a synthetic, truly causal
progression? According to Spinoza, true discourse is also, and by the same token,
actual, which excludes any investgation of the possible, and also any submission o
the precondition of a beginning or an introduction. One must thus take up again
the totality of the propositions that precede the demonstration of the existence of
God in order to identify their status.

Gueroult presents these propositions according to the following
division:”

Propositions | to 8§ carry out the deduction of the constitutive elements of
the divine essence, namely, subsrances with a single attribure.

In the second section (propositions 9 to 15), it will be question of constructing
Grod on the basis of his simple elements, substances with a single auribute. ..
and of conferring on him the recognized charactenstics of each of them.

We shall see that certain of these formulations arouse serious objections and cannot
be maintained. However, even if they present it in an inaccurate discourse, which
deviates at least at one point from the letter of the system, they allow a very impor-
rant aspect of Spinoza’s demonstration, an aspect that has never appeared as clearly
before, to be highlighted.

In fact, if one follows the essentials of Gueroult’s analysis, even
if it also appears that it is inadmissible on cerrain points, one perceives, to take up
again the terms of the queston posed above, that something indeed occurs in the
propositions that open book 1 of the Etbicr. And this evenr is situated precisely at
the intersection of propositions B and 9, at the moment when one “passes” from
stebstaneia wnivs attrilues (let us set aside for the moment the translation of this ex-
pression, for it poses a problem) to absolutely infinite substance, which possesses all
the attributes and necessarily exists, in such a way that no other substance can be
conceived. Thus, to take up again Gueroults expression, substance is “construcred”
from the elements that cCOmpose it, that is, the attributes themselves insofar as thc}'
constitute substance (for the averibures are “substanual” if they are not strictly speak-
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ing substances). Subsrance appears, then, in its real process, and the discourse of this
objective genesis does not express an empty knowledge to which the formal precon-
dition of a combinatory would be reduced, bur actively expresses the actual move-
ment of its object, in some sense in its concrete history.

The essential merit of this analysis is to give w the notion of
caus sud all its significance. If God is “cause of himself,” it is not in the sense that
Hegel interprets it of an immediate gift of the absolute in the gesture of an original
toundaton in which the latter is exhausted ar the same time that it is entirely com-
municated in one fell SWOO, in the irr:[lu:,_"lhii'tl:rl.-' of an malienable presence thar
could thus be determined only from ouside. But the cause suf is nothing but the
process within which substance engenders itself on the basis of the “essences” that
constitate it, on which its existence is established: this movement leads to the mo-
ment in which it produces substance, as the product of its activity, as the result of its
own determination. From this point of view, Spinozist substance has nothing to do
with the Being of the Eleatics: in its immanent life — whereas Hegel does not cease
to speak of “dead substance™ —it is a movement toward self, affirmation of self,
quite the contrary of an unreal content that should seek its forms outside of itself.
Here again, we find ourselves “quite near™ Hegel, whereas the latter has remained
completely blind o this proximiry.

It is this movement that the defimtion of God expresses that must
be understood genetically and causally: “By God I understand a being absolutely in-
finite, i.e., a substance consisting of an infinity of atributes, of which each one expresses
an eternal and infinite essence.™* This definition is synthetic and geometrical, be-
cause it determines its object necessarily, by producing it: God, if he is cousa sui, is
not without a canse; but on the contrary he 15 absolurely determined by himself: the
attributes are precisely the forms of this determination. On the basis of such a deh-
nition, one can deduce in a way that is also necessary all the properties of its object:

When [ define Goul as the supremely perfect being, since this definition does
not express the efficient cavse (for [ conceive that an efficient cause can be

internal as well as external) I shall not be able to discover all the properties
of Giod from it but when [ define God as a being, ete. (sec E 1D&)

Thus, engendered in its arrributes, which are its internal efficient cause, substance
is also cause of itself. It is clear from the start that substance is not an immediate ab-
solute, since it must be deduced, even if from itself.

The relation of substance to its attributes 15 thus found o be
profoundly modified. First, ir is no longer possible to assert the exteriority of the



atrributes vis-a-vis substance: the attributes are in substance, as aspects or moments
through which it is constituted. On the other hand, if one absolutely insists on es-
tah-lishing an order of succession between substance and the attribures, it is no ]nng::r
at all certain that substance ought to be situated before the attributes, but it is rather
the attributes that precede substance as the conditions of its self-production, since
in the process of its constitution they play an essentially causal role. Thus is explained
an often-noted anomaly: the Erbicr does not “begin” with God but it leads to him,
or at least reaches him, after a whole series of demonstrations, a difficulty that in-
terpreters traditionally circumvent by emptying of all content the propositions that
do not yet concern the unique and really existing substance, in order to turn them
into just the formal preconditions of a discourse thar really only begins after them.

However, as we shall see, 1t is no more 5a'l;i.5ﬂ'1'n5' to :ap:al-t of a
“priority” of attributes in relation to substance. This is why we shall be content for
the moment to insist on another aspect of the argument, which is essenual and
which concerns the identity of the arrribures and substance. If this identiry 15 admit-
ted, it 15 no longer possible to think between substance and the artributes this in-
equality that presupposes as much a chronological relation of succession as that of a
hierarchical subordination. There 15 no more or less being or reality in substance
than in its ateributes, but there is exactly a5 much, or at least this is what one might
say if this reality could be measured quantitatively. The attributes are no less than
substance; for example, they are not essences that, taken in themselves, lack existence;
but substance is precisely what they are. In Descarves’s “Principles of Philasoply™ Spin-
oza already wrote:

Again, when he [Descartes] says: it ir greater to crease or preerve a subrtance
thas to credte or preserve fts attributes, he can surely not understand by attrib-
utes what is contained formally in substance and is distnguished from sub-
stance itself only by reason. For then creating a substance is the same as
creating its averibures,™

But Ciod, a substance thar includes all the antributes, “creares” neither substance
nor the attributes, what Descartes can no longer “understand.”

Letter 9 to Simon de Vries, if it is read correctly, establishes that
“attribute” and “substance” are different names for the same thing, just as the names
“lsrael” and “Jacob”™ designate the same being. It is true that chis leter has usually
been read in the wrong way: as if it were the attributes themselves thar were differ-
ent mawes for this identcal and unique thing thar would be substance. The persis-
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tence of this error® can only be explained in one way: in his letter Spinoza speaks
of twre names for the same thing, and the example he uses develop this hypothesis.
Everything happens as if the gaze of his readers remained fixed on this number,
which in itself has no significance; the occasion is then ready-made to mark an ordi-
nary fantasy in metaphysics, of which Hegel has already given us a good example:
“two” seems to indicate only a single thing, the duality of thought and extension,
according to the Cartesian division of substances; this is whart leads one to consider
the attributes, identified once for all with the two atributes that our finite intellect
perceives, as names, that is, forms external to a content that they designate in an
extrinsic manner. But, on this point, Spinoza is perfectly clear: the attributes are
essences, hence, realities. The attributes are therefore absolutely not in themselves
names, that is, designations of substance through the intermediary by which the latter
would be decomposed abstractly into g mulnplicaton of perspectives or appearances.

In order to grasp this real identiry that connects the anrnbures and
substance, it will suffice again to bring together two exts, whose cross-referencing
excludes any equivocation:

By attribute T understand whatever is conceived through iself and in iwself,
so thar irs concept does not involve the concepr of another thing**

By substance | understand what is conceived through itself and in iself, i.e.,

that whose concept does not involve the coneept of another thing.*®

Aunribute and substance arise from one and the same definition, which concerns an

identical reality: the fact is here immediately readable. Spinoza could have written

just as easily: “By substance and attribute 1 understand one and the same thing.”
Again:

By Gods attributes are to be understood what. .. expresses [exprimit] an
essence of the Divine substance, i.e., whar pertains [perfiner| to substance.
The attribures themselves, T say, must involve [invafvere] it itself.27

Exprimit: the avributes express substance; this absolurely does not mean thar they
represent it in the form of a predicate, a property, or a name. Rather, it means that
they constitute it, in what can be called its concrete being, Pertmet: the attributes
are included within substance, and, just as much, it is included in them; they are not
at all external and arbitary manifestations, dependent on the free will of an intellect
that would reflect it according to its own categories: let us note that the definition
that we are in the process of commenting on no longer refers to the intellect. Invol-



vere: attributes and substance are inseparable in that they cannot be conceived with-
out one another, outside of one another; and this reciprocal dependence expresses
nothing burt the fact of their real unity.

One more remark to conclude, Perhaps the equivocations that
have accumulated around the interpretation of the initial definition of the attributes
(E 1D4) could have been avoided if Spinoza had written this definition in a slightly
different way: “By attribute [ understand whar constitutes the essence of substance,
and it 1s thus that the intellect perceives it (such as iv is),” a formulation thar sup-
presses every species of dependence of the aunbutes in relation to the intellect. Af-
ter all, to admit the rigorous nature of Spinoza’s rext does not necessarily mean to
consider his lerter as inviolable, nor to murn it into an object of adoraton, by con-
sidering it as a receptacle in which great mysteries sleep, mysteries that it would be
necessary only to contemplate at a distance, raking great care not to awaken them.
The Ethics must be explained by the Etbics, as Spinoza elsewhere explained Scripture
by Scripture, that is, to determine the svstem of the material constraints that orga-
nize its text, and that permit it actually ro fulfill its objectives; on the basis of this, it

must be possible eventually o identify its lacunae.

The Diversity of the Attributes

The attributes are thus identical vo substance, and likewise substance is the same
thing as its arributes: it is only from the point of view of the intellect that a distne-
rion berween substance and attribute can be established, which means that this dis-
rinction has no real nature but is only a distinction of reason.

However, care must be taken not w interpret the relation of sub-
stance and the attributes in the sense of a formal reciprocity. If there is incontestably
identity among them, the latrer is not an abstract and empty equality; withour it,
one would no longer understand what is the role of the notion of attribute in the
necessary economy of the demonstration, which one might be tempted purely and
simply to suppress. In this sense, apparently, Spinoza asserts that “in Nawre there
1% I‘.I{]'I'J.'I:i.ng' except substances and their affections, as 18 evident from Al, D3, and
25" and again: “Except for substances and accidents, nothing exists in reality, or
outside the intellect, for whatever there is, is conceived either through itself or
through another, and its concept either does or does not involve the concept of an-
other thing.™ In the real, that is, outside of the intellect, and we are referred back
to the point of departure, it seems: if the attributes have no real existence, if they
are detached from substance only from the point of view (perspecti) of the intellect,
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aren’t they beings of reason, intellectual tictions external o every content, thar is,
pure forms of representation?

Let us recall that what exists for the intellect is not the attribures
themselves, which are certainly not “in” the intellect, but their distinction from
substance. But a new argument must be added here: the existence of the attributes in
substance, which is the key to their idennty, is not an indifferent unity, which would
result from a simply formal equality; it is a concrete identity, which is an identity in
difference. This is why the atributes are necessary to the determination of substance,
whose internal causality they express and realize. Bur how does substance proceed in
the attributes, or the antributes in substance? This 15 what must now be understood.

Let us rake up again the division of book | of the Ethio proposed
by Gueroult. The first eight propositions have as an object the substantia wnius
attributi, which permits one to eliminate the concepuon of a substrate that is immo-
bile, undifferentiated, and thus in itself unknowable. Thus, it is established from
the start that substance only exists in its atributes, which are themselves substan-
tive. But it results also from this reasoning that there are as many substances as
there are attributes: as Gueroult remarks, in this initial development substance is
written in the plural, as in proposition 5, which demonstrates an essential point for
all the rest {rwo substances could be disunguished only by their atribure),

In propositions 9 to 15, one passes from the plural to the singu-
lar: from the substamtia unins arovibued, which is “only™ infinite in its kind, to the sub-
stance that includes an infinity of attributes, and that can be called absolutely infi-
nite; it includes all the atributes because it cannot lack a 5:ing|1: one, This "paﬁs:lgf:"'
is summarized in letter 36 to Hudde as follows: “If we assume that something which
is only unlimited and perfect of its kind exists by its own suthciency, then we moust
alro admit the existence of a being that is absolutely unlimited and perfect; which
being I call God.” Thus we are led, as if by the hand, from the idea of the attributes
tor the idea of substance: if one first knows the perfection of the attributes, one must
also know that it cannot be understood outside of the absolute perfection of God
who contains all of them. In fact, if one remained at the consideration of the atrib-
utes, each taken in iself, one would be naturally led o think of them negatively by
opposing them to one another, by apprehending the nature of each of them in the
absence of all the others. Yet the infinity of the attributes can be grasped positively
only if one connects them to the divine, absolutely infinite, nature, in which they
coexist without being opposed. This is why the attributes cannot exist outside of
Ciod but are necessarily in him, in which they are affirmed identically as essences



infinite in their kind, in a mode of determinanion that excludes all negativiry. At the
same time, substance is nothing but the unity of its attribuces, which it brings -
gether in its absolute existence.

This reasoning already gave pause to the first readers of the
Etbies, as is attested by letter 8 from Simon de Vries to Spinoza: “If I should say that
cach substance has only one attribute, and if I had the idea of two attributes, I could
rightly conclude that, where there are two different attributes, there are two differ-
ent substances, We ask you for a clearer explanation of this wo.” Yet the problem is
here actually unsolvable, to the extent that it poses the diversity of the attributes
from a point of view that is first of all numerical: for Simon de Vries “an" atrribute
is an expression that has no meaning except in relation to the series “one, two,
three...an infinity of atrributes.” This presentation is characteristic, first because
in this infinite series it privileges, in order to designate the muldplicity of aterib-
utes, a very particular number, which is as if by chance the number two. Yer this
choice reveals right away that the question is here envisaged exclusively from the
point of view of the finite intellect, which only knows precisely two attributes, thought
and extension; as we have already indicated, it is entirely significant that this point
of view on the contrary never arises in Spinoza’s reasoning, which uses the notion
of intellect taken in general.

On the other hand, the breakdown of the attributes accord-
ing to a numerical succession has for a consequence that the “passage” from sub-
stances that are infinite only in their kind to absolutely infinite substance appears
as a gradual and continuous progression: everything happens as it the artributes
were added to one another in substance, which would be itself composed through
this infinite summation. Yet it is entirely remarkable that on the contrary Spinoza
presents the process in which substance engenders itself on the basis of its attrib-
utes in 2 completely different way: the latter occurs in a clear rupture, which pro-
ceeds without intermediary from one level to another, in such a way that the rela-
tionship between the infinite only in irts kind and the absolutely infinite first appears
as a true contradiction, which will be resolved by force, outside of every attempt at
reconciliation.

Let us rake up once again the reasoning starting with its begin-
ning: substance is first of all thoought in the real diversity of its attributes, as is indi-
cated, for example, by proposivons 2 (*Two substances having different attributes
have nothing in common with one another”™) and 5 (“In Nature there cannot be two
or more substances of the same nature or attribure™). Next, substance is thought in
its absolute unity, insofar as it brings together in it all the atrributes by posing itself
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as identical to them. Here we are dealing with a genuine reversal of perspectives:
how should it be interpreced?

Omne might be tempted to understand this reasoning as a reason-
ing by absurdity: it is in this sense thar the formalist interpretation we have already
criticized proceeds. One will say then: in a hirst moment Spinoza suggests the possi-
bility of really distinct substances, each determined by an attribute, in order to be
able next to refute it, by discovering afterward, through an artifice of presentation,
the absolute unity of substance that coincides with its unicity. Considered in this
way, the reasoning is reduced to a certain way of using proofs: it loses its synthetic
nature and its objective meaning. This is why, in accordance with the requirements
of the more geometrice, which are not simply formal as we have shown, this interpre-
tation must be ser aside.

Two moments of argumentation must thus be granted an equal
reality: considered from the point of view of the diversity (or infinity) of its atrib-
utes, substance is not a ficton, or the representation of a pure possibility, which
could only be constructed by a breakdown to the inhnite, for such a breakdown has
no meaning except from the point of view of the imagination. But it is the same
content, an identical reality that appears as diversity, then unity. Yet this content
cannot be presented in the harmonious and conciliatory progression of a finished
order, unless to make us fall back into the aporia of the immediate foundanon de-
nounced by Hegel. It must be presented on the contrary in a contrasted movement,
which at the same time raises up these extreme aspects and by the same token demon-
strates their solidarity, their community, that is, their inseparability. Also, these two
aspects are not successive bur simultaneous.

The true meaning of the distinction between substance and the
attributes, as it is established by the intellect, then appears: this is what allows sub-
stance to be apprehended such as it is, in the real complexity of its nature; that is,
whart allows us to think its unity up to the end, absolutely. It is because substance
includes the infinity of the attributes thar it is absolutely infinite. The unity of sub-
stance is thus not an arithmetic vnity: it does not designate the existence of an indi-
vidual irreducible ro all others by the simplicity of its nature. Substance is not a be-
ing, and this is the fundamental condition of its unicity: it is everything that exists
and can be understood, which thus has its cause only in itself. Yet this plenitude of
being, this absolute affirmation of self, which constitutes substance, cannot be the
empty form of the One that would only be One, or that would be, if one can say i,
only a One: it is this infinitely diverse reality that includes all the attributes, and
that expresses itself in their unity. This reality is not that of a Being that would al-



ready enclose this totality, by virtue of an inigal gift, bur ir is at first char of an irre-
sistible movement, through which all the arribures pass and are vnified in the sub-
stance that appropriates them for itself.

There is only one substance, but ir includes an infiniry of arerib-
utes: its unity is incomprehensible ourside of this infinive diversity that intrinsically
constitures it. The result is that substance has mulaplicity in itself and not outside
of itself, and, trom this fact, this multplicity ceases to be numerical, what Spinoza
expresses precisely by saying that it is infinite; in fact, for it, the infinite is not a
nember to the extent that it cannot be represented by the imagination. One is here
poles apart, one sees, from this project of a “philosophical calculation,” of this me-
chanical denumeration of the parts that formally constitute a being, to which Hegel
would like to reduce the more geuTnetrico.

The result, which Hegel ignored, is that the identty of sub-
stance and its attributes is not formal and abstract but real and concrete. The latter
develops in a double relation: the one that ties substance to its artributes, without
which it would be an empty being in which one could from this fact recognize only
a minimum of reality, and not the maximum that belongs to it; the one thar tes the
artributes to substance, outside of which they would exist negarively, as opposites.

In order to imitate the Hegelian discourse, one could say: the
relationship of substance and the attributes is the identity having become that in
which the absolute is affirmed as actual. And this process is that of the aruse s, or,
if one wishes, of substance’s return into itself.

The Constitution of Substance in Its Attributes

Until now we have spoken of a self-production or a self-constitution of substance
within its attributes. We must now specify that the latter has nothing to do with a
genesis of substance o the basis of its arribures, and eliminate an equivocation that
is still found in Gueroults commentary, which we have followed for the most part
until now.

In Face, if all the arributes belong together to substance and con-
stitute its being (E IP105), they do not coexist in it as parts that would adjust them-
selves to one another in order finally to compose the complete system. If this were
s0, the attributes would be defined in relation to one another by their reciprocal
lack: they could no longer from then on be conceived each through itself, because
they would be limited in their own nature by something else. Yer an atribute — for
example, extension — could be limired only by irself, which is absurd since it is infi-
mite in its own kind:
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Mti‘mug‘h « oo EXTENSION DEgabes l.‘huught of itself, this in iself is no imp::rﬁ:i:-—
tion in it. Bur it would argue imperfection in i, if it were to be deprived of
extension, as would actually happen if it were limited, similarly if it lacked
duration, position, erc.?”

'To think the infinite, whether in the attribute (in a kind) or in substance {absolutely)
is to exclude every notion of divisibility: substance is entirely in each of its atrib-
utes (since it is identical to them), just as all extension is also in every glass of water,
or all thoughrt is in every idea. We have previously said that for Spinoza the infmite
is not a number; this is why it escapes every division. Indivisible substance is not the
sum of all its attributes.

This requires us to return to one of our previous assertions, We
have said that substance did not have the simplicity of a being, given immediately in
an irreducible presence excluding from itself every determinate content, but the
complex reality of an absolute movement that includes all its dererminations, Thas
complexity of substance, which is expressed in the internal diversity of its artribures,
does not, though, have as its consequence the endowing of it with a compaosite na-
ture. This is why it must be said that substance is simple just as much as it is com-
plex, in the quite precise sense that it is not divisible into parts:

[This being] is simple, not composed of parts. For in Nature and in our
knowledge the component parts of a thing must be prior to that which is
composed of them. This 15 our of place in thar which is by its own nature
eternal 2t

This indication is extremely important, for it excludes every mechanistic presenta-
tion of the movement in which substance is produced: the process of the causa sui,
immanent in suhstance, is not a temporal genesis, which would operate in a succes-
sion of distinct operations, from already given elements, whose combination would
produce substance as a result or an outcome. The relaton of substance o its attrib-
utes is not that of a whole to its parts or of a complex totality to the simple elements
that compose it.

From this point of view, certain of the formulations wsed by
Gueroulr in order to present the “genesis” of substance are unacceptable, and the
use of the texts on which he rests is undoubtedly abusive. For example:

Undoubredly, Spinoza conforms, in species, to the preseriptions that he stared
in the De intellectas emendatione: to reach the simplest ideas (tdea semplicimn-
mae) in order to reconstruct with them, according o its internal implica-
tions, the complex idea that is constituted from them. Consequently, when



it is a question of CGod, one will discover first the prive elementa totous natu-
rar, namely, the simple substances with a single arribure, which are arigo er
Sfoms marwrae, in order to constitute from them the “rotal one and infinite be-
ing,” outside of which nothing is given and which thereby is also srige e fons
matarae. This reconstruction, which operares according 1o the norm of the
true given idea, leads to the genetic defimtion of God. ™

The term that presents a problem is that of reconstrauction, which here interprets the
more geometrico in a very particular sense,

Let us remark first that to turn the more geometrico into a con-
struction or reconstruction of the complex from the simple is to reduce it to a
method, that is, finally to an artifice of exposition, which subordinates the necessary
progression of the reasoning to the method of an order: here, one that proceeds
from parts o whole, or from simple to complex; and we are then not very far from
Descartes. But what Spinoza wanted wo think through the misre geometrics was not
another method, a new order of exposition, but precisely something other than a
method, which submits the presentation of the true to the precondition of an order
according to the schema of a necessarily abstract reflection. It is then that one is en-
gaged in difficulties whose reason is simply formal; for example, asking oneself if
!illEJEtE.HEI:' COImes hl:furt 'I'J.'Il: :Ittl'j.l.'l'l.ll.'l:.‘i, €0r tI'I.I:' ﬂ.l'tl.'ihl.'l.tl:‘li I]E'Fﬂﬂ: .'illh.‘ﬂ::l]'ll:l:: oar E'|.5'I: ]F
the attributes are more or less “simple” than substance: from a synthetic point of
view, these questions simply have no meaning.

On the other hand, the idea of a construction of substance pre-
supposes that the latter would be not only consttuted but sull composed of elements
that would be its attributes, This presupposidon is pardcularly obvious in Guer-
oult’s translation of the expression substantia unius ateeibuti (E 1P81Y), as “substance
having a single attribute.” Yet this notion is the basis of his entire explanation of the
whole beginning of the Ethics, since it serves for him to designate the simple ele-
ment from which substance is “constructed.” This translation is impossible, not
only because it substtures anicus for waws, but also for a foundational reason: it
treats the unity that constitutes each areribute as a number, that is, as the term of a
series in which all the awributes figure as elements or moments of an infnite pro-
gression, of which substance would be the final expression or the result.

Such a conception is absolutely foreign to Spinozism, as Guer-
oult himself has magisterially explained: “The numeration [of attributes] has not
fimshed because it has never begun, for the good reason thar there is no numera-
ton."** One does not pass from the attributes, which would be from then on given
one by one, 1o substance by means of a progression to the infinire:
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The axiom of the scholium to proposinon 10, part I, as | seggested at the
end of that scholivim, we form from the idea which we have of an absolurely
infinite being, and not from the fact that there are, or may be, beings which
have three, foer, or more atribures.

Between the substantta uninr attributi and the absolutely infinite substance that pos-
sesses all the attribures, there is morbing, no intermediary that would subordinate this
passage to the rules of a mechanical composition. This is why it is preferable to present
this passage as a reversal, or as the development of a contradiction, the very one that
identifies in substance its absolute unity and the infinite muluaplicity of its essences.

If the atuributes were added w one another, or were composed
among themselves in order to engender substance, they would cease to be irreducible,
and it is their identity to substance, that is, their substantial nature, which would by
this fact be compromised. Then the atributes would no longer be essences infinite
in their own kind and thus nor able o be limited by anything, but would be degrees
of reality, necessarily unequal, and positoned in relaton to one another within the
framework of a progressive hierarchy that would integrare them all together into
the absolute. Bur Spinoza is as far removed from this Leibnizian conception of order
as he is from Descartes’s conception.

A very important consequence results from this. We have just
seen that the atributes, even if they are really distinct— precisely because they are
really distinct— are not like beings that could be enumerated, even in a perspective
going to infinity, for this would be to reduce their distinction to a modal distinc-
tion, that is, in a certain way to reflect the infinite from the point of view of the fi-
nite. Yet that which is true of the attributes is a fortiori true of the substance that
contains them all: one can no more count substance than one can count its attributes,
at least if one renounces the point of view of the imagination. This 1s why the thesis
of its smicity 15 so difficult to understand: it does not at all refer in fact to the exis-
tence of a unique being, of a substance that would exist with a single copy, to the
exclusion of all other possibilities:

MNothing can be called one or single unless some other thing has first been
conceived which (as has been said) agrees with it. But since the existence of
God is his essence iself, and since we can form no general idea of his essence,
it is certain that he who calls God one or single has no tue idea of God, or
is speaking of him improperly.s

This is why, if Spinoza writes “that God is unique, thar is. .. that in Nature there is
only one substance [mow misé unam substantiom dard], and that it is absolutely infi-



nite," it must certainly be understood thar this notion nen misi una, strictly nega-
tive, has no causal significance and thus cannot arise in the definition of the divine
nature: absolute substance is unique, in fact, but it is only a consequence, not even
of its own reality, but of our power to imagine, which forges fiction, not only of
two, three, or any number of substances, but more generally of substances existing
in a determinate number, among which “one” is never the first. To say that there is
a single substance is to speak with the imagination, which can only consider the ab-
solute negatively, from nothingness, that is, from the part of the possible of which it
is the envelope. By himself, God is not “one,” any more than he is two or three, or
that he is beautiful or ugly. Contrary to a tenacious tradition, it must be said that
Spinoza was no more a monist than he was a dualist, or a representative of any
other number that one wants to assign to this fiction, a number all the berter for the
ignorant or for slaves.

The Order and Connection of “Things"™

The atrributes are not “less” than substance. Mor are some “less” than others; this is
what is expressed by the thesis of their reciprocal irreducibility. The atributes are
incomparable, and this is why they are identical in substance that necessarily pos-
sesses all of them, which it could not do if one introduced any inequality among
them. No form of being is superior to another; there is thus no reason for it to be-
long to God in preference w another or in exclusion of another. It is thus that God is
simultaneously, and in an identical way, a “thinking thing” and an “extended thing,™"
but also all the other things that we cannot apprehend by virtue of the limitation of
our intellect. On this point, let us refer to the book by Gilles Deleuze, which offers
a definitive critique of the noton of eminence and shows that this notion is complerely
foreign to Spinozism. Eminence is in some sense the classical concept of "superses-
sion.” Yet Spinoza always reasons formally (fermaliter), that is, not to the exclusion
of all content, but outside of every perspective of eminence (eminenter), for the lat-
ter reintroduces into knowledge the presupposition of a possibility that s a ficton.
The imagination proceeds, on the contrary, by such easy transpositions or amplifi-
cations: if a triangle could speak, it would say of God that he is wriangular eminently
(see letter 56 to Hugo Boxel). God is not in reality at the summit or the end of a
progressive hierarchy of forms, all of whose properties he would bring together by
“superseding” them,

This 1s why Spinoza is not content to resolve the question posed
by Cartesian dualism; he completely reverses its problematic. In the interpretation
of Spinozism proposed by Hegel we have seen that everything happens as if sub-
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stance were principally expressed in two attributes whose absolute unity it consri-
tutes, these very artributes that we perceive, and ro which Descartes attributed the
status of independent substances. Then all the other artributes appear in relation to
the latrer as possibilities, pure fictions, and they can be conceived rigorously only in
terms of the model of the two “real”™ atributes that we actually know. Yet it is pre-
cisely such a conception that the synthetic reasoning followed by Spinoza renders
impaossible: according to the latrer, every artribute must be “conceived through ir-
self,” that is, in its own infinity, which confers a substantial nature on it, and not on
the basis of its relation with any other actribute, To understand the natre of the at-
tributes is precisely to rule out considering them term by term, so as to compare
them.

When Spinoza says that the attributes are “infinite only in their
kind,” an expression we have already encountered, he does not mean that their in-
finity is in soane sense limited and incomplete. Such a conception characterizes, on
the contrary, the point of view of the imagination. In the first dialogue that follows
chapter 2 of the Short Treatise Lust declares, *1 see that thinking substance has noth-
ing in common with extended substance and that the one limits the other.” This
sentence brings together three affirmations that are actually interdependent: (1) the
irreducibility of the arributes is presented as the separaton among substances; (2}
these substances exist vis-i-vis one another in relation of limitation; (3} this opposi-
tion is a relation with two terms, which is thought on the basis of the distinction
between thought and extension. But these three assertions, and the logic that asso-
ciates them, are undone by reason, for the latter considers things from the point of
view af their necessity: (1) the attributes are identical within the substance that in-
cludes all of them; {2) they are therefore not opposed to one another in a necessarily
unequal relatonship; and (3} their nature cannot be grasped outside of the fact that
they are an infinity, which forbids that one apply to them an attempt at numeration.

The key to the new reasoning that Spinoza introduces into phi-
losophy is the thesis of the identity of the attributes in the substance within which
they are unified while remaining really distinet. This unity is expressed in a well-
known proposition: “The order and connection of ideas is the same as the order and
connection of things."® This proposidon is often interpreved as if it formulared a
relationship of agreement, an accord, berween everything thar depends on thought
and on extension. Such an interpretation is inadmissible. In fact, if in this statement
the word “ideas™ does indeed designate the modes of the atribute of thought, the
word “things” (res) absolutely does not—in a restrictive way — designate the modes
of the attribute of extension but the modes of any attribute at all, meluding thought



frself: ideas are just as much “things” as any other affection of substance. The propo-
sition thus means that everything is included under an artribure, thar is, in any form
of being, 15 identical to what is included under all other attributes, in precisely the
same way that it is identical to iself: by returning onto irself, withour escaping its
own order, thoughe discovers everything contained within substance, insotar as the
latter is expressed in the infinity of all its attributes; it is already toward this conclu-
sion that we had led the theory of adeguario. Now this can be said of all the atributes,
which are identical to all the others, not in a relatonship of comparison, of corre-
spondence, of agreement, or homology, which would imply their reciprocal exteri-
ority, but in their intrinsic nature, which unifies them from the outset within the
substance that constitutes them and that they constitute.

From then on, there is no room o posit an identity among two,
three, four...an infinity of series or attributes, whose order and connection would
be recognized as in agreement. One must understand —which is impossible if one
restricts oneself to the point of view of the imagination — that it is one and the same
avder, one and the same connection carried out in all the areributes, and thar identically
constitutes them in their being: substance is precisely nothing but this unique ne-
cessity that is expressed simultaneously in an infinity of forms. There is thus no
mystery to the fact that one finds in every kind of being that which also belongs by
definition to all other kinds of being: for this, there is no need for the intervention
of a prior combination or harmony. We see then how ridiculous it is to present
Spinozist “monism” as a supersession of Cartesian “dualism™: the mode of thought
put to work by Spinoza produces its effects on an entrely different terrain, in which
these old questions of philosophy are simply invalidated.

From this displacement of problems results another consequence:
our knowledge itself is not limited, any more than attributes limit one another in a
term-by-term relationship, which would necessarily be a reladonship of subordina-
tion, by the fact that it apprehends only two arributes of substance. By grasping
only one, according to its own order and connection, it would include substance as
it is in its absolute necessity, that is, in the causal chain that constitutes its being. To
know the nature of an attribute in its intrinsic infinity is by the same twoken to know
the nature of all the other attributes. This is why, Spinoza says, although we perceive
only two artributes of substance, we are nonetheless not deprived of the knowledge
of all the others, to the extent that we understand that they necessarily exist accord-
ing to an order and a connection that are the very ones that we know. Thus, within
the limits even prescribed to a finite intellect, we can know everything, tha is, think
the absolute within the form of necessiry.
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Everything makes sense, then, within the theoretical apparatus
put into place by Spinoza: the infinity of the anributes, conceived independently
from every numerical series, is the condition for us tw escape the traditional dilem-
mas of philosophy. From the point of view of the absolute, there is no longer the
confrontation of incomparable and unequal kinds of being; there is therefore no
longer the necessity of justifying their coexistence or their agreement through the
compromise of an external, and obviously arbitrary and irrational, guarantee: the
causality of substance is at the same time the condition and object of an absolute
knowledge, which poses only intrinsically necessary relations, and whose immanent
development discovers its forms in itself, outside of every intervention of a free will,
whether the latter be situated under the responsibility of a finite subject or an infi-
nite Subject.

Hegel's Error Regarding the Attributes
In order to measure the way traversed, let us return now to one of the texts thar
Hegel devotes to the question of the atributes:

Spinoza further determines attribuze as infinire, and infinite, too, in the sense
of an infinite pluvality. However in what follows only rwe appear, thought
and extension, and it is not shown by what necessity the infinite plurality
reduces itself to opposition, that, namely, of thought and extension. These
two attributes are therefore adopred empirdcally. Thoughe and being repre-
sent the absolute in a derermination; the absolute frself is their absolute unity
and they themselves are only unessential forms; the order of things is the
same as that of figurate conceptions or thoughts, and the one absolute is
contemplated only by exvernal reflection, by 2 mode, under these two deter-
minations, onee as a wotality of conceptions, and again as a votality of things
and their mutations. Just as it is this external reflection which makes thar
distinction, so too does it lead the difference back into absolute identity and
therein submerges it. But this entire movement proceeds outside the ab-
solute. True, the absolute is itself also thonghe, and so far this movement is
only in the absolore; but as remarked, it is in the absolute only as unity with
extension, and theretore not as this movement which is essentially also the
movement of opposition. ™

The interest of this page —and this is why it must be cited in its entirery —is thar it
presents together a certain number of asservons thar, applied o their declared ob-
ject, Spinoza's philosophy, prove to be equally erroneous. From then on it is likely
that the contempt that Hegel heaps on Spinoza’s philosophy depends on the “logic”



that has engendered them, a “logic” entirely external to the letter and spirit of
Spinozism.

First of all, Hegel reduces the antribures to external forms of re-
Hection, which have lost all real interdependence with the substance from which
they have apparently emerged: there is from then on no rational justification for the
movement through which substance “passes”™ into its attributes, This interpretation
presupposes, we have sufficiently shown, that the relationship of substance to its at-
tributes is hierarchical and chronological: substance, which then appears as an im-
mediate foundation, is before its attributes, and it is more than they are. But the
concept of attribute, such as Spinoza himself has established i, preasely excludes
the possibility of such a subordinadon, which has meaning only from a perspective
of eminence.

Next, for Hegel the thesis according to which substance is ex-
pressed in an infinity of attributes has no real meaning; this is why he only recalls it
for memory, as a simply formal consideration. In fact, if one restricts oneself w
content, the unity of substance is abways reflected across the relatonship of two at-
tributes, which are thought and being; but this content cannot be rationally just-
fied, it is only recognized empirically. Hegel writes elsewhere:

Spinoza places substance at the head of his system and defines it as the unity
of thinking and extension, without demonstrating how he arrives ac this dis-
tinction and how he succeeds in tracing it back to the unity of substance. ™

Hegel's error consists here in posing the real distinction of the anributes as a term-
by-term relationship, embodied in the difference berween two attributes sitnared
side-by-side: from such a perspective it is inevitable that this distinction would ap-
pear arbitrary and that it be simply juxtaposed to the unity of substance, given else-
where, But we have seen that, in Spinoza’s demonstration, the existence of an infin-
1ty of atributes allowed this difficulty to be avoided from the beginning: the reciprocal
irreducibility of the attributes is then perfectly consistent with their identity within
substance, whose narure they express in all possible kinds, outside of every empiri-
cal restriction.

As a resulr, the identiry of order that intrinsically constitutes sub-
stance is reduced by Hegel to a formal correspondence between two external series,
the order of things (extension) and the order of representations (thinking): between
these two groups there can only be an arbitrary and exrernal community, in the
sense of the agreement decreed by (God, in Cartesian philosophy, berween narure
and reason. Yet, from the fact that, in the letter of Spinoza's system, this identity of
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order in no way allows itself to be reduced to the identity between two separate or-
ders, this entire problematic of agreement berween thought and being, which pre-
supposes their separation, is avoided from the start.

On the other hand, the separavon of thought from the real, which
1% a-r,':,:nn{ing (28] Hl:H‘I:I the condition of their ulimate reunion within the absolute,
devalues thought. Even if it places it in a relation of equality with extension, to the
precise extent that it relates thought to the absolute only through the intermediary
of its relation to extension, this reasoning purs thought in a posidon of inferiority in
refation to the absolure: “it is in the absolute only as unity with extension,” which
means that it cannot by itself, by its own movement, be equal to the absolute. Hegel
SaYs again:

“True, substance is the absolute unity of thought and being or extension;
therefore it contains thought itself, but only in its ety with extension, that
is, not as separating itself from extension, hence in general not as a derermi-
native and formative activity, nor as a movement which returns onto and
begins from iself.™

Thought cannot realize in itself its relation to the absolute, since it must proceed
through extension in order to be discovered as the moment of a unity that occurs
only within substance. Yet we have said encugh not to need to insist again that, in
Spinoza, the infinite diversity of the arributes implies that they are at the same
time irreducible and equal within substance. Thus, the difference between thought
and extension, or any relation berween any anributes, does not have as a conse-
quence their subordination to substance, as that which is divided to that which is
united, but on the contrary the identification of them absolutely in it. That which is
infinite only in its kind is no less infinite than that which is absalutely infinite. ‘This
is true for thoughe as for any other attribute in general.

Finally, the distinction between the attributes, reflected across
the distinction between thought and extension, is interpreted by Hegel as a form of
opposition: the coexistence of these external forms is also their confrontation, since
they concurrently represent the one substance by dividing it. From this fact, the
uniry of substance is itself only the resolution, the supersession of this conflict, the
reunion into the absolute of terms that, in themselves, are separate and antagonis-
ric: it is a unity of opposites, a necessarily abstract unity, which formally reconsti-
tutes, by means of the intellect, a totality thar has been previously artificially de-
composed into its elements. We are going to see that this transposition of Spinoza’s
systemn into terms that are obviously not its own, a ransposition that implicitly causes



the intervenuon of the dialectic in the Hegelian sense, with its notions of opposi-
tion and contradiction, is at the very foundadon of the divergence that separates the
two philosophies.

It is by developing this question for itself that we shall manage
to shed light on the reasons, that is, the stakes of this entire discussion. For it does
not suffice for us to observe that Hegel is “deceived” in his reading of Spinoza, and
that he has completely missed the true meaning of Spinoza’s system. We must also
and first of all understand why, defying the evidence, he wanted at all costs 1o make
this philosophy say exactly the opposite of what it establishes, in a way that leaves
no room for equivocation. As if his discourse were ar this point as intolerable as
it is necessary, whereas it is impossible to eliminate it by a simple refutadon,
suppress it completely, by substtuting for it the ficdon of an inverse and ridiculous
discourse.

The fact is that this final debate turns entirely around a single
phrase and irs interpretation: ommis determinatio est negatio,
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Fortune and the Theory

Pierre-Francois Moreau

“1r Human beings could govern all their affairs according to a fixed plan, or if for-
tune were always favorable to them, they would be bound by no superstition.™ The
tirst sentence of the Trectatus Theolsgice- Politicus throws us straightaway into the ex-
perience of the human condition; and the first condition of this experience —a con-
dition simultaneously constitutive of its structures and first, or almost first, in its
perception—is its temporal variability, A lictdle later Spinoza will specify the frame-
work of this variability: episodes of prosperity, episodes of adversity, returns of for-
tune. If we can speak of pessimism, in a certain sense, or of disillusioned observations,
we must hasten to add that this pessimism or this absence of illusion concerns only
a given situation’s form (its stability) and not its content (unhappiness is no more
certain than happiness). The dimension of experience designated by this term “for-
tune” includes three characteristics, which in fact are formal:

it 1s variable in ome;
it is repetitive (in the life of an individual, and from one individual

to another—as is everything that is recorded under the category
“experience”);

it is independent of us: each moment is imposed on us withour our
having chosen it; fortune is the expression of the fact that we cannor



govern our atfairs according to a plan fixed once and for all. In other
words, our affairs are not our own: the first figure of history is his-
torical chance, insofar as it weighs on us and prevents us from com-
pletely harmonizing our plans and our action,

A second condition of experience appears in the same text: this historical variability,
far from being insignificant, on the contrary produces what is essental in human
behavior. If fortune did not exist, there would be no superstition; nor would there
be superstition if this formune were always favorable. But it is of the essence of for-
tune not always to be something. However, this initial subordinare clause intro-
duces a lore of hope, an ultimate possibility, not realized to date, of change: if one
day there are constituted — little matter how for the moment—certin conditions
of lite that reduce the effects of the variability of formne, then superstition will also
lessen. We can say that an entire section of the TTP and, later, of the Tractatus
Politicus, is a development of this subordinate clause.

Finally, the third conditon of experience: one of the strongest
proofs of the irravonality of human beings is that they look for reason where it is
not to be found. They look for intention in chance, and, since they know well that
this intention is not theirs, they presume that it 13 another’s. They hope to find 2
content under its form and thus misrecognize it. In other words, one of the aspects
of their domination by fortune is that they refuse, when they experience it, to stick
to bare fortune. They try to explain the things thar escape them (that escape both
their mastery and their understanding) by looking for a historical intention;” they
thus have a spontaneous tendency to anthropomorphize history, just as they anthro-
pomorphize nature. By reading this preface of the TTF closely, we can account for
the fact thar it is perfectly parallel to such texts as the appendix of the first part of
the Etbics, which explains the finalist illusion regarding natural things. For the same
reason that there is a finalism “in space,” there is a finalism “in ome™; it is no less
necessary, since it is rooted simultaneously in experience and in the spontaneous in-
terpretation of experience. It takes the elementary form of belief in signs and omens
(the equivalents for history of what miracles are for nawre), but these forms and
simple imaginary materials can be combined to the point of constituting a theory of
Election or Providence.

This theory of formne plays a key role in Spinoza’s system and
especially in the areas of the system that rework and rethink the classical tradition
of the reading of human life. We shall rerain three aspects here: the critical heritage
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of classical rhetoric, the description of the structures of experience, and the mareri-
als for a theory of history.”

The TTP does not presuppose for the reader the knowledge of the system. How-
ever, Spinoza indeed proceeds in the TTP through rational demonstrations, but
these demonstrations rest on a space of common rationality, which he can legiti-
mately presume to be acquired for cultivated readers of his time. This space is dou-
ble: it is constitured, on the one hand, by reflections on life and sociery, which every
one of us can himself make or else inherit from a rradivon that is anonymous by
dint of being repeated, and, on the other hand, by a common culture racher easily
identifiable, Latin instead of Greek, based on historical and hiterary examples in-
stead of the knowledge of great philosophical systems, but in which a kind of com-
mon wisdom supplies the means to theorize the lessons of the book of the world. A
rhetorical culture not because it would only include orators, bur because poets and
historians, for example, are quite easily enlisted in a rhetorical schema.* In Spin-
oza's case: Terence, Tacitus, and Quintus Curtius, to be precise.

MNow the preface of the TTP rests on one of these authors in
particular in order to confirm whar it advances concerning the relations berween
the reversal of fortune/fear and hope/superstition. Two explicit references ro Cuin-
s Curtius allow us to establish that Alexander fell into superstition only when he
conceived of fears regarding fortune {one page later, a third citation to the same
author will mark the connections between superstinion and the government of the
multitude.)® We can thus expect to find this common theory of fortune in the His-
tory of Alexander. 1t is worth recalling that in the seventeenth century, among authors
who were attached ro a crivical or skeptical radivon, Quintus Curtius enjoyed a rep-
utation as an enemy of superstition, and all the more so as he treated a subject mar-
ter that clearly suited it.® So iv is not surprising thar Spinoza had chosen him as a
mediator berween his readers and himself in order to introduce his theses prephilo-
sophically: he was certain to encounter at least vague agreement as a basis for dis-
cussion, It remains 1o be seen what is covered by these arguments and this lexicon
and the choices the philosophical reatment, strictly speaking, proceeds o operate
on them.

Let us limit ourselves to book V, the first one cired here. It re-
counts the events following the bartle of Arbela: the surrender of Babylon and the
taking of Susia and, on the Persian side, the escape of Darius, the berrayal of the



Bactrician leaders, and finally the series of intrigues thar led to the arrest and death
of the Great King (the final chaprers, which recount the assassination itself, are miss-
ing). What is remarkable is that the term “fortune,” if it often appears in the texr,
much more often indicates whar happens o the Persians than to the Greeks — when
it is not directly placed in Dariuss mouth. In paragraph 4, which Spinoza cites, it is
not said exphicitly that Alexander doubts fortune, but the previous lines (the end of
paragraph 3) clearly emphasize the opposition between two historical sequences:
one (in the past) in which everything seemed permitted wo Alexander ("invincible
before thar day, he had risked nothing without success™ [invictus ante cam diem fuerat,
nibil frustra aususf), the other (in the present), in which he seems to come up against
obstacles, in which his happiness, until now constant, seems caught in a trap (“now
his good fortune was caught” [twme baesitabat deprebensa felicitas]). And it is then thar,
having had o move back thirty stadia before finding a guide who will allow him o
get around and encircle enemy troops, he begins o consult divines through the
spirit of supersttion. Therefore, if there is no word, there are indeed the character-
istics associated with the idea of fortune; there is not even missing the current idea
that the excess of reversal enrages its victim: for Alexander’s army is not simply
checked, it has been cornered in a narrow pass in which his soldiers have had to die
without even being able to exchange blows, the most miserable situation for coura-
geous men.” To the insolence of happiness past thus responds the supplement of
unhappiness that renders one powerless at the moment of reversal. This idea of op-
posed excesses is tied to the theme of the ludibria fortunae, the ironies or mockeries
by which the human imagination is struck.®

Let us now move on to Darius. Having been deteated, it is nor-
mal that he speaks ill of fortune more than the victor does, at the beginning, and at
the end of the book he can be seen to compare his past greamess and that of his an-
cestors with his present ordeals. But another manner of speaking appears: he speaks
of his fortune and says to his companions, “You have preferred to follow my fortune
rather than the victors.™ Fortune is then no longer the abstract distribunon of
goods and evils; it designates the series of goods and evils attached to everyone —
even the predictable series —to such an extent that it could be translated as “fate”
or “destiny” and no longer “chance.”™® Here it is no longer variability but, on the
contrary, individual constancy that is thrown into relief. The extreme of this con-
stancy is the intention that destines a human being for an end: at this stage Fortune
has but to receive a name in order o be regarded as a person, who must be treared
gently for fear of irritating it. Thus, in the previous book, the mother of the Great
King, receiving news—what is more, false news —of the victory, “remained in the
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same attitude as before. Not a word escaped her; neither her color nor her expres-
sion changed; she sat unmoved — fearing, I suppose, by premature rejoicing to irri-
tate Fortune.™*

T]"iE COIMITiGn EIIJI'_'i{]Tl Hfﬁlmlﬂﬂ' []It‘itl’ltl‘.‘d Tin d'LI:‘ I'I:E.{Il:r I:I-_'h' l':,:;'I.'I.'i.ﬁ-
tus Curtius thus has three levels:

the vanability of human affairs; the fear and supersntion into which,
one must observe, reversals throw human beings; their relative for-

getting when prospernity rerurns;

the series of what happens to an individual; the idea that this series

constitutes his destiny;

finally, the personalization of the intention that is beneath these
heights and depths, a personalization at least rhetorical under the
historian’s pen, but one he does not hesitate to attribute to his char-

acters as real belief,

Can we claim that here we have the complete semantic field of
what the term evokes in a seventeenth-century reader? No doubt vet a fourth mean-
ing must be added, which can be read in Machiavelli, and which is not very far re-
moved from what is designated today by “conjuncture”: fortune as accasio (an “occa-
sion”} and no longer simply casus (an “occuarrence™). More a possibility of being active
with regard to history than the observed fact that one undergoes it. It is in any case
on this circle of meanings that Spinoza is going to begin his analvsis of experience.

When Spinoza analyvzes the data of human experience, he refers indissociably to
what everyone can see in himself, to what he can observe in others, to what he in-
herits that is already consttured in a classical culture, as much through maxims as
through exempla. This is a type of writing to which, in fact, he has recourse rather
often (at the beginning of the Treatise on the Emendarion of the Intellece, in letters, in
scholia and appendices in the Ethics, and so on), which has other constraints than
geometrical deduction, and which plays a different role, just as necessary, but which
approaches the reader differently.

What does he say at this level, in this regard, concerning for-
tune? Two epistemologically essential things:

“that | estimate that no one ignores it” (thesis A);

“while believing that most ignore it themselves™ (thesis B).'?



One can say that these two theses frame Spinoza’s entire usage of experience. As
opposed to geometry, experience is always already known. When one hegins to dis-
cuss with someone, perhaps he has never heard spoken the mathematical laws (or
laws constructed on the model of mathematics) that are going to be demonstrared
to him; there is no problem if he knows and accepts the rule of the game. On the
other hand, he is bound to have heard, and himself reflected on, what experience
teaches (in this case, the laws of fortune; but other ]:rmsihi]il:if:.' are that a lover re-
turns to a flirt in spite of his pledges, that a drunk or gossip speaks in spite of his
will, that no one is so vigilant that he does not sometimes sleep, that if young peo-
ple are not warched closely they are attracted by fashion and foreign forms of pres-
tige, that loyalty often leads counselors to their loss...). And this knowledge is not
an illusion; for Spinoza experience does not deceive. However, people are deceived
(“Although deceived a hundred tmes..." [Quamwis cenries fallar. .. ]).** Why? On
the one hand, because they add to experience all kinds of ideologies or mythologies
that are the artificial interpretations and prolongation of it. On the other hand, be-
cause they do not draw out its lessons and, especially, they do not apply w their
own case what they see in others, or else they do not apply in adversity the maxims
they employ in a period of calm; the conditions of experience ensure that experi-
ence is opaque to its own lessons, Whence the following paradox: everyone ignores
none of these lessons except that he is himself ignorant. When Spinoza says that
during days of prosperity everyone is full of wisdom, he is hardly being ironic: the
propositions in which this wisdom is formulared (those of neo-5Stoicism, to identfy
the ideas’ source) are perhaps correct, but they do not ke account of the deep-
rogtedness of human simations and are thus simple “dictates” {dictarsina), which
will be hard to apply in situations, by no means impossible to predict, in which rea-
son is overwhelmed.

Consequently, how should the lessons of experience be treared
in this double context of ignorant knowledge? By sorting out what is the lesson,
properly speaking (experientia docet . . ), from mythology, we shall then observe that
Spinoza’s use of the term “fortune” reduces it as much as possible o its formal as-
pects, to be enumerated shortly; Spinoza makes no reference w individual fortune
and even less to its personalization. Equally, by modifyving the common theory in
order to integrate into it openly the aspects that make it opaque, the preface thus
insists on the universal character of the reactions of fear and hope and on the ap-
parent exceptions that constitute stable periods. We might say that the common
theory of fortune isolates two kinds of periods and, in its most cultivated forms,
characterizes them by the presence or absence of an ideology (superstition) and of
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its affective rootedness (fear and hope); and that Spinoza adds to it a critical theory
of fortune that marks two ideologies and not just one: superstition in troubled peri-
ods, the illusion of remaining safe from it in moments of assurance. The inangural
knowledge of the TTE the minimum necessary in order to discuss radonally but
not geometrically with the reader, lies in the application of the second of these the-
ories to the first.

Is this all there is? Not it one turns toward the system in the
order of its reasons. For one will find there a third theory, in which fortune is this
time at the end, not at the beginning, of the reasoning: one can demonstrare, from
books I and II of the Erbics, that our life necessarily escapes us, that we are submit-
ted to physical and psychological laws we do not master, that we confront, through
our body, an order of external encounters, certain of which harm us and cerrain of
which are useful to us. Bur this theory is not present in the TTH although it is by no
means contradicted: what Spinoza elsewhere demonstrates from the premises of the
system, here he either shows from the true kernel of the always-already-known or
else recalls from the rhetorical culture that has recorded, formulated, and condensed
it long before.

It the third theory is now applied o the second, it has w be said that in the last
analysis there is no historical contingency. The system demonstrates the tull neces-
Eit_-,r of whar follows in EVETY human life. But there 15 a :,'untinga:m,:}r for us; there is
the unexpected, and precisely where we least want it. Fortune designates the risky
consequences of this absence of chance. The necessary laws that govern nataral
things, including human actions, do not mark an intention; but our ignorance of
these laws, and our inability o deduce singular events from them, ensures that, on
the one hand, we live under the form of a temporal and repetitive chance and thar,
on the other hand, we are tempted to assign them to a Will or an Irony that sur-
passes us—so as to believe that we have grasped what in fact we cannot grasp. It is
at this point that the natural rendency to sacralize History i1s rooted. ™

By constructing his critical theory of fortune, Spinoza extracts
from the current theory what it has that 1s positive (which 15 a negation: that of cer-
tainty regarding singular evenis); he removes from it what would enable a theologi-
cal elaboration to take hold. Must we then think that the last word of Spinoza’s phi-
losophy of history is negative? That he is content w secularize sacred history and
reject or dissolve the various philosophies of Providence? The meditation on for-
tune then leads to reaffirming simply the vanity and meaninglessness of human af-



fairs: all empires perish, and homan nawre, being eternal, eternally engenders the
same effects; thus we never escape from a cyclical history made up of barbarism,
civilizadon, and decadence.*®

Perhaps this 1s not so simple: the theory asserts the existence of
an eternal anthropological basis of history, but perhaps we do not yet know all its
possible effects. From human nature a small number of fixed traits can be extracted
that sufficiently explain the space of variations within which arise the success and
catastrophes of individuals and societies. There exists, then, despite the variery of
individuals, and the irreducible nature of everyone'’s ingenium, a possible description
of the human species and its forms of behavior that corresponds to constant motives.

But we always know these motives under an already socialized
form. There do not exist individuals really living in the state of nature and, on the
other hand, natmure does not create p::uph:ﬁ; laws and customs creare ]:lr:uplr_ﬁ_ There-
fore, even if individual psychology 1s ar the supposed basis of history, the later next
unfolds within a framework in which the effects of this psychology are always inter-
linked with the knowledge of customs and laws, which shape human beings from
their earliest childhood.

What then are the effects of fortune? Are they immutable? They
are to the extent that fortune is immutably variable. They are even if this variabilicy
includes, by an aceident that is not impaossible, a long period of individual stability;
for, as we have seen, perhaps then the individual will be temporarily removed from
superstition, but he will not sink roots, perpetually reproduced by the ideclogical
apparatuses put into place during the periods of fear and insecurity. But whar will
happen if, through a succession of circumstances initally due to chance, an entire
society comes to enjoy security? Then not only will supersntion recede, but we
shall see, in the long run, established instrutions capable of reducing it even more,
or of developing the civilization and commerce that will reduee it. We shall thus es-
cape, in part at least, the ineluctable interplay of fear, hope, and their consequences—
not on the basis of a mysterious disappearance of human narure, or of a redemption
of corruption, but, on the contrary, through the same interplay of the same neces-
sary laws in other conditions. The production of these conditions is indeed origi-
nally the work of the same contingency-for-us; they are next reproduced by the ef-
fects they have engendered: civilization, reason, and even the philosophical gaze on
society thar leads in seventeenth-century Holland o the struggle for freedom of
conscience.

Ar this point we can conclude: the crideal theory of fortune
elaborated in the TTP is also a way collecrively o escape the aléas of fortune. It
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forms part of the strategy that will permit us, without ignoring the cyeles of history,
tor escape cyclical history,
Translated by Ted Stolze
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The Empty Synagogue

(zabriel Albiac

Iimpearium in imperio

Spinoza at Jena

wrEN 18 1809 F. W, Schelling writes that “the real and vital
conception of freedom is that it is a possibility of good and evil,”™ opening the way
to the development of a metaphysics of darkness of Boehmian inspiration, the Spin-
ozist nightmare is a terror always lying in wait in the background of German ro-
manticism. [t is Spinoza who again inspires, at the distance of a century and a half,
the controlled disintegration of the categories of good and evil, and with them the
disintegration of the ethical subject.

At the tme of their meeung on July 11, 1780, Lessing had said
to Jacobi: “Aren’t people always saying nowadays that Spinoza is dead as a dog?™
And Jacobi, the pious Jacobi, always on the lookout for heterodoxy wherever it could
be pointed out, the Schuwdrmer; the zealor who obrains the expulsion of Fichte from
his chair after the Quarrel of Atheism and about whom the romantics of Jena are
going to ironize cruelly, this Jacobi knows very well what is the cause of the hawred
{for him, well deserved) that the work of this Dutch Jew inevitably inspires, Perhaps
it is a question of a rabid dog instead of a dead dog:

If there are only efficient causes and no final ones, then the thinking faculty

can, in all of narure. do nothing but observe; its sole functon is w accom-



pany the mechanism of efficient powers. The conversation we are now hav-
ing is merely a concern of our bodies and the whole content of this conver-
sation 5 reduced to its elements: extension, movement, degree of velocity,
along with our concepts of them, and the concepts of those concepts. The
inventor of the clock did not, strictly speaking, invent it; he only watched its
formation out of the blindly evolving energies. Raphael did the same when
he was skerching our the School of Athens as did Lessing when he was writ-
ing his Nathan, The same applies to all philosophies, arts, forms of govern-
ment, wars at sea and on land: in short, to everything possible. For even af-
fects and passions do not cause anything at all: they are merely perceprions
and ideas; or better, they came encimbered with perceptions and ideas. We
only belfeve that we act our of anger, love, magnanimity, or reasonable re-
solve. Pure illusion! Ultimately, what moves us in all those cases is a Soome-
thimg which knows mothing of all that and, fo that extens, is twially bereft of
sensation and idea. But sensation and idea are purely conceprs of extension,
movement, degrees of velocity, ete. Now if anyone can accept such a view, |
would not know how to refure his opinion. But if a person cannot accepr it,
he would have to be Spinoza’s exact opposite.”

The response of the old master Lessing to Jacobi’s furious argumentation (furious
but well informed) could no longer be stately, courteous, and coldly definitive: “1
notice that you would like very much to have your will free. [ covet no free will.™*
“Free will” (which can also be called “arbitrary will™), says Less-
ing, a5 a good expert on Spinoza. And in no way freedom tout court. It is not a ques-
ton of a vain literary elause, We are at the heart of the question: the determination
of what makes the two expressions not the nuances of the same category but in all
rigor two antithetical concepts, mutually excluding one another, in a permanent
play of skirmishes thar places the whole philosophical front on the verge of war.
How would the very voung Schelling, a reader consumed with
the Etbics from 1795, not have understood it well, when at twenty-one years of age
he believed he had left behind him “the desert and desolation” in order to strive to-
ward the imminent philosophical ®paradise™ in which arrives “the time of announc-
ing to the best part of humanity the freedom of spirit and not to admit that it mourns
the loss of its chains”?® Here is the Schelling who has known how to understand,
from the beginming, that there is no other Spinozist problem (and thar there is no
other romantic problem, whence his fascination) than that of freedom. And it is
only on the basis of the Etbicr that it becomes obvious that “the highest dignity of
philosophy consists precisely in the fact that it waits for all of human freedom.™
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Really Schelling—and, with him, all the members of Schlegel’s
romantic inner circle at Jena— refuses to be the “exact opposite of Spinoza™ hoped
and prayed for by Jacobi. He knows that since the seventeenth century it is only
from the point of view of Spinoza that it is possible philosophically to pose the
problem of freedom. “Philosophically™: this is the entre stake of this group. Spin-
oza or Nichtphiloropbie, Hegel writes in his time. Everyone has had the same suspicion.
And they have, though, experienced fear at the moment of passing to the threshold
of Spinoza’s development. The Etbics terrifies these German philosophers of the last
decade of the eighteenth century who seek theoretically to sublimate the revolution-
ary experience of freedom. They are no longer so naive or Schwirmer, or simply ig-
norant, to proclaim, as Jacobi did, a “free will” whose conceprual inconsistency they
know (for the will and volition in general, mercilessly, are an imaginary fabrication).
Their problem from then on is another consistency: it engages the entire project of
emendatio philosaphica of lite that is the great idealism. Its terms can only be the fol-
lowing: “either no subject but an absolute object, or else no object but an absolure
subject. How can this dispute be sertled?™

It is thus on a disjunction that the nineteenth century in philos-
ophy opens, a4 disjunction that Fichte’s lectures in 1794 at the University of Jena
proclaim for the next two centuries: transcendental materialism or idealism? Just as
our century closes on a disjunction: Spinoza or Hegel?® On this point Marx is only
the privileged witess —and the vehicle —of this battle, which continues today.

But in 1809 Schelling, already in full possession of his preco-
cious intellectual maturity, wanted to break, once and for all, with the obsessive fas-
cination for Spinoza. And this is why he wrote a treatise on freedom, regarded by
Heidegger™ as the closure of classical idealism, and which in reality is nothing but
a treatise on evil, essentially marked by the Boechmian mysticism of darkness. Schelling
is not deceived —how could he be-——he, the best expert on Spinoza ar the wm of
the eighteenth and nineteenth cenmries? There is no other way. The only line of
retreat passes through an unassailable — but perhaps also essentially sterile — ideal-
ism: Schelling, so prolific unal 1809, afterward publishes pracrically nothing; he
dies in 1854, in other words, twenty-three years after Hegel, a silent witness of the
collapse of his world and of the threatening rise of storms over Europe.

“The real and vital conception of freedom is that it 15 a possibility
of good and evil,"? Schelling thus wrote. Nothing more conventional in appearance,
nothing that is less apt to rouse our attention. But this formula is situated right at
the end of the long introduction that opens the Philosopbical Inguiries invo the Natwre



of Human Freedom, a detailed exposition of the “only system of freedom™ existing in
'F!I'Li].l;}!il'll‘.l-]‘l}-‘: Spinnm’ﬁ- But S-r;h:;l]'lng*ﬁ r::plicit intention is indeed to apen, with his
own definiton of freedom, the only alternarive way to the impossible marerialism
of the thinker of Amsterdam: that of those the German idealist qualifies as “philoso-
phers of nature” (Natwrpbilosopben) (already claimed by Franz von Baader).™

Everything appears clear, despite the complexity of the text, if
we pay attention to the main point, commented on at length by Heidegger: Schelling’s
treatise has nothing, absolutely nothing, to do with the question of free will, Free-
dom is not presented in the treatise as a property of man; it is on the contrary man
who is considered in it as a good characteristic of freedom; freedom is only the
essence that contains man and through which man passes and, as such, is a determi-
nation of being in general, in that which is most characteristic of man only to the
extent that he attains freedom,™ Here, then, is an ontological conception of freedom,
an authentic metaphysics of freedom, during the Enlightenment, at great variance
from the very boring discourse of anthropology. As the exact opposite of Jacobi the
defender of free will, Schelling's territory, once again, is that of Spinoza. *Freedom
has always been our only problem,”* wrote the voung Hegel to the stll-younger
Schelling, in the midst of the vears of revolutionary fascination. “Freedom,” not the
“free will” of the religions of salvation and the anthropologists —their secular in-
heritors. Freedom as the only ontologically established principle. “The dme has come
for the higher distinction, or, rather, for the real contrast, to be made manifest, the
contrast between Necessity and Freedom, in which alone the innermost center of
philosophy comes to view."*®

Here begin all the problems of the great idealist speculation,
there where the phantom of Spinoza lies in wait at every corner of the discourse.
Yert the first pages of the Philosopbical Inquiries into the Nature of Human Freedom are
attacked by those who, like Jacobi himself during the Quarrel of Atheism, had de-
fended the radical incompartibility of freedom and reason, in order to pass from it
the radical proposition of a systematic ontology of freedom from which nothing
would be excluded. But all this is only the preparation before confronting the true
problem: such a systematic ontology (or at least one of its aspects) already exists: it is
Spinoza’s system that Schelling presents, anachronistically, as a complete pantheism,*®

The reader will be astonished perhaps that, having arrived at this
point, Schelling presents a scrupulous defense of the irreducibility of the Spinozist
theses against the banal accusations of fatalism thar allege the absence of autonomy
of the will in Spinoza. In fact, if the Philosopbical Inguiries into the Nature of Human
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Freedom proceed in this way, it is in order to avoid every sterile diversion or polemie,
which would cause us to drift onto the terrain of the worst readings of Spinoza’s
text...and it is in order better to choose, just like that, the vue field of bartle. In

fact:

The most drastic expression in Spinoza is probably the statement: The indi-
vidual being is Substance imself viewed in one of its modes, thar is, in one of
its consequences ... 1o proceed, if the denial of freedom, not of individual-
ity, should now be declared to be the essential characteristic of pantheism,
then a multitude of systems would come under this heading which are oth-
erwise essentially differentiated from it. For the tree conceprion of freedom
was lacking in all modern systems . . . until the discovery of Idealism. . .. De-
pendence does not determine the nature of the dependent, and merely de-
clares that the dependent entity, whatever else it may be, can only be as a
consequence of that upon which it is dependent; it does not declare what
this dependent enrity is or is not ... Immanence in God is so little a contra-
diction of freedom that freedom alone, and insofar as it is free, exsts in
God, whereas all that lacks freedom, and insofar as ir lacks freedom, is nec-
essarily outside God.*"

Whence Schelling’s surprising conclusion, when he finishes his critique of Jacobi by
accepting straightforwardly “the terrible truth: all philosophy, absolutely all, which

is based on pure reason alone, is, or will become, Spinozism,

nig

Upon reaching these lines, amazement is almost inevitable., Af-

ter fifteen years of vain attempts to refute Spinozism, is Schelling then disposed 1o
capitulate to this philosophy that 15 “the only purely rational philosophy™ Does he
then prefer the wager over the destruction of reason that was Jacobi’s? The two op-
tions are clearly unthinkable for Schelling, barring a philosophical suicide. And, in
the final analysis, nothing will be able wo save him from this suicide, but the hour
has not yet come: for the last time no doubrt, and serting our with an extreme fury,
Schelling struggles to win the battle of reason. It is suitable in his eyes to displace
the problemartical knot in its totality. Spinozism

is not faralism becawse ir lets things be conceived in God; for. . . pantheism
does not make formal freedom, at least, impossible. Spinoza must then be a
faralist for another reason, entirely independent of this. The error of his sys-
tem 15 by no means due to the fact that he posits all thingr v God, but due to
the fact that they are things— o the abstract conception of the world and its
creatures, indeed of eternal Substance iself, which is also a thing for him.*®



Does one then understand betrer the funcrion played by this renewed definition of
freedom as a *faculty of good and evil™? It is necessary, it seems to me, to specify

only the following:

the banally anthropological sense that the expression “faculty of good
and evil” preserves in all the traditons of a spiritualist tendency (in
which its use is common) is here strictly refined: he wouldn't know
how to use the defininon of free will, and he refers to an exclusively
ontological sphere;

the categories of *good” and “evil,” put into play here, cannot there-
fore in any case refer specifically to the human being; it is a question of
the fundamental principles of a metaphysics, and they mamfest at a
stroke the Being of the existing being (fo tf en emai, the guidditas),
whence Schelling’s specification: “Only after recognizing evil in irs
universal character is it possible to comprehend good and evil in
man too."**

in the Treatise of 1809, the inroduction has for a specific objective
the avoidance of the reification (that is, the nonsubjectivation) of
Spinoza's totality, God, substance, or Nature, in agreement with the

dilemma (kesn Subjekt/bein Objekt) presented in the letrers of 1795,

It seems to me that it is equally easy to understand what Schell-
ing's central theoretical problem becomes. If good and evil are not categories lim-
ited to the sphere of human behavior, but fundamental principles of every existing
being, what becomes of God? Must evil also be the fundamental principle (Grund) of
the divine being? This is a truly diabolical question, since “either real evil 1s admurted,
in which case it is unavoidable to include evil itself in infinite Substance or in the
primal Will, and thus totally disrupt the conception of an all-perfect Being; or the
reality of evil must in some way or other be denied, in which case the real conception
of freedom disappears at the same time,™* such as Schelling’s idealism requires.

We won't enter here into the urig'inal anil very elaborare EXprOsi-
ton Schelling devotes to the metaphysically decisive question: how is it possible,
riven the existence of evil, to justify God?*? Let us simply nove thar for a mystic like
Boehme, “the basis of evil must therefore not only be founded on something inher-
ently positive, but rather on the highest positive being which nature contains,™ by
means of which evil is introduced into the proper Grund, the ontological founda-
tion of divinity. It is the recourse to such a doctrine that permits an alternative to
the deontologization of good and evil that Spinoza had made the basis of his own
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philosophy of freedom to be presented here. However, such a model carries a cost
that Suhc]ling, from 1809, is 5[,T1.I|;|-u]u1.r_5[!.r g[}ing to pay: philminph:i{:al silence, the
explicit abandonment of the only framework of philosophy. It is 2 wager. As such, it
is respectable —intellectually respectable. An important reactionary thinker of the
previous century pointed it out with perspicacity:

Henceforth in these systems as in all those produced by pagan namralism,
what becomes of Evil? ... Paganism has made God (and thereby the soul)
principally consist in a natural exstence, submitted to the necessity that
dominates all of narare. .. If, then, there is evil, it is nothing but a physical
imperfection, which is inevitahle and fatal, as much as impossible to explain,®

*Henceforth in these systems as in all those produced by pagan naturalism,” writes
Ravaisson. Very well. But philosophy is precisely a pagan — essentially a pagan—
discipline. There is no “Christian philosophy”™ any more than there is an “Oriental”
or “Jewish”™ philosophy. And the fact that the originally pagan — more the Greek —
essence of philosophy had been carried to our dme from the Middle Ages, under
the form of Christian representations, in no way allows one to say—as Heidegger
has splendidly shown®® —that philosophy must become “Christian™ at a given mo-
ment, Philosophy is not to know of salvarion, and it cannot coexist with it. It is to
this “final shore™ (erlanger Vortrige)’® —to use his own words —that the “fear of
Spinoza” (metus Spinozae) leads Schelling: up tw the intolerable in a consequent ide-
alist optics, up to a metaphysics of freedom based on the suppression of all values.
Or, what amounts to the same, a deliberately materialist metaphysics of freedom.
Let us now try ourselves to venture into the wild jungle into which idealism would
not know how to enter,

Of Gallows and Writing Cases

“If human beings were born free, they would form no concept
of good and evil so long as they remained free.”*" Cards on the table. The concepts
of good and evil are for Spinoza the instruments of the production of a slave subjec-
tivity. There is no freedom that is not sitwated bevond good and evil. Miguel (or
Daniel Levi) de Barrios, in his Lifre afvedrio, not even hesitating to quote Thomas
Aquinas in support of his conception of voliton, testifies to the horror that such an
impiety inspires in him. Against it he proclaims a definition of free will as being,
“asccording to Origen, a/faculty of reason/which discerns good and evil/chooses be-
tween the two."** Barrioss horror was shared by all his contemporaries, coming
from the most diverse horizons.



The first echos of scandal appear on the public {or semupublic)
scenc at the beginning of the year 1665, T'his is perhaps the only ime that Baruch
de Spinoza, in his lengthy correspondence, was not sufficiendy faithful to his key-
word “caution” (caute). In fact, in the course of an exchange of letters between De-
cember 1664 and June 1663, carried away by the drunkenness that is produced by
complacency in an apparendy shared friendship, he perhaps believed “it is from a
free decision of the mind that he speaks the things he later, when sober, wishes he
had not said."**

From Dordrecht, December 12, 1664, William de Blyenbergh,
a merchant who presents himself as “someone who is unknown . .. who, driven only
by a desire for pure truth in this short and transitory life, strives to plant his feet
firmly in knowledge, as far as the human intellect allows, someone who, in his search
for muth, has no other end than the truth, who seeks to acquire, by science, neither
honor nor riches, but only truth,"™® addresses himself to the “unknown friend” Baruch
de Spinoza. He submits ro him, berween some measured but warm praises, “certain
difficulries” having arisen after the repeated reading of the Primciples of Descaries’
Philosaply (and their appendix Metapbysical Thoughts |Cogitata Metaphysica]) published
in 1663, The lerter, whose calculated courtesy seems at firse to have captivared the
philosopher, particularly insists on a major difficulty:

So it follows thar God is the cause not only of the soul's substance, bue also of
the soul’s motion or striving, which we call will, as you maintain throughour.

From this assertion it also seems to follow necessarily, either that there is
no evil in the souls motion or will, or else that God himself does that evil
immediately. For the things we call evil also happen through the soul, and
consequently through such an immediate influence and concurrence of God.

Then he seeks an example by referring to the “concrete case” of Adam’s acting,
when he transgresses the divine prohibition. Thus, “either Adam’ forbidden act is
no evil in itselt, insofar as God not only moved his will, but also moved it in such a
way, or else God himself seems to do what we call evil.”

For that of a shopkeeper, a simple amateur of speculative activ-
iy, William de Blyenbergh'’s theological perspicacity is rather remarkable. In light
of the three following letters, most commentators hold, however, that the first was
touched up by a professional of the theological profession, at least on the rechmcal
and formal plane. There exists no way to be sure of this. Whoever wrote the letter
of December 12, he makes a proof of great penetration, since he reaches the heart
of a system that has not yet been exposed publicly, except under the extraordinarily
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elliprical form of a critique of Cartesian philosophy. No doubt one discovered in it

the thesis according to which

no thing is said o be either good or bad considered alone, but only in re-
spect to another [thing], to which it 15 advantageons in acquiring what it
loves, or the contrary. So each thing can be said at the same time o be both
good and evil in different respects. . . . However, those who eagerly seek some
metaphysical good, needing no qualification, labor under a false prejudice,

for they confuse a distinction of reason with a real or modal distinetion. ®

But probably the merchant of Dordrechr ignored the existence of the first derailed
exposition of this problem, skewched in the Skort Treative,

Drated January 3, 1665, Spinoza’s response, which designates him-
self as I'.I]'I:ilﬂﬁnpl’!l:]’ and, as such, among “those who are above the law,” cannot be of
a friendlier tone in his invitation: “ro bring us to a closer acquaintance and genuine
friendship™ hased on “the love of truth."®® This friendliness pushes him, not with-
out improdence, to advance the themes and theses that overhang all the great theo-
retical abysses of the Erbics. First of all, the gencalogy of Blyenbergh's interpretatve
error: “it appears that by evil you understand the will itself,” which invalidates the
whole question: “as 1 too would grant, if it were s0.” Then comes the formulation
of the rejection of the entity of good and evil, illustrated by the very example cho-
sen by his correspondent:

As an example, | too take Adam's decision, or determinate will, to ear the
forbidden fruit. That dedision, or determinate will, considered only in iself,
involves as much perfecton as it expresses of essence. ... Therefore, we will
be able to find no imperfection in Adam's decision, if we consider it in iself,
without comparing it with others which are more perfect, or show a more
perfect state.

For the current reader things would be clear, Regarding the example invalidared by
the “case of Adam” that his correspondent imposes on him, Spinoza uses a model of
argumentation that the Etbier will push to the limit of theoretical rigor: every devel-
opment of power —whether chewing a mouthful or raising one’s arm forcefully in
order to beat—can only be considered as the expression of the perfection of the
subject who exercises it (thar is, of a tendency to persevere, not w disappear):

The action of beating, insofar as it 15 considered physically, and insofar as
we attend onlv to the fact that the man raises his arm, closes his fist, and
maoves his whole arm forcefully up and down, is a virtue, which is conceived
From the structure of the human body.*



Every evaluation in itself appears useless to him. And if we continue to qualify things
as “good” or “bad”™ in general, this is only the effect of a babitus thar is spontaneous
and philosophically deprived of meaning.

Such is the first exchange of letters between the merchant and
the philosopher. Such are the incredibly important questions that are tackled in this
exchange. Such is this tone of cordiality. But it is ar this precise point that the idyll
is going to be abruptly interrupred.

Horrified — sincerely or not, no matter— by the ranguility with
which Baruch de Spinoza throws into the garbage the key and most tenacious cate-
gories of religious traditions, Blyenbergh, before coming to “criticize many things™
in his correspondent’s missive, deems it necessary to open his letter with a solemn
declaration of principles:

You should know that | have two general rules according to which T always
try to philosophize: the clear and distinet conception of my intellect and the
revealed word, or will, of God. According to the one I strive 1o be a lover of
rruth, according wo the other, a Chrisuan philosopher. Whenever it happens,
after a long investigation, thar my narwral knowledge either seems 1o con-
tradiet this word, or is not easily reconciled with it, this word has so much
authority with me that | suspect the conceptions [ imagine wo be clear, rather
than pur them above and against the trath [ think T find prescribed 1o me in
that book. And no wonder, since | want to persist steadfastly in the belief
that that word is the word of God, i.e., that it has proceeded from the highest
and most perfect God, who contains many more perfections than I can con-
ceive, and who perhaps has willed to predicate of himself and of his works
more perfections than I, with my finite intellect, can conceive today.

Christianity and Carresianism! It is as if he had spoken of rope in the house of a
hanged man! Spinoza had ro reread this letrer several times to believe his eves. "lo
deal him the blow of these confessional philosophies! The twenty-some pages that
follow these verbose repetitions on a problem that the first letter posed with a de-
gree of clarity could only have accenmuared Spinoza’s astonishment. As a result, the
larter manifests an irritation that his dry response does not seek to dissimulare:

When [ read ywour firse letter, [ thought our opinions nearly agreed. Hue
from the second, which I received on the 21st of this month, [ see thar 1 was
guite mistaken, and that we disagree not only about the things ultimarely to
he derived from first principles, but also abour the first principles themselves,
50 I hardly believe that we can instroct one another with oor letters. For 1
see that no demonstration, however solid it may be according vo the laws of
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demaonstration, has weight with vou unless it agrees with that explanation
which you, or thealogians known to you, atribute o sacred Scriprure.™

However, he does not give up clarifying his position on the theme of evil. Perhaps
because, despite the crudity of Blyenbergh's point of view, Spinoza becomes aware
of the difficulty and the central nature of the question, he is going to agree to return
in this third lerter (which would have been the last) to the deontologization already
pointed out in his first response. He does it this ume by relying on a beautiful re-
Hection on blindness:

I say, therefore, that privadon is, not the act of depriving, but only the pure
and simple lack, which in itself is nothing. Indeed, it is only a being of rea-
son, or maode of thinking, which we form when we compare things with one
another, We say, for example, that a blind man is deprived of sight because
we can easily imagine him as seeing, whether this imagination arises from
the fact that we compare him with others who see, or his present state with
his past, when he vsed o see. And when we consider this man in this way,
by comparing his nature with that of others or with his own past nature,
then we affirm that seeing belongs to his nature, and for that reason we say
that he is deprived of it. But when we consider Gods decree, and his na-
ture, we can no more affirm of that man than of a stone, thar he is deprived
of vision. For at that time vision no more pertains to that man withoot con-
tradiction than it does to the stone, since nothing more pertains o that
man, and is his, than what the divine intellect and will acribure to him,
Hence, God is no more the canse of his not seeing than of the stones not
seelng, which is a pure negation.

Similarly, when we attend o the nature of 2 man who is led by an ap-
petite for sensual pleasure, we compare his present appetite with thar which
is in the pious, or with that which he had at another time. We affirm that
this man has been deprived of a better appetite, because we udge thar then
an appetite for virtue belongs to him, We cannot do this if we artend 1o the
nature of the divine decree and intellect; for in that regard, the better ap-
pefite no more pertains o that man's nature at thar tme than it does w the
nature of the Devil, or of a stone.™

With two more reprises William Blyenbergh is going to irk Spinoza by suggesting that
the latter’s positons forbid establishing the distinetion between virtue and crime.*®
But the philosopher has wasted enough time. To the blissful questioning of the shop-
keeper, he responds with a jest close to an insult:



Finally, your third queston presupposes a contradiction. It is as if someone
were to ask: if it agreed better with the nature of someone to hang himself,
would there be reasons why he should not hang himself? Bur suppose it
were possible thar there should be such a nature. Then I say. .. that if any-
one sees that he can live better on the gallows than at his table, he would act
very foolishly if he did not go hang himself. One who saw clearly thar in
fact he would enjoy a berter and more perfect life or essence by being a
knave than by following virmee would also be a fool if he were not knave,
For acts of knavery would be virtee in relatdon m such a perverted human

nature,**

One more letter and the correspondence is interrupted. In 1674 William Blyen-
bergh publishes his fanatical refutation of the Tracatus Theologico-Politicus (De waer-
beyt van de christelijke Godre-dienst) and in 1682 his refuration of the Etbics.

Creatures of Desire

We cannot lose sight of the dates of the “correspondence on evil.”
In 1665 the Nagdo is ripe for the explosion of the Sabbatai Tsevi affair; some months
later the definitive crisis will occur. The Lurian conception of evil, the gelippab, which
is for the Kabbalah the obverse of the En-5sf, was to play in this evenr, we have
said, the role of a crystallizer of the new doctrine. The reign of husks and shells (the
lireral meaning of gefippab) traditdonally used by the kabbalists to designate the uni-
verse “of evil and the demonic powers™? had drifted, since Isaac de Luria, toward
an interiorization of the demonic principle at the very root of the Ex-Sof (the hid-
den God who is indefinite and foreign to every creation, which Jacob Boehme will
call Grund, the foundation of God the Creator) so that the world in its complexty
can reach existence:

Know therefore that the supernal space is like a field, and the ten poines
[that is, sefirerk] are sown in it. And even as the grains [of seed] grow each
according ro its virtue, so also these points grow each according to its virtue;
and as the grains do not avtain v growth and perfection if they remain in
their orginal manner of being—tor only in their decomposition is their
growth —so it is also with these points, ... Only by their breaking could the
divine configurations [parmfim] be pertected. ™

As elliptical as the text is (this is the rule of Kabbalah), one thing, in any event, ap-
pears indisputable: the idea of the necessity of a wrenching thar, setting out from
the essental latent neganvity of the divine, provokes the scattering whose splinters
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are the world. This world of disorder and multiplicity — sometimes compared with
that of the various colors issued from the composition of white light—“had to fall
from the high summit to the depth of the pit so as to be smashed and dashed w
pieces, like the wheat which is separated into flour and bran by grinding. Moreover
by their fall the unclean forces are separated from holiness,”

By assigning to the world of the “childishness and madness™?® of
the kabbalists the ontwlogization of evil, its substantivization, in 1665 Baruch de
Spinoza examines a wradition purely rooted in the spiritual subsoil of his Marrano
compatriots in Amsterdam. Without this reoting, nothing of what was going to be
produced in the following months would have any explanation. But the explosion of
Sabbatan madness, which we have seen extended into the community as a trail of
powder, could only reveal the urgency of the theoretical and religious problem posed
by Luria’s mystcism, by leading it to its limits.

By developing the most radical aspects of his conception of the
qelippak, Nathan de Gaza —a prophet who has appeared to us as the true organizer
of the Sabbatan corpus—has wagered on the descent to hell, with all its conse-
quences: that is, the necessity of receiving (through the intermediary of the Mes-
siah) the sparks of divine power (of the plenitude of being) that burn in the gelippor.
The messianism of absolute moral transgression that Sabbatai proclaims presup-
poses an absolute substantalization of evil according to Luria’s doctrine. Without

it, the duty of recuperation of divinity without the darkness of the abysses would
lose all meaning. As Gershom Scholem remarks:

At this point, Sabbatian doctrine introduces a dialectical twist into the Luri-
anic idea. According to the new, Sabbatian version, it was not enough 1o ex-

tract the sparks of holiness from the realm of impurity. In order o accom-

plish is mission, the power of holiness —as incarnate in the messiah — has
to descend into impurity, and good has w assume the form of evil. "This
mission is fraught with danger, as it appears 1o strengthen the power of evil
before its final defeat. During Sabbatai’s lifetime the doctrinal posidon was
that by entering the realm of the gefippab, gond had become evil in appear-

ance only. Bur there were more radical possibilides waitdng 1o be explored:
only the complete transformation of good into evil would exhaose the full
potential of the lacter and thereby explode it, as it were, from within. This
dialectical liguidation of evil requires not only the disguise of good in the
form of evil but total identification with it. ... The messiah descended into

the realm of the gefippak in order to destroy it from within.*®



As a philosopher, Spinoza seems to make a rigorously opposed idea his task: the de-
struction of evil can only be the fruit of absolute exteriorizarion (which, in the final
analysis, is reduced to noting that *evil” is a word of four lerters, as much a slave 1o
the imagination as any other word). And, with it, the destrucdon of the “good” (a
word equally of four letters in this case, and as much a slave to the imaginary ge-
nealogies that precede it). And this philosophical destruction really has nothing di-
alectical about it— this should be clear. Neither good nor evil refer, in Spinoza, o
any play of the Aufbebung, of the “negadon of the negadon.” Of them there remains
nothing in their negation: they are simply reduced to extraverbal (imaginary) noth-
ingness, nothing more. Fine. But what in this case is their intraverbal being?

Evil is not {except as a word); nor is good. To what reality do
they allude, while eluding it? Beginning with the Short Treatise Spinoza thinks that
he has clear ideas on this subject, anticipating Nietzsche on much of these aspects:
beyond good and evil, as a unique way of speaking of what is bad and what is good:

I say briefly now what good and evil are in themselves, we begin as follows:

Some things are in our intellect and not in Nature; so these are only oor
own work, and they help us w understand things distinctly. Among these
we include all relations, which have reference w different things. These we
call befmpr of reasan,

S0 the question now is whether good and evil should be regarded as be-
ings of reason. For one never says thar something is good except in respect w
something else that is not so good, or not so useful 1o us as something else.
50 one says that a man is bad only in respect to one whao is berer, or thar an
apple is bad only in respect vo another thar is good, or berter. None of this
eould possibly be said if there were not something bever, or good, in re-
spect to which [the bad] is so called.

Therefore, if one says that something is good, that is nothing but saying that
it agrees well with the universal Idea which we have of such things. But. ..
things must agree with their particular Ideas, whose being must be a perfect
essence, and not with universal ones, because then they would not exise,

As for confirming what we have just said, the thing is clear to us, but to
conclude what we have said we shall add the following proofs.

All things which exist in Nature are either things or actions. Now good

and evil are neither things nor actions. Therefore, good and evil do not

exist in [Narure,

For it good and evil were things or actions, they would have w have
their definitions. But good and evil, say, Peters goodness and Judass evil,
have no definitions apart from the [particular] essence(s| of Judas and Peter,
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tor these [essences] alone [are] in MNature, and without them [the goodness
of Peter and the evil of Judas] cannot be defined. Therefore, as above, it fol-

lows that good and evil are not things or actions which are in Nature,*’

Without pushing the reflection wo far, one spots the weak points of the argumenta-
tion in the Short Treatise: the purely relative categories of “good” and “evil,” thanks
to which the possibility of escaping the substantial good and evil of traditional
thought appears to open up, are not vet provided with a theoretical content thar is
sufficiently clear. It must be recognized that they will not be clear before the defini-
tive editing of the Erbic: that is, o ke up Gilles Delenze’s beautiful formula, when
Spinoza understands good and evil as “the two senses of the variation of the power
of acting: the decrease of this power (sadness) is bad; its increase (joy) is good.™*®

The main point of Spinoza’s posivion can be followed through-
out book IV of the Edbics. His point of departure seems no longer to want to leave
any doubt regarding the position adopted:

As far as good and evil are concerned, they also indicate nothing positive in
things, considered in themselves, nor are they anything other than modes of
thinking, or notions we form because we compare things to one another,

For one and the same thing can, at the same ume, be good, and bad, and
also indifferent.*®

If, in spite of this, one continues to want to make use of the vocables bonrem and
malure, faced with the necessity of constructing an ideal fietion of the human para-
digm or model of life (exemplar), their meaning will no longer have anything in
common with their hypostatized employment and vsage until now. Thus, one will
understand “in what follows. .. by good [Fonum] what we know certainly is a means
by which we may approach nearer and nearer to the model of human nature that we
set before us. By evil [malum|, what we certainly know prevents us from becoming
like that model.™®

It is clear, here, that the model, the exemplar (a term thar in
scholastic Latin translates the Greek paradeigma), far from returning to the Platonic
conception of the ontological priority of the eides over its imperfect imitations, pre-
sents all the features of a convention, of a name. However, something remains in
suspense: what must be the criterion according to which the convention, the fiction
of the model, must be constructed, in order to allow us to classify human beings
into *more or less perfect, insofar as they approach more or less to this model™*
In any case, such a criterion could not refer to the reproduction of a formal essence,
which, we have seen, only exists as a name.



For the main thing ro note is that when | say thar someone passes from a
lesser 1o a greater perfection, and the opposite, 1 do nor understand thar he
15 changed from one essence, or form, to another. For example, a horse is
destroved as much if it is changed into a human being as if it is changed into
an insect. Rather, we conceive that his power of acting, insofar as it is un-
dersoond through his nature, is increased or diminished

However, definitions I and 1 of book [V, !i-l:l:]'l'lil'][{l}" not concrete, present the guml
and the bad in terms of the effect of positve or negarive usefulness (that which is
useful to us is good, and that which excludes us from the useful is bad). They are
clarified by what, in propositions 38 and 39, is specified regarding usefulness and
goodness, in the concrete case of the body: what is useful to us is what renders us
capable of “affecting” other beings “in a great many ways,” and the good is what
preserves this capacity to act. If adequation to the exemplar is expressed by the search
I:ﬂ:l' 'l..l!'i!ﬂ'E:Llll'll:.'i."i.I :Il'ld. 'l.l!'i-l:ﬁ.'l.lnl;';"i."i :i!'i- fIFTl:!‘i,‘-il:[! ina EE"I.'“:.'ii.'i :FI'[}lT.I tI'LI'.'." L'Er.lﬂ!:i.r_lr" (Jfﬁimultﬂ-
neously acting and preserving itself, an ethics of action can only be reduced in the
final analysis, from reduction o reducton, o the arteulation of “power™ (potentia)
and “joy™ (fzetitia), by which the good ends up being summarized in Spinoza: “The
knowledge of good and evil is nothing but an affect of joy or sadness, insofar as we
are conscious of it.”%3

But, if there is no good and bad except according to the increase
or the decrease of the power of the subject of this goodness or badness, and if virtue
(in the most Machiavellian sense of the word: the sole maverialist meaning, all things
considered, of virtus is force) is reduced o vsefulness, ro the point that “the more
each one strives, and is able, to seek his own usefulness, that 15, to preserve his be-
ing, the more he is endowed with virtue; conversely, insofar as each one neglects his
own usefulness, that is, neglects his power to preserve his being, he lacks power®® —
what role is there to artribute in this case to the persistence of the usage of notions
of good and bad? The question is neither otiose nor byzantine, if one rakes account
of the fundamental principle of Spinoza’s materialism, according to which there is
nothing that is not necessary, considering the recourse to chance as one of the “asy-
lums of ignorance™ that his system violently rejects. As material (more precisely, as
natural) as any other being, every word possesses in its existence a necessity, whose
rigorous genealogy must be established by philosophy. To say that good and evil are
imaginary products is not o resolve any problem —ir is only to pose it. But it is
certainly to pose it by setting out from a point of view of unaccustomed radicality:
the one that buries the “knowledge of evil” in the pits of “inadeguate knowledge,”
and identifies it concrerely with “sadness itself, insofar as we are conscious of it.”™
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Let us take up again the example of the arm that beats— or the
cxample of the mother one murders, in another shocking passage of Spinoza's cor-
respondence. This arm, by deploying the motor capacities of the body in order o
realize its acdon, is perfect by beating, just as the gesture that eliminates the mother
is perfectly binding. Variows representations in terms of values can be symbolically
connected with this “virtue which is conceived from the fabric of the human body,”
a virtue of beatng or of killing. No desire born from them, that is, no desire born
from a passional sphere “would be from some usefulness, if human beings could be
guided by reason.” In the specific condition of servirude of human beings, every ac-
tion is carried passionately —which amounts to saying that every action is also pas-
sion, passivity:

Therefore, if a man moved by anger or hate is derermined to close his fist
or move his arm, that. .. happens because one and the same action can be
joined to any images of things whatever, And so we can be derermined o
one and the same action both from those images of things which we con-
ceive confusedly and from those images of things we conceive elearly and
disrincely.

In summary: clarity and distnetion are useless, at least in matters of ethics, that is,
of action. Lewer 23 w Blyenbergh considers, by provocation, “for example, Nero's
matricide, insofar as it comprehends something positive,” namely the capacity of
habitually beating a human female of given age and condition, until death follows.
This “was not knavery. For Orestes, too, performed the [same| external action, and
with the [same] intention of killing his mother. Nevertheless, he is not blamed, or
at least, not as severely as Nero is. What, then, was Nero’s knavery? Nothing but
this: he showed by that act that he was ungrateful, withour compassion, and disobe-
dient,” all things equally deprived of essence, and therefore simple beings of the
imaginarion, according to the terminology of the Ethics,

The knavery, in fact, is only an imaginary thing. The good and
the bad are only designations, displaced symbolically, in order to project in terms of
value the experience of the power and powerlessness that leaves in me some recallable
traces of *joy” (leetitia) and sadness.®” For “cheerfulness cannot be excessive, bur is
always good; melanchaoly, on the other hand, is always evil."#

So be ir. But the characteristic dynamic of joy, in its specific
ethical universality, here produces an irremediable ambiguity, a final highly sophis-
tical trap: if, in fact, the correct knowledge of reality (and of ourselves whe belong
to reality) is the only solid guarantee of leetitia and that which keeps us in ignorance™



(thus bad in itself) is the only guarantee of sadness, what happens when, faced with
the inaccessibility of the joy that we desire, our consciousness chooses to fall back
inta self-mystification and the rranquil plunge into consoling ignorance, against the
suffering entailed by becoming conscious of frustration?

It is elear that frustration in itself is only the fruit of an inade-
quate knowledge that, because it tries to escape the laws of natural necessity, pro-
jects onto the world, as if they were real, its phantasmagoria (as necessary in their
genesis as the laws they pretend to elude). But Spinoza—and this is the crucial
point of his incaleulable advance over all forms of “rationalism” — takes great care
not to fall into a naive acquiescence before the intellectualist mythology of the ra-
tional elimination of the mystifying elements. There exists no knowledge that could
displace an affective state. .. unless to become itself an affect. Thus, “no affect can
be restrained by the true knowledge of good and evil insofar as it is true, but only
insofar as it is considered as an affect.™ And if, as we have seen, “nothing forbids
our pleasure except a savage and sad supersttion,”™ the task of the philosopher
could with difficulty be content to be only a simple (and just as sad) condemnation
of the imaginary paradises and other opiates that render sustainable, at least on the
level of dreams, our intolerable universe of abjections, of servitudes. Not to con-
demn, not to denigrate. To understand. To establish the why, the how. Why, but es-
pecially how “we strive to further the occorrence of whatever we imagine will lead o
joy, and to avert or destroy what we imagine is contrary to it, or will lead to sadness.™

“What we imagine”: the whole theoretical problem is found in
these three words. How are images produced in me? Coneretely, according to what
paths of determination? This should be the only relevant series of interrogations to
understand forms of human behavior. However, here is what does not allow the
practical stakes of the question to be revealed: “Most of those who have written
about the affects, and the human way of living, seem to trear, not of natural things,
which follow the common laws of Nature, but of things which are outside Narure.™?
Such is the prejudice that deforms everything and bars access o a precise analync
of subjective behaviors. If we do not manage to get rid of these, we will be forced to
remain attached to the world of childish, religious superstiions— or their secular
humanist, no less stapid, variants. In the heart of this pleasant asylum turn those
who “conceive a human being in Nature as a dominion within a dominion. For they
believe that a human being disturbs, rather than follows, the order of Nature, that
one has absolute power over one’s actions, and that one is determined only by one-
self."™™ And for this very reason, for want of causal explanations, they promulgare
whining clerical decrees, by “atrributing the cause of human impotence and incon-
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stancy, not to the common power of Narure, but to | know not what vice of human
nature, which they therefore bewail, or laugh ar, or disdain, or {as usually happens)
curse. And he who knows how to censure more eloquently and cunningly the weak-
ness of the homan mind is held w be godly."®

Seldom did Spinoza wage a battle harder than the one he led,
throughout his life, against the expectation of the final hour for the sinner’s soul,
thirsty for holy water, that is, against the artitude of

those who prefer to curse or laugh ar human affects and actions, rather than
understand them. To them it will doubtless seem strange that [ should un-
dertake to treat human vices and absurdities in the geometric style, and that |
should wish to demonstrate by certain reasoning things which are contrary

to season, and which they proclaim to be empty, absurd, and horrible.®

For once Spinoza allows himself to be arrogant with those who throughout the cen-
turies have overburdened human beings with the chains that torment them and de-
mean them to the most bestial of conditions, that of the submissive stupidity that
adores its servitude: he directs a veritable slap at their foolish faces:

But my reason is this: nothing happens in Natre which can be anributed 1o
any defect in it, for Nature is always the same, and its virtue and power of
acting are everywhere one and the same, that is, the laws and rules of Na-
ture, according to which all things happen, and change from one form 1o
another, are always and everywhere the same. 5o the way of understanding
the nature of anything, of whatever kind, must also be the same, namely,
through the universal laws and rules of Natore.

“The affects, therefore, of hate, anger, envy, and the like, considered in
themselves, follow with the same necessity and force of Natare as the other
singular things. And therefore they acknowledge cermain causes, through
which they are understood, and have certain properties, as worthy of our
knowledge as the properties of any other thing, by the mere contemplation

of which we are pleased ®7

The conclusion imposes itself: it is only within the framework of a general theory
of Nature that there will be room w understand all things (human or other) thar it
contains, Thus, natural things among nawral things, “I shall consider human ac-
tions and appetites just as if it were a question of lines, planes, and bodies,"® and
the atfects and passions

as properties which belong o it in the same way as heat, cold, storm, thun-
der, and the like belong o the nature of the atmosphere. Inconvenient though



they be, such things are necessary properties; they have definite causes
through which we try to understand their namre, and a troe enderstanding
of them gives the mind as much satisfaction as the apprehension of things
pleasing to the senses.™

Therefore, Nature first of all. And only all that which is in it

And this 15 why the Ethics begins as it does: the ethics is a physics,
which is a metaphysics. Which means “Nature.” And it is from here that one must
st out.

Narure (which Spinoza indifferendy calls “God™ or “substance™)
is “the immanent, not the transitive, cause of all things.”™ Setting out from a premise
of this scale, the whole part is played out, and the revolution that the Erbics under-
takes is off and running, never to stop. The terms {cousa imemanens/cansa transiens)
proceed from the Sudrzian tradition, very likely by way of the manual of Adrian
Heereboord, who defines them as follows: “The immanent cause is the one that
produces its effect in itself, so that the intellect is called cavse of its conceprs; the
transitive cause is the one that produces its effect outside of itself”™ (Cawss fmmanens
est quae producit effectum in se ipsa, sic dicitwr intellectus sworum conceprum. Cansa tran-
siens est guae producit effectum extra 5¢)."? The use that Spinoza makes of them must
rob them of their brilliance.

The transitive cause constituted, in fact, for the Scholastics, the
finished variant of the Aristotelian final cause. In fact, as a good Thomist, Sudrez
writes that “to the concept of {efficient) cavse belongs that it is essentially diverse
from its effect and that the effect depends on the cause.™™® Such is, all things consid-
ered, for the grear Scholastic, the aspect of the definition of the efficient cause that
endows it with its extrinsic nature (in opposition to the formal and material canses,
which are both intrinsic) and thar ar the same time requires the careful separation
of the being proper to it and the being its effects owe to it:

For matter and form, strictly speaking, are not causes throogh action, but
through a formal and intrinsic union, and the end, as such, is a cause only
through metaphorical license; on the other hand, the efficient cause is a
cause through the characteristic action that emanates from it. Thus, this
cause does not cause its effect by conferring on it its own formal and char-
acteristic being, but another which emanates from it through action, throogh
which it is differentated from the material and formal cavses: the larer
cause an effect in that they confer on it their own entity vo them, this is why
they are called intrinsic causes; on the other hand, the efficient cause is ex-
trinsic, that is, 1t does not transmit o the effect its own and (5o to speak) in-
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dividual being, bur another which really derives and emanates from it through
action.

And the problem becomes even more acute (and the barrier of the extrinsic narure
all the more insurmountable) when we tend toward this supreme type of efficient
cause — first and transitive par excellence — which is God.™ The God of the Scholas-
tic and Christian tradition, of course, but also the God of every monotheistic reli-
gion, which Cajetan characterized as follows: “Everything which has existence (ess¢)
distinct from its quiddity is produced efficiently by the First Cause; every being
other than the First Cause has existence (ewe) distinet from its quiddity; therefore,
every being other than the First Cause is produced efficiently by the First Cause.™™

Every concept of transcendence, but equally every hope of sal-
vation in the hereafter that could be sustained only by surmounting the barrier of
transcendence, hangs on the tenuous thread that, in the Judeo-Christian tradition,
makes God a rransiove (and in a certain way immanent) cause. This God, in his ab-
solutely free will, chooses the world in a deliberate and arbitrary way, this world
here, tor “God truly, properly, and without metaphor, wills and loves what he freely
wills, loves, and what he could have not loved.” There is more: insofar as willing,
God appears to go excessively further than the human being who wills moderately,
since “the divine will, in order that it not be an informing form or acting act, but a
very pure act, we must think that it constitutes GGod as willing in a more elevated
way, and that he atrains his secondary objects, withour in the same action there be-
ing produced any change or real addition.™™

Proposition 18 of the first part of the Etbeer ("God is the imma-
nent, not the rransitive, cause of all things") rejects these positons without pallia-
tives or solutions of compromise. The demonstration that accompanies this propo-
sition destroys, as if there were any need, every attempt at negotiation, by recalling
and explaining the destructive premises that cement it

Everything that is, is in God, and must be conceived through Ged (by
P153,7 and so (by PISC1® God is the cause of things, which are in him.
That is the first thing [thing o be proven). And then ourside God there can
be no substance (by P14)," that is (by D3),* thing which is in itself outside
God. That was the second. God, therefore, is the immanent, not the transi-
tive cause of all things, q.e.d.™

We have already had the occasion to emphasize what the Spinozist monism of sub-
stance owes to certain aspects of Cartesianism, specifically those that Descartes will
himself subamit to self-criticism in the Priedples in 1664, and the abyss that sepa-



rates Spinozism from every form of monotheism, However, it is worthwhile con-
fronting here a problem posed in 1901 by Karppe,® brilliantly explained by Dunin-
Borkowski,® and periodically taken up again by all specialists on Spinoza,*

The central thesis of “everything is in God™ {or in Nature) that
is articulated around propositions 5 (*In Nature there cannot be two or more sub-
stances of the same nature or attribute™) and 11 (*God, or a substance consisting of
infinite attributes, each of which expresses eternal and infinite essence, necessarily
exists™), through the formula according to which “in Narwre there is only one sub-
stance, and that it is absolutely infinite™* — could this thesis that, we propose, opens
up the horizon of contemporary materialism pass for the pure and simple transposi-
tion of some well-known Kabbalistic theses?

Dunin-Borkowski thought he could follow its trail (correctly, it
seems to me) in certain passages of the Door of Heaven, the great kabbalistic mani-
festo in Castilian of don Alonso (alias Abraham Cohen) de Herrera, From the frst
chapters of this work, the erudite Jesuit extracted some key texts that say that “every-
thing is one in God,"” “there do not exist two substances of a single attribute,” “there
exists only one substance with an infinity of properties,” “substance is determined
according to a plurality of infinite essences, which are only its modifications.”

I am not going to enter here into the question, which 1 do not
believe that I have any way of settling, of knowing whether or not Baruch de Spin-
oza had material access to Herrera’s text either in its original manuscript version
written in Castilian,® at the dme of his apprenticeship in the vicinity of the syna-
gogue, or later in the summarized version that Isaac Aboab translated into Hebrew
and had published in Amsterdam in 1650.%* The Latin wanslatdon® that Wachter
used, and through him Leibniz, was published a vear after Spinoza’s death. Nothing
prevents believing that Spinoza had read this text. Let us remark that by reading
the Herrerian thesis, the young philosopher would have found only the synthetic
expression of theoretico-theological perspectives, which would have become famil-
tar to him anyway during his rabbinic formation.

The Door of Heaven and the Howse of God (the two manuscripts
that constitute the kabbalistic oeuvre of the famous descendent of don Gonzalo de
Coardoba) are probably the greatest heights of Zohar of explicitdy neo-Platonic filia-
rion that the Kabbalah had produced in the seventeenth century. And certain for-
mulas of monistic appearance, sach as those that have been quoted, can only evoke
for us those passages in which Spinoza praises certain Hebrews who have seen “as if
through a cloud” certain interesting elements in order to have done with the Carte-
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sian dualism of thought and extension (% ... when they maintained that God, God’s
intellect, and the things understood by him are one and the same”)™ and refers us
finally to the text, the perennial source of all Jewish spirituality: the incredible book
of splendor, the Zobar:

Everything is bound and united in a same whole. .. 1o the point that it is
easy 10 see thar everything is one, that everything is the Ancient (God), and
that there is no distinction between the whole and Him.

Everything is one and everything is Him, everything is one thing without
distinction or separation.

‘The ancient Holy exists enveloped in a figure of the One. He is One and
Everything is One, and all the lights that shine from Him are One, and en-
ter into the One. ... The Ancient of ancients envelops every thing, he is
Everything.

Gaod is the beginning and the end of all the degrees of creation; all these de-
grees carry his mark and his natore and one cannot denumerare them excepr
through the One. He is one despite the numerous forms that he has on

Him, it 15 on Him that superior and inferior things are suspended. ...

Master of the world, you are one, vou are not according to the numbers,
vou are the sublime of sublimes, the mysterious of the mysterions. ... You
have produced ten forms thar we call Sefiroth, you are enveloped in them
vourself, and since you are in them, their harmony remains stable. The one
who represents them as separate acts as if he destroyed your unit.™

The weight of this inspiration, of this myticism of the Whole coming from the Zo-
bar— equally established, although with less precision and richness, in the Babir—
was enormous from the time of the Renaissance. And not only in Jewish milieus. A
l:n:q_m:nl.' formula in Fra].r Lauis de Granada {(who, of course, dealt with the ]n{]uisi—
tion) resonates with this echo:

What is God? Soul or reason of the oniverse? What is God? Everything that
we see: for in everything we see his wisdom and his assistance: and in this way
we contess his greatness: which is so great thar one cannot think of one greater.
And so only he is all things, the one who inside and outside has nourished
this great work which is his. Whae difference is there berween the divine
nature and our own? The difference among others, is thar the best part of
ours is the mind; whereas he is all mind, all reason, and all undersanding.™



However, Karppe himself, after having collected the wexts of the Zobar, after having
insisted on their pantheistic resonance and even having sensed in them the outline
of some “constitutive elements of Spinoza’s doctrine,” offers us the key that deswroys
every attempt to limit the metaphorical approach of the texts: “every pantheistc
doctrine consistent with iwself implies that gradual development occurs by virtue of
an internal necessity and consequently is eternal; on the contrary, the Zobar situates
this development within time and makes it depend on the will of the first being.™*

Without pausing on the anachronistic use thar Karppe makes of
the word “pantheism,” or on the inexactitude that consists in ateributing to Spinoza
a model of “gradual development” or of “emanative cause™ (we have shown thar it is
precisely the rejection of these models that separates him even from the most radi-
cal of the neo-Platonists of the Renaissance, including Giordano Bruno), it nonethe-
less remains that really the question of the divine will 1s an absolute break and a
point of no return, If “God or Nature acts from the same necessity from which he
exists. .. ,"™ as the author of the Etbics has defended with intrﬂngigence, nothing
appears weaker than the thesis of those

others [who] think that (God is a free cause because he can (so they think)
bring it about that the things which we have said follow from his nature
(i.e., which are in his power) do not happen or are not produced by him,
But this is the same as it they were to say that God can bring it about thart it
would not follow from the nature of a triangle thar its three angles are equal
o two right angles; or that from a given cause the effect would not follow —
which is absurd. . . . neither intellect nor will pertain o God's natre,™

And that in all rigor, for “the will cannot be called a free cause, but only a necessary
one,” since “the will, like the intellect, is only a certain mode of thinking. And so. ..
each volition can neither exist nor be determined to produce an effect unless it is
determined by another cause, and this cause by another, and so on, to infinity."™*
The God-Nature who “acts from the laws of his namre alone,
and is compelled by no one,™" since he is everything (ben ki pan: one and all, to
take up again Lessing’s time-honored — perhaps unfortunately — formula), condenses
precisely in it what definidon 7 of book I explains: “Thart thing is called free which
exists from the necessity of its nature alone, and is determined to act by itself alone. ™
This free substance, because u:niqul: anad inﬁnit&ly |H:'l.'|."t'1'|.:l.1|.| “does not }'lrm]ur_'t"—
cannot in any way produce —“any effect by freedom of the will."™ And this for the
pure and simple reason that to speak of free will or arbitrary will is a contradiction
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in terms: it is the absurd hypothesis of an autonomous heteronomy. Freedom is an
autonomous necessity that only obeys the proper self-determination of its own power.

This is why — the exact opposite of Juan de Prado, whom Oro-
bio reproaches for having maintained that “God can do everything that is not re-
pugnant, but that by himself he has not done everything that he can™ and that “some-
times through the contingent course of events [the nature of things| is perverted
and some strange and admirable effects, entrely extraordinary, result from him, such
as the diversity of monsters, remarkable floods, the falling of meteors and comets in
the atmosphere,”*™ the exact opposite of every recourse to contingency and chance —
Spinoza's Nature,'™ this substance that has neither arbiter nor aspiration {ie., a
will), is the only essentially free reality, precisely because *in Nature there is noth-
ing contingent, but all things have been determined from the necessity of the divine
nature to exist and produce an effect in a certain way."*? And this absolute empire
{which is an absolute empire over irself), by which is defined the necessary and es-
sential freedom of Substance-God-Nature, carries a name in which is expressed all
its being: absolute autonomy, absolute freedom, strictly speaking, are only partial
denominations of an absolute power, of an infinite power.

In it is expressed the quintessence of book I of the Erbics: the
unique and infinite substance we have called Nature, God, can now be designated,
almost pointed out, in a concrete way: it is power. “(zods power is his essence
itself."1

One is amazed in discovering here, once more, an echo of the
commentary of Fray Luis de Granada on pseudo-Dionysius, when he writes that
“Saint Dionysius situates three things in the Creator just as in his creatures (which
are being, power, and working), among which there exists such an order of propor-
tion, such is the being such is the power, such is the power such are the works.
Thus, by the works we know the power, and by the power the being. ™%

Thus, in Spinoza’s system the freedom of the infinite power is
necessary, faced with the heteronomous servitude of free will. There is 2 loss of illu-
sions of the will for this human being as a thing-among-the-things of substance:
“Those, therefore, who believe that they either speak or are silent, or do anything
from a free decision of the mind, dream with open eyes."'™ To dream with open
eyes: we are here, again, at the point from which we have set out, but, nonetheless,
in such conditions, after this long journey through substance, that we can strive for
the conerete analysis of this conerete thing that is our delirious subject — necessar-
ily delirious.



The introduction of necessity in the reatment of the “anomalies”
of subjective behavior changes the point of entry and modifies the stake: such anom-
alies do not exist; the subject is necessarily as it 15, and as it happens in everything,
the recourse to contingency or unforeseeability in the explanation of one of its
avatars is only an admission, hardly masked by grandiloquence, of our ignorance. It
is not “contingence” but the name we give “to a defect of our knowledge,” which is
produced when we find ourselves faced with a thing whose ®essence involves a con-
tradiction, or if we do know very well that its essence does not involve a contradic-
tion, and nevertheless can affirm nothing certainly about its existence, because the
order of causes is hidden from us,™%

Alongside da Costa who sees in the world of religious manipula-
tions of consciousness the fruit—of a barely conceivable viciousness— of the most
arbitrary priestly infamy, alongside Juan de Prado who overcame it with good hu-
mor as sources of sinecure for his ministers, Baruch de Spinoza is on the way to un-
derstanding definitively how the necessity that without exception governs every rep-
resentative consequence of consciousness (mystifying or not) is as solid, necessary,
and anonynous as the necessity that leads the raindrop thar falls at this precise mo-
ment on the corolla of this rose.

But if “a human being is necessarily always subject to passions, ...
follows and obeys the common order of Nature, and accommaodates himself to it as
much as the narure of things requires,””" how can one define the ontc singularity
of this thing among things that we call the human being? Or else—a question no
doubt prior—how can one define what it is to be a thing? First of all, it is clear that
it is not to be substance. Things —all things —are in substance; they cannot there-
fore be substantive. The recourse to an analogy in order to account for what Aristo-
tle metaphorically calls physical substance is here inflexibly rejected —a question
that Spinoza wound up posing for himself, by deliberately wrying to reinvent twenty-
two centuries of metaphysics.

What is it to be an enuty (an existent)? To exist or ro be-there, he
responds. To struggle for impossible permanence, to persevere against the polymor-
phous sccursns of the infinite wealth of the rest of existents. “Each thing, as far as it
can by its own power, strives to persevere in its being” (Unaguseque res, guancumm in
i€ est, i smo exse perseverare conatur).'™® Strives, Spinoza says: conatur. The topos —of
idealist, and especially Hegelian, origin-— on the passive or statc nature of the Spin-
ozist ontology has weighed a lot more on commentators on the Etbics, for a century,
so we can be content to speak in detail of the comarwr: Insofar as it is the being char-
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acteristic of things, the perseverare at question throughout Spinoza’s oeuvre is any-
thing but the admission of an already crystallized stave.

The computerized lexicon of the Etbics by Guérer-Robinet-
Tombeur here provides some very useful information: on sixteen occurrences of the
infinitive perseverare, fifteen are governed by the main verb comer (thirteen under
the form conatur and two under the form comamar). In only one case is it untied
from this overdeterminarion, in a minor context that touches on our theme only
marginally: at the end of the preface to book IV, when Spinoza mentions the impos-
sibility of establishing ontological hierarchies according to the more or less lengthy
duration of the perseverare. And comor is, without equivocation, a verb of action that
indicares a tendency toward activity (“being disposed to,” “uying to,” “striving to”).
The determination that it requires over the perseverare is absolute.

“Toy be an existent” is (and is uniquely) to strive to persevere: to
be confronted actively with the permanent risk, to the continual expectation of an-
nihilation. To be is to be subtracted actively from nothingness. Neither an eleatism
of the perseverare, nor a dialecrics of the comor. A logic of the occursus, a logic of war:

For singular things are modes by which God's attributes are expressed in a
certain and determinate way. .. thatis..., things that express, in a cerrain
and determinate way, God's power, by which Ged is and acts. And no thing
has anything in itself by which it can be desrroyed, or which takes its exis-
tence away.. .. On the contrary, it 15 opposed to everything which can take
its existence away. ... Thercfore, as far as it can, and it lies in iself, it strives
to persevere in its being, q.e.d. ™

The Ethics designates the specifically buman mode of applying this effort (conatus) as “de-
sire” (cupiditas). And desire is said to be “the very essence of the human being,”*®
ontologically prior even over faetitia, since “no one can desire to be blessed, to act
well and to live well, unless at the same ome he desires to be, to act, and to live, that
is, to actually exist,"**

Here begins a new series of problems. For one must be clear: only
substance can have essence, or what is called essence, as much in good Aristotelian
wradition as in all Spinozist rigor, expressed without equivocation by definition 4 of
book 1 of the Erbics (*By attribute 1 understand what the intellect perceives of a sub-
stance, as constituting its essence”). Undoubtedly, the sliding of its use outside of
the substantial sphere, for example, its application to the thing called a human be-
ing, can only introduce important elements of confusion: the larter, precisely, have



given hold to what important contemporary commentators qualify as a “Spinozist
anthropology.” We have already denounced this genuine contradiction in terms as
the most improper of acts of hermeneutical arbitrariness that could be inflicted on
Spinoza's text,

The definition of desire as the “essence of the human being, in-
sofar as it is conceived to be determined, from any given affection of it, to do some-
thing"*** first fulfills a polemical function against the Aristotelian tradition, which
relates desire to the sphere of imperfection, of the incomplete, of unformed marrer
(“matter is the subject of desire, just as a female desires a male and the ugly desires
the beautiful™).™ Whence this consequence: whart is important abourt this defini-
tion lies in the clear insistence on desire’s active dimension, its essental connection
with the capacity to do something, and something without which the very ewe of
human beings would come undone: the preservation of their own existence. That
is, prior to, and independent of, the fact that we possess or do not possess adequate
knowledge: in order 1o be able 1o know, it is necessary to be and not cease o be.
“Both insofar as the mind has clear and distinet ideas, and insofar as it has confused
ideas, it strives, for an indefinite duration, to persevere in its being and it 1s con-
scious of this striving it has"*** — this is a consciousness independent {and prior on
the ontological plane) in relation to what its knowledge is (adequare or inadequate),
since “we neither strive for, nor will, neither want, nor desire anything because we
judge it o be good; on the contrary, we judge something to be good because we
strive for it, will it, want it, and desire jt.""1*

Thus, the reference to the “essence™ of 2 mode (a human being
or some other) can never be considered, in the manner of the Anstotehian to & en
einai or the Scholastic guidditas, as a prineiple of substantial individuation, whereas
Suarez defends it by wrining that “the very essence and the form of the rolity is
the same thing as the natre of each being.”*

As Gilles Delenze has correctly indicared, in Spinoza

the modal essences are simple and eternal. But they nevertheless have, with
respect to the attribute and o each other, another type of distincdon thar is
purely intrinsic. The essences are neither logical possibilities nor geometric
strectures; they are parts of power, that is, degrees of physical intensity.
They have no parts bur are themselves parts, parts of power, like intensive
quantities that are composed of smaller quantides. They are all compatible
with one another withour limit, because all are incloded in the production
of each one, but each one corresponds to a specitic degree of power differ-

ent from all the others. 127
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The reciprocity of the action of the modes is, in effect, a decisive aspect of Spinoza’s
definition of power insofar as it is essence. The distance hollowed out in relation o
the Cartesian definition of the three autonomous substances (res cogitans, res extensa,
and rer infinita) wants to be an abyss. Spinoza, after a lengthy attack against the
conception of substance in Descartes, writes:

My intent here was only to give a reason why I did not say thar anything with-
out which a thing can neither be nor be conceived pertains to 18 essence —
namely, because singular things can neither be nor be conceived without
Crod, and nevertheless, God does not permain to their essence. But 1 have
said that what necessarily constitutes the essence of a thing is thar which, if
it is given, the thing is posited, and if it is taken away, the thing is taken
away, that is, the essence, is what the thing can neither be nor be conceived
withour, and vice versa, whar can neither be nor be conceived without the
thimg, >4

And inversely, reciprocity —carried to the extreme limit at which every being is re-
fused essence independent of the thing—thus constitutes the key to the Spinozist
position on the problem of the relation hetween “essence” and “thing.” Such a
treatment deprives essence of every possibility, not only of preexistence, but even of
formal survival on the margin of the concrete thing. One will thus call essence the
relational reciprocity of powers characteristic of the infinity of things thar are found
in the world, in MNature. We are not in the presence of underlying entities that
would configure real being as its true ontor on, its real reality, but in the presence of
a theory of physical beings whose simple configuration operates essentially in strug-
wle, since they exist only in tangled intersections of the power deployed in order of
battle. The real existence of power, placing itself in the face of every alterity, pre-
cedes, then, every essence and constructs it. “The striving by which each thing strives
to persevere in its being is nothing but the actual essence of the thing."*1®

[ would like one to appreciate how strong this tormulation is;
how much it abolishes every possibility of endowing any essence of the modes with
the least antonomy or ontological independence (I do not even spesk of primacy).
Essence is the conatus; and the comarur, the effort, is nothing but the conflictual rela-
tion of beings with one another on this infinite terrain of encounters (i.e., of im-
pacts) that is Nature. And this conscious conatus that is the human cupidizas cannot,
truly at all, escape the empire of such a rule.

In fact, “it is impossible that a human being should not be a part
of Nature, and that he should be able to undergo no changes excepe those which



can be understood through his own nature alone, and of which he is the adequare
cause.”** Quite the contrary: the tension in the play of multiplicity, the appetite
not to dissolve into its whirlpool, but to preserve its integrity of collisions in con-
frontations, reveals to us 2 human reality appreciably different from a placid self-
determination: “the power of the human being, therefore, insofar as it is explained
through his actual existence, is part of God or Nature's infinite power, that is. .., of
its essence.”#! A part, therefore, is indeed that: one part with (against) other parts.
“Neat, if it were possible that a human being could undergo no changes except
those which can be understood through the human being’s nawre alone, it would
follow. . . that he could not perish, but that necessarily he would always exist.”?
Mot only the imitation but conflict itself: otiose death (about
which no free human being must waste time thinking) also has the same source, the
essential network of conflicroal relations thar, as for the rest, define the human be-
ing in the world. There is no way out. Every attempt to save human beings from
their essental destny of things among things, of things in conflictual relation with
things, is condemned by the theory in advance to the most lamentable failure:

Therefore, if it were possible for a human being to undergo no changes ex-
cept those which could be understood throwgh the person’s nature alone, so
that... he would necessarily always exist, this would have w follow from
Grod's infinite power; and consequently. . . the order of the whole of Nature,
insofar as it is conceived under the atributes of extension and thoughe, would
have to be deduced from the necessity of the divine nature, insofar as i is
considered to be affected with the idea of some human being. And so. . it
would follow that the human being would be infinite, But this. . . is absurd.
Therefore, ir is impossible thar a homan being should undergo no other
changes except those of which he is himself the adequare canse, goead.*#

Quod in Nigras Lethargi Mergitur Undas

Here we are now before the final key o the Etbies and all Spin-
ozisin, this philosophical revolution without retarn, which, afrer having emptied
beings of every underlving essentiality, situates us in the face of the materialist hori-
zon of our modernity: against the logic of essences—which had been, unul then,
that of meraphysics—a logic of powers in conflict, a logic of war.

In sum, the only essendal principle of every concrete reality,
patentia, the essence characteristic of an infinite and unique substance, cannot know
in its deployment any resistance that limits its autonomy: its logic is that of a de-
velopment that, insofar as it 15 purely self-defined, produces in complete freedom
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the very conditions of sel-knowledge (amor Der mtellectualis) without any re-
striction or interference. But when we are obliged w pass from the plane of sub-
stance to that of its modes —fragments of power thar collide with one another,
hrLl.'iI'.I W again.'il: onec nnuthi:r, dare arr:a.ngl:d, surni:timl:.li L‘r_lmp[]-:i::l:i, El&ﬂn (Il:l'i"-"ﬂ'l'ﬂl:i
from mortal battles — the freedom of some is always the result of an overabundance
of power that is exercised by the submission of the other’s power. Yet there are nei-
ther rules nor “laws” to reduce the conflicts or limirt their effects, “the right of each
one is defined by his virtue, or power."** Thus, nothing and no one (thing, person,
or institution) can aspire to normalize the condivons of conflict on the road w a
permanent equilibrium. Nothing and no one can any more, in this war of all against
all {of evervthing against evervthing), rest on confidence in his own domination:
this would be the worst of srapidities, for “there is no singular thing in Natre
than which there is not another more powerful and stronger. Whartever one is
given, there is another more powerful by which the first can be destroyed.”# This
15 an axiom. We live on the lookout. Our anxiety is that of John Ford's old gun-
slinger who knows that one day, each day closer, a quicker gunman will come into
Lo,

The constant possibility, the continuous risk of annihilation, per-
manently revolves around the essential comatus, characteristic of all beings: there is
no life without risk, no being without wagering. Such is the space that I would qual-
ify —despite conventions —as the wragic Spinoza; the one who, in all lucidity, notes
the imp:msihilit:,.r of resting on what, in fact, 15 unthinkable: a stanc sul:-stanrialir}r.
Life as threat, as despairing lookout and expectation, is the only meraphysical in-
centive of Spinoza'’s morals. Because one must live, be, remain in one way or an-
other, at any cost. But “the force by which a human being perseveres in existing is
limited, and infinitely surpassed by the power of external canses, ™

And on us, fragmentary powers aspiring to infinity, despite all
our subjective effort to lose ourselves in the phantasmagoric illusion of *making”
the world in our image, “to enjoy a false appearance of freedom,™#" reality imposes:
we are the product of this world, and it is not our product, we its creatures so frail
and despairing. Our frantic passion is w struggle o devour the world; bur finally
“the force and growth of any passion, and its perseverance in existing, are not de-
fined by the power by which we strive to persevere in existing, but by the power of
an external cause compared with our own. ™%

MNot only does the exterior undo us; it literally forms us. And
when necessary, the exterior will annihilate us. Gilles Deleuze’s commentary reveals
this with a great beauty:



If death is inevitable, this is nor at all because dearh 15 internal to the exise-
g mode; on the contrary, it is because the existing mode is necessarily
open to the exterior, because it necessarily experiences passions, because it
necessarily encounters other existing modes capable of endangering one of
its vital relations, because the extensive parts belonging vo it under is com-
plex relation do not cease o be determined and affected from without. '

In the final analysis, from the permanent lookout for an infinite and unavoidable risk,
what can make ethical the physical universe of necessary events? Death: the neces-
sarv metaphysical bridge between physics and ethics. “1 who had based all my desires/
under a species of eternity/l am going to lay down in the sun my shadow in July. "%

Thus annihilation lies in wait. Already inseribed in the human
impossible nature, because “insofar as human beings are torn by affects which are
passions” (and they necessarily are), “they can be different in nawure.”"* Conse-
quently, nothing authorizes their composition in harmonic terms to be thought a
priori, to the extent that human beings dominated by their passions are “contrary o
one another."** That is, that they are, since nothing of what is possible cannot be,
in Spinoza’s universe. It is the lookout in relation, always conflicrual, with this in-
evitable hell that is the other, what Spinoza saw with no less precision than Jean-
Paul Sartre. Hell, since its power ceaselessly threatens my own power, resists i de-
ployment, confronts it and tries in vain to simulate the outline of an impossible
agreement, on a common territory or barrow. In vain. The only thing that is com-
mon to us is our desire of dominadon over the exverior, and each of us is the exte-
rior of others. One thing in common: mutual war.

It must be known: ethics, in all rigor, is nothing but the battle
for power. And there exists no battle for power, authente conflict of powers, wor-
thy of this name, whose ultimate stake is other than death. To know the final foun-
dation of our essence as ocowrsns, as an implacable clash of powers, is to know, in the
last analysis, thar only the horizon of death simates our relative autonomy, our fragile
dose of freedom: the one that corresponds to a permanent duel with hostile powers
that, from all sides, surround me and in the face of which, confronted with their ca-
pacity to annihilate me, to reduce me o nothingness, [ am finally powerful and free,
and throwing myself into the eye of the cyclone of a fray that will fimish—1 know —
by getting the better of me.

“Dreath is less harmbul to us, the greater the .. . clear and distnct
knowledge™ in our mind. A recognition of deaths paradoxical splendor: con-
fronted with the unbearable host of those who are feeble-minded, slaves of a morn-
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ing drowned in the depths of hope, of the immortality that is only a poor metonymy
of memory, the philosopher’s today (there is no day after), the hero’s today, is only
the experience of a dice throw, as equals, with death, the nothingness (which is every-
thing) on the mat. Only my power will have managed to exist “from the necessity of
{my) nature alone™*** —such is freedom —when the future (my future is the future),
this last refuge of renouncing alterity, will have been suppressed. A limit-experience
that language and the imagination exorcise, as always, through verbalizaton. Through
the words that rhetorize death, by turning it into images, the experience of the hero
is broken into lide glasses and cigars, on the nightstand of the old combatant: a
bullfight in a bedroom. Death, the final horizon of a limited power that wries to en-
jov, to live, as life is worth being lived: below its possibilities — thus Hector lives his
sole moment of free and powerful life when, snatched from the trap of Athena, he
throws himself into the encounter of the infinitely superior power of the invincible
Achilles, in order w find in it his own death. The freedom of being against God,
against Nature, substance of inconceivable power, against the conjugated force of
everything and all: end without finality, such is death. It is not spoken. It is. It is not
spoken, it is not thought. “To name it is to drown it in ridicule and chatter. “A free
human being thinks of nothing less than of death.”*% A free human being dies his
death —without an image.

Of course, one can always resort to the little death, w the simu-
lacrum of sickly life that acceprs defeat in the face of the law of exteriority and in
submission to the pertiness of the daily universal order. Resigned surrender, repen-
tance, Tl:l'l[:l-‘l,ll"t[,.‘l:ml:l'l.l‘—“'h‘:'llul‘.lI::I1‘!.-'“ or not—aof one’s own pwer: Ao reason cof-
pels me o maintain that the body does not die unless it is changed into a corpse.
And, indeed, experience seems to urge a different conclusion. Somerimes a human
being undergoes such changes that [ should hardly have said he was the same hu-
man being.™

“Such changes™: those of human beings, those of peoples. Aboab,
Morteira, Menasseh, the entire Nagdo, the New Synagogue, combination and key,
not vet built at the tdme of the sordid exclusion. Uriel, he too, no doubt, was only
tree and powerful in the evening of 1640, when the bullet had shot from the barrel . ..
and Docror Juan de Prado, who in another life could not have outlived his horse.
“Such changes™: language, however, even in Amsterdam, almost outside the world,
perseveres, [t alone. When there remains nothing of the identity of the people that
in its force was forged . .. “Such changes™ language, perpetual, always. “May Adonai
erase it.” Langnage is memory:



I have heard stories, for example, of a Spanish poer who suffered an illness;
though he recovered, he was left so obliviouws to his past life that he did not
believe the tales and mragedies he had written were his own. He could surely
have been taken for a grown-up infane if he had also forgoten his nadve
language.**

Translated by Ted Stolze

Motk
1. Schelling (19346, 26
L Vallde (19S5, ¥3)
#. Vallée (IWER, B9
a4 Thid.
K. ﬂ:h:llingi!'ﬁﬂ'. leteer Th.
[ 9 ﬁl:hullinl{ {1050, legeer 11D,
T Hchglling: 150, legrer V7,
B Schelling {1950, lewer IV).
% Macherey (1979
18, During & 1934 seminar. See Heidegger {15835}
4. Schellimg (1936, 26).

12 Van Raader (1963, W, 2613 "I¥ the spirin of
spn:culsriﬂn in melern imes were nnented eoward this
theologian [Jacab Boehme] and similor medieval minds,

inatead of toward Spmuu anl thess simalar to ham, the
philmsophy of religion woald go much beer™

1% Headegger (19853
48 A leper from ]Tt.-g:l mSchr.I!inF itaned 1754,
1% Schelling (1934, 1),

18 | say "trurhrﬂni:'riu.'ll:p." since, &% one knows, the
term “pantheism” hal noe been put into play betore fehn
Toland's work.,

A7 Sehellimg (1934, 16-20),

A Schelling (1934, 215

A, Schelling (1936, 275

a0, Schelling (1736, 58}

1. Hchelling (1934, 263

2 Schelling {1934, T3-74).

18 Echtlling (190, =45,

24, Ravaisson (1955, 33-34),

a8, Heidegger (1958).

28 Fora procise anabysis of this sese, see Albiac (1974,

BOUNDS

ouUT OF



ar. EIVPGE.

2. D Barrios (1660)
am. E1E2s,

a0, Fp 18

. S 1A,

a1 KV 10,

». Ep 1%,

B, E VP95

s B 20,

B8 Fp2l

BT In this mrrcqmn.dcnu Epirmu HIRES 4
*oonventdnnal” :-l:r:lli.rulln-g}'. wihich obviously has no
place in his own theoretical sysbem,

W Secthe previcos note,

¥ It is worth emphasmng, if only brnefly, the
implacable rejection by Spinoza of every form of
anthropologicil essentialism. This rejection is
particularhy olwious in the passage from B ITEHS]
{parallel in his definition of the human heing to the text
cited on Mindness): be iromires regarding universal
“notbons [that] are not fooned by all io the same way, bug
vary from one to agether, in accondance with what the
bady has more often been sffecred by, and wheat the mind
insagines of recolleos more easily, For example, those
whio kave more often regarded hunzn stanare wich
winder will understznd by the ward bormar beimg an
animal of erect stxture. Bur those who have been
aceustamed to consider samething else, will form
anither connman image aof human beings — e.g., that the
bimitnan betng 15 an andmal cipable of langhter, or a
featherless biped. or a ratsonal antmal. And sdmilarly
I.'I:I1I.l,'l:l'1l:l|l! I|1|; u:l‘h:h—l,—.h.'h will [eiren ||.l'||.11;n.i| il.'l|HHl;'|
of things sccording o the disposition of his hody.™
Etpning Eraim a perq'u:.:rive in which the Eenegn 'heirl.g s
nothiig but an imaginary representation. every space for
a suppased “philasophical anthropalogy™ disappears, and
s ambition o ke cheoretaca] b sappressed in o crisscal
weay. v is mivt thag there exisss no “Spinoeis
anthropolagy™; it is thar there exists, from Spinoza'’s
perspective, nis anthropology that is not delinons. On
this themse, soe Matheron's (1978) excellent aroele,
reprinted in Matheron (1 986).

&g, fp 12,
. Ep I3
42, Schalem (1975, 330
&8, Scholem (1575, 35),
a4, Schalem (1575, 36),

43, “ bave also rewd, andd am soquaimead wich, a
namber of kabbalistic miflers whase madness has never

142,3

ceased o amaze me” (Logl eifam f W e mons mEgetarer
wligeear EahBTIETEs, ROV I MAAPT M MR i

parar) {1TF X}

#6. Schalem {1973, B01<2).
7. KV I

ag. Deleuze (1985, 71
a%. E [VPret.

0. [bid,

§1. [hid.

3. [hid.

. EIVPR.

s4. EIVTI0,

55, E VP4,

88 LTVPI9S,

ST “loy is the passape of 2 haman being [fom 3 lesser
b & Eredter p:rl'mrinn.‘-, “Sadness is the passage ol a
hman heing from a greater oo a lesser perfection”™ (E
II1Lhel. AR 2, 30

s EIViP4L
. ETVPIT,
&0, ETVIPL4,
81 ETVP455,
&% EITIP2S8.
&% FITIPref.
B4, Thid.

B5. [had. See the nearly identics] formalas of the TP L
6. [hid.

&7, lhad.

o, (=l

a8, TF14,
ro. ETPIS,

. Heerehonrd, Hemeneia 19177 gooted in Gheerooks
(19GH, F4a),

3. Francisco Sudve, Digp. Mer. X110,
R Thid., XWV11400

4. “I enast be remetnhered thar ose can demonstrate
with evidence thai the heing that is necessary in irself is
the source or efficient cause of the ather h:img" {Thad.,
XA,

TS Lajenan (|94, 209,
T8 Swirer, Dirgp. Met, XXSxf35.



TE ETPLS: “Wharewer is, bs in God, and nothing can
he or he conceived withioor Gad.”

T ETP1ACE; “God is the effciemt cavse of all ehings
which cam Ball wnder an infinite snedlece,”

o E1P14: “Except God, no substance can be ar be
crindeavel.”

#a, £ I1DE: “By substance | umderstand what 1= in riself
amil is concelved through jasclf”

o1 EIPIsD.
82 Karppe (1911},
8. Dunin-Borkowski (1910).

Ba. For the current stage of the guestion, sec Brann
0Ty,

s, EIPI4C,

B8, Soc Dunan-Borkowsk (1910, 1R, 550,
&7, Pucrta del cielo,

R Flerrers (1650; 1655).

. Herrera (1a78)

#a. E1IPTS

4. Barppe {1901, 404-4),

WL Karppe (1901, 2).

R Karppe (1901, 400-10),

Bl ETWVPref.

o8 P75

& E1PEL, L

#r. ElPIT.

sl D7,

o8, EIPLICL

08 Uirohin de Castra (VS, 75k

A8 Whe in st nor be !'nrg'nl:r:rl.. wrate these wonds,
which appear o consemmate & formel ruprere of his
theorerical agreement with this old frend: *No ouly
sound reason can persasde us to believe that Cood dicd not
will v create all the things which are in his intellect, with
that same perfection with which he usderseands them® (E
IPEISY,

102, EI1PM,
108 E1P34,
104, Ciranada (1992, val. |, chap. 15, [43)

a8, EITIPLS.

108 EIPI551

107, E VP4,

108 FE[11PA

10%. E LIPS

110, E kel AR 1 *Dhesire is the very esence of the

|I1.II'IIII'I |:H.'II'IH'. II1!H'.|FIT as gk s I.'\uﬂl.'l:l'll:d ki bl.' Ih.'“:l'll'llﬂtll.
froam any grven affection of i, o do semething,”

111. EIVPIL.

112 E kA Af ]

198 Arsstoshe, Phyoir 19 o 20-5_
4. E TP

118 ETITPYS,

118 Siiren, D.l'ilp M, XV 4,
AT Deleuze (1968, 635).
1 EIPIDSE.

e EQITPT.

120, EVP4.

1231, [hid,

122. Thid.

128 Thid.

134 EIVPLT.

138 E[VAx

136, EIVIL

127, EVPIS,

12 FVPE,

A28, Deleure (1988, 1),
A0, Cianlerrer {194H),
1. E[VIPa,

182 [hid.

188 FVPIAS,

104 E[DT.

138, FVP4AT,

188 F VPG,

187, Ihid.






André Tosel

Superstition, Skepticism, Orthodoxy
oNE covlp show that superstition, in its fundamental connection with practical
powerlessness, by reproducing itself produces new effects that are, on the “theoreti-
cal” plane, so many transtormed forms of knowledge ex anditn and ex signis, situated
under the sign of exteriority. Alexandre Matheron has been able to show that the
entire vision of the world of ancient and medieval man is this transformed form.
The pretace of book IV of the Erbicr produces the genealogy of the cosmology of
kinds and essences starting with the hypostasis of a spontaneous axiology thar is an-
chored in our illusion of being the center of the world and our search for the useful:

After human beings persuaded themselves that w:r'_l.rﬂ‘.ljng that happrns.
happens on their account, they had to judge thar what is most important in
cach thing 15 what is most gseful to them, and to rate a5 most excellent all
those things by which they were most pleased. Hence, they had o form
these notions, by which they explained natural things: good, evil, ovder, confis-
sim, warm, cold, beauty, sgliness. And because they thought themselves free,

those notions have arisen: praice and blame, sin and merit.? (G I/81)

To rational theo-cosmology, that science fiction, is linked a normatve anthropol-
ogy whose kernel is a moral vision of the world: the world of objective values is pre-



sented as created by the God-Person, for ourselves, creatures of this world. In this
enchanted world of values, we present ourselves as the realization of a model or of 2
norm of human nature created by God, “ruler of Nature and humanity™ (receor nai-
wrae et bumeanitatis). We apply to ourselves the schema of the fabrication by which
we have imagined ourselves to account for the things of the world, as the approxi-
mation of substantial forms:

Human beings are accnstomed to forming universal ideas of namral things
as much as they do of artficial ones. They regard these universal ideas as
models of things, and believe thar Narure (which they think does nothing
except for the sake of some end) looks to them, and sets them before itself
as models.? (G IL/206)

There exists, then, a model, a metaphysical idea of human nature, precisely that of
man, as a free creature, the only one to be endowed with the power to recognize his
creator, to love him, to conform to his will; hence, to be able to sin, o choose
against his creator, to lack his own essence. If nature can sin by not always following
the norm of kinds and species (the status of the abnormal and the corresponding
problem of the justification of the divine in the face of cosmological disorder), man
is able not to conform w the law that requires him o recognize God as Creator and
Judge. He is capable of nor obeying his essence, the search for the Good.

The form of life and thought illustrated by superstition turns
around the idea of 2 nature of Man, drawn from the uncertain experience of desire,
rooted in fear and hope. Singular individuals realize their form or essence more or
less perfectly, this realization being confined to their freedom, a freedom understood
as intrinsically sinful. Anthropology thus permits the closure of theo-cosmology in
a system of Providence: inside the cosmos created according to the system of arche-
types contemplated by the divine intellect to the culminating point of this hierarchy
of beings ordered according to their degree of perfection in which every being is in
search of its specific form, Man sits enthroned as the being whose own perfection is
freedom and spirit. Man's eminence is the counterpart of extreme responsibiliry,
since he can lack his own perfection by sinning before God, by not recognizing him
as the transcendent Creator and Judge.”

Yet this moral vision of the world, this normartive anthropology,
is of a piece with an institutional form of life. The preface of the Tractatus Theologico-
Politicus identifies the spontaneous politics of superstition. Superstition enjoys its
golden age in a society dominated by the figure of despotic power. The latter is, in
fact, tied to a cultural, ecclesiastical authority, which establishes politcal power as
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the organ of the divine will, as the representative on earth of the rector naturae. For
their part, subjects associate with all their desires the reference to this divine will;
and if they were dispersed into a multplicity of functions, each claiming divinity, they
would end up by the logic of their confrontations necessitating the intervention of
an earthly “Savior™ who will justify his victory by reference to his God, having be-
come God of the Entire Nation.* Whatever the degrees of despotism assumed by
such a power, the limit-horizon is the “Turkish State” in which “simple discussion
passes for sacrilege.”

At any rate, superstition ulamately implies the double differen-
tation of an ecclesiastical elive that is supposed to know the divine will that it teaches
to the “vulgar™ and of a despotic political power in conflictual solidarity with this
elite, which legitimizes or consecrates it. The constimuoon of a dominant church is
simultaneous with the emergence of a transcendent state of subjects, monarchy, whose
“great secret, its prop and stay, is to keep human beings in a state of deception, and
with the specious title of religion to cloak the fear by which they must be held in
check, so that they will fight for their servitude as if for salvation,”™ There is no
more effective means to govern the crowd, the masses, than supersttion,

This institutionalization of superstiion into a theoretico-politi-
cal, eccelestico-monarchical bloc reinforces the intellectual terrorism characteristic
of superstition by giving to theologico-political authorities the power of life and
death over the development of the sciences and philosophy and over the develop-
ment of ethical and politcal research. Harred of thought becomes the regulator of
human life:

Hence it happens that one who seeks the true cause of miracles, and is eager,
like an educated man, to understand natural things, not to wonder at them,
like a fool, is generally considered and denounced as an impious heretic by
those whom the people honor as interpreters of nature and the Gods. For they
know thar if ignorance is taken away, then foolish wonder, the only means they
have of arguing and defending their anthority, is also taken away.® (G IL/81)

Because superstition identifies thought and obedience, it thus constitutes the theory
of its renunciation of theory. Insofar as the “intellect” (intellectus) is an “intellect of
faith” (imtellectus fidei), it thus requires a “sacrifice of the intellect™ (sacrificium intel-
fectus). Ar the foundation of superstition lies the fear of God, that is, refuge in igno-
rance and simultaneously the fear of thought. Faith as prejudice requires the con-
tempt of reason. Belief in God is thus belief in the corrupted nature of “filthy reason™
(according to Luther’s expression). By rejecting knowledge, supersttion rejects the



knowledge of itself. Having done this, it defends itself as a form of life that cannor
envision its own supersession and that sacralizes iself, thus compounding its mis-
understood servitude. The subjective theory of superstition, which is servitude for
philosophy, is a love of servitude. A treatise on, and against, superstition, then, can-
not be read by the superstitious. If the knowledge of superstition must take into ac-
count superstition as a rejection of knowledge, a resistance to theory, the theory
finds itself confronted with this resistance. It must circomvent the censorship that
superstiion requires in the minds it dominates, which is marerialized in the instir-
tons in which it exercises its power. In all rigor, the superstitious cannot understand
the knowledge that concerns them, for this knowledge has as its objective their de-
struction as supersttions: “I do nor invite the vulgar to read this work, nor all those
who are victims of the same affect™ (G ITL/12).7

By whom will the TTP be read, then? What can be done with
this difference in nature between science and superstition? Only an indirect path is
possible in order to thwart the skeptical hatred of thought.

Mow to Write under the Persecution of Superstition

If superstition is totalitarian, it remains capable of degrees. The imagination is not
deprived of the affirmative power characteristic of every idea, provided that it is a
guestion of an idea that is true, of a true idea. Even at its lowest degree our search
for what is useful to us remains affirmative. It is never completely deprived of some
true ideas, even if the latter are in conflict with the dominant mass of false ideas and
fictions. These true ideas are clear and distinct ideas thar we form and that include
all the reasons of the knowledge of their object.

If the Ethicr deduces true knowledge and its genesis, the T7TP seeks
to form this knowledge practically from some true ideas that are already present, in
minds that are also credulous and dominated by the ontotheological conception of
the world. The TTP presupposes the existence of minds animated by the desire o
know. It is addressed o “philosophical readers,” capable of allowing the force of the
true to act within them against the forces of the prejudices of the vulgar. It presup-
poses minds that, without possessing the developed system of the true, already make
an effort “to philosophize freely and reject that reason be the servant of theology. ™

The TTP is addressed, then, neither to the supersutions nor to
philosophers but to friends of philosophy, to philosophers in formation, who expe-
rience dissatisfaction before the intellectual terrorism of superstition and who have
already detached themselves from it to the extent that they experience the desire
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“to think for themselves.” The TTP 15 addressed to those who “dare to think”™ (@ude
sapere). The TTE as Leo Strauss has accurately seen, is a book written for potential
philosophers, out of love for them, out of love for philosophy. Only such philoso-
phers can form the process of a definitive escape out of superstition and help others
to escape it. The TTP rests on the internal contradictions of the first mode of life,
on that which in it persists as a search for the useful and frsists as a formative power
of true ideas.

By doing this, the TTP modifies the tradition in which it is in-
scribed, the tradivion for which the major problem is that of the relations between
philosophers and nonphilosophers, in the midst of the city dominated by the insu-
tutions of revealed religion and where the latter has more the characteristics of a Law
than a Faith. The TTP is a book written for and in a situation in which philosophers
are still persecuted, in which they can only write and be read by thwarting the cen-
sorship that strikes philosophy, in which writing itself must thwart the conjuncuure
of persecution characteristic of an intellectual, moral, and polidcal order thar for-
bids all free search for what is true, all Theorsa.

On the basis of some studies by Leo Strauss it becomes possible
to renew our understanding of this text.® As a Jew by birth, Spinoea was first initi-
ated into Judeo-Arabic philosophy, a philosophy ted to an organization of the city
and knowledge different from the Christian tradition, which Spinoza also inherits
insofar as he is Dutch living in a reformed Christian land. The Judeo-Arabic ques-
tion is situated, in fact, in relation to revelation.*™ But as opposed to the Christian
tradition as such, it is understood nor as a simple faith bue first as a “Law™ (Thora):
more than as a dogma formalizing certain existential attitudes, it appears as a total-
izing social order, which governs not only actions but also thoughts and opinions, If
medieval Christianity tried o impose such a spiritual and temporal unity, it never
managed to do so to the same degree. The struggles of priesthood and empire were
not stopped at Canossa, and very quickly political power in the West developed its
OWT AULonomy.

On the contrary, theocracy had better luck in Islamic society
and in the Jewish subsocieties of the Diaspora, In this situation philosophical reflec-
l'illl'l.—\lrh'ltd"l .'t{}'l.'l.ght .lm:rm:t]'ting ﬂtI'I.ET t.hﬂ'l'l .":'i]'l'.l'[!!l: ﬂ]mmtl’ltﬂr}-‘ ¥ EHEI'I:L‘I. fexts —&n-
countered a partcular difficulty. For orthodox theologians, revelaton signifies a
perfect life and political order. The freest minds, which ook up again for themselves
the philosophical intention of knowledge, were then confronted with the sk of think-
ing about the intelligibility of this revelation. They set about to jusofy ratonally re-



ligious life at the same tme as philosophical life as such. In this oraditon philosophy
is always tormented by an internal tension: the philosopher—who also remains a
pious theologian — cannot repress the requirement characteristic of the philosophi-
cal mode of life, which is life according to comprehension, He must acknowledge life
according to the divine law and life according to knowledge, since the latter repre-
sents the fulfillment of human perfecuon. To resolve this contradicton, the philoso-
pher projects the possibility of the philosophical life into the Prophet-Legislator,
whose first task also is w reveal and establish the moral and political order as a reli-
gious order. This prophet-legislator— Mohammed, Moses—is presumed by the
philosopher to have realized the philosophical life in himself: he is put forward as
the supreme philosopher, and his authority permits his disciples to lead the philo-
sophical life in the city in which the Law securely reigns.

The Platonic philosophy of the “Republic” and the “Laws” per-
mits this problem to be resolved: the Philosopher-Legislator is idenufied with the
Philosopher-King. The philosopher can thus deal with philosophy, bur he deals with
it as a philosopher. The philosophical treatise on prophecy turns the larter into a
knowledge concerning the order of the city; it is a treatse on politcal philosophy,
which is compatible with the revealed law. Within the Judeo-Arabic tradition this is
a “philosophical” tendency illustrated by Maimonides.

As Leo Strauss again remarks, this is not the only tendency within
this tradition. There are philosophers who develop with more intransigence the idea
of the philosophical life, of a perfect life, based on the science of being and includ-
ing the royal art of politics. In this case, the philosopher is distinguished from the
Legislator-Prophet-King: he does not need this wiple figure in order to find and
produce the happiness that life according o thought procures. Philosophy finds a
theoretical dignity that distinguishes it from Religion and Law. Religious specula-
tion about beings and their relation to revelation does not replace the science of be-
ing that defines the highest human perfection. Belore the latter, religions specula-
tion retains an irreducible inferiority.

This quite heterodox tendency then encounters its constitutive
difficulry. The philosopher must maintain himself in the ciry withour arousing the
suspicion of the theologico-politcal authorities or being accused of wransgressing
the Law. At the same time he must develop his own search for knowledge, which
for him is what is essential. The philosopher is then condemned to live according to
two regimes, to speak two languages. He must spliv himself in two and formulate
the theory of this theologico-political constraing, which obliges him to employ a

THEQRY OUT OF



152,23

ruse. The free philosopher thus maintains the orthodox language of his confession,
and, moreover, he uses it 1o make it speak his own heretical views. Philosophical
speech and the philosophical text henceforth move into the midst of persecunion;
they must integrare this condition into their very rexture.

Confronted with the orthodox resistances that cannot tolerate
the suthiciency of the philosophical life, threatened by a persecution that can pro-
ceed even to suppress the possibility of philosophical life itself, the philosopher
myust thwart the censorship of the authorities and overcome the internal censorship of
those of his readers who, while by being able to become his disciples, are inidally
faithful. The historical form of resolution of this contradiction that the heretical
philosopher invents is not original. It is the resumption itself of the traditional form
of speculation within the regime of the theologico-politcal Law; it is the resump-
ton of the commentary on sacred texts and on the commentators on these texts
themselves.

By exposing the founding Word and others’ interpretations, the
author appears as one interpreter among others in the infinite tradivon of commen-
tators; he presents his own commentary. He can then defend as a philosopher—for
example, under the form of a hypothesis—what as 2 man and believer he is sup-
posed to loathe and also what, as a citizen conscious of the impossibility of over-
turning the community, he rejects.

The philosopher must transmit his knowledge o reliable disci-
ples. He must, therefore, compromise with the social order; he must even adjust
this social order so as to make it acceptable both to the ignorant valgar and to phi-
losophy. The philosopher works out a political compromise by accepting the mode
of life of the theologico-paolitical community to which he belongs and by forming a
“party” of disciples, which constitutes the kernel of a new community in the midst
of the superstitious city. The philosopher has for a task w transform received opin-
ions, which are those of apprentice-philosophers, by relying on their desire for a
superior life, and to form from these opinions some approximations of truth. For
want of an impossible conquest of the believing masses, members of the other city,
the philosopher organizes his own city, the one he secretly governs. He pracrices a
double teaching — esoteric and exoteric —within the same practice of commentary
on texts. Exoteric teaching is the form under which the philosophy is made visible
in the theologico-political community.

Spinoza, by virtue of the community to which he belonged, knew
the vicissitudes of philosophy in the Jewish city; and although recent, the commu-



nity of Amsterdam maintained the internal organization that traditon bequeathed
it. It had marryrs of free thought, and Spinoza was raised in the proximity of sensa-
tional theologico-political affairs. Before him were excommunicated Menasseh ben
Israel and Uriel da Costa, who criticized the theory of the immortality of the soul
But, even after being excommunicated, Spinoza lived in a city that was stll Christ-
ian, dominared by an orthodox Calvinist church, and full of numerous sects, all of
which appealed to the Reformaton and challenged the orthodoxy of Calvinism.
Knowing both the Jewish tradidon —for example, Maimonides, Crescas, Alphakar—
and the Christian Scholastic tradition — Spinoza made use of texts by Saint Thomas
and the contemporary Scholastic theologians Heereboord and Burgensdijk, as well
as works of Reformation theologians, for example, Calvin and Voetius, Spinoza thus
had to confront and analyze two publics. Although he did not fool the synagogue —
which earned him an excommunication that the rabbis would have otherwise wanted
to avoid — he spent the rest of his life close to reformed Chrisuans, who were tor-
mented by the emergence of free thought, of the new science, and all the problems
of the time.

At the crossroads of two kinds of censorship and persecution,
Spinoza knew in any event the art of writing suitable for a tme of persecution, even
if in a society of ship owners, bankers, and friends of the saences the intolerance
was relative. Precisely because the antisuperstitious forces were developed and with
them the new science, the struggle entered a decisive phase. For the first time, per-
haps, philosophy had to be introduced with the hope of stabilizing the philosophi-
cal life once and for all. Before publishing the theoretical, genetic, and causal expo-
sition of the forms of life —an expositon that is itself inside the superior form of
life — the philosophical circle, which is not yet the *party of philosophers,” must be
consolidated. The conditions for the hegemony of the new form of life must be en-
sured practically by muluplying the bearers of this mode of life, by developing into
philosophers all those who experience the desire wo seek the true. This is a practical
work of metamorphosis as much as it is the morphology of a morphogenesis,

The Art of Writing: The Said, the “Said-Between" /Prohibited.

Levels of Reading and the Operation of the Sive
The following is the effect of censorship on the art of wridng: the herctic or dissi-
dent cannot mot be established in the language of the dominant tradition, experi-
ence it, and speak it. This is the only way to maintain contact with his public. The
philosopher-reader, extremely desirous that he participare in the true science, re-
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mains a prisoner of the community’s prejudices. The philosopher cannot and must not
break up this community of language. The TTF is situated on the terrain of Judeo-
Chrisnan ontotheology; it introduces no new words and verbally acceprs all the
concepts of the tradivon. Therefore, it proceeds to ransform this common language
into the true language. This operation of transformation, this reforming treaument
must take account of the danger constituted at every moment by the offensive return
of prejudice, of superstition, its skeptical effect and irs anti-intellectual terrorism.

From then on one must carry out this operatdon of transforma-
tion by degrees, by lessening the impact to a minimum. The orthodox theses of ra-
tional theology —whether those of Maimonides or of reformed Christianity —are
mentioned and repeated at length; they form the majority fabric under which by al-
lusions, by voluntary silences, another fabric must be introduced. Spinoza criticizes
traditional theses, then, by carrying out a strategy that must introduce new ideas,
while neutralizing the recurrent pressures of skepticism and fideism. For this is the
stumbling block: censorship is based on the fideism of believers. If readers are hardly
friends of thought, they are nonetheless capable of spotting critical intenton. At
any moment they can unmask the author and denounce him.

‘T'his threat is all the more serious given that between the philoso-
pher of the seventeenth century, who lives in a decisive age, in a free republic, and
the philosopher of the eighteenth century, who stll lives in the middle of an en-
vrely religious city, there are huge differences. The sage of the seventeenth century
does not try to find a way around censorship in order to be content to reproduce in
his person and in those of his disciples the freedom to think, in order to ensure the
possibility of the philosophical life in the midst of the unculuvared masses from
whom he expects nothing. He struggles to the death with censorship because his
time is one that opens up the possibility of having it out once and for all with preju-
dice. There is thus even greater urgency.

In a city in which the conatus finds an opportunity to develop its
positive kernel outside of speculative constructions and to initiare a mode of real-
ization that liberates its productive force, its capacity to act, the struggle for philos-
ophy has an entirely different impact. The community of disciples can finally hope
to escape from secrecy; it can hope to consttute itself openly into a party of reason;
it can finally be regarded as educative of the blind masses. In the latter, in fact, the
ferments of a new life, the urgency of a new mode of the reproduction of life, are
acting. The journey that an elite, a minority, an avante-garde has first had o bring
about the philosopher can from now on envisage as the future path of humanity.



The relation of the philosophical community o the mass of ignorants, to the vui-
guis, is modified, just as the possibility of a development of the comeras opens up.

The Method for Interpretation of Hely Scripture:

Critical History and the Theory of Forms of Life

How is this book written out of love of philosophy and philosophers o be read?
This question is not external to the economy of the TTH since the larter poses in all
its depth the question of reading—and does so regarding the book of books, the
Bible, the text to which all believers refer. Can or must the indications given in the
T'TF on the method of interpretation of Scripture be applied to the TTP itself? Leo
Strauss also knew how to pose the decisive question. Spinoza begins by suspending
the validity of the religious thesis affirming divine inspiration as the author of the
holy books. This operation of neutralization consists in opposing the truth of ex-
egetical practice to its self-consciousness. In fact, the commentary of a text suppos-
edly written under the direction of the Holy Spirit is 2 human practice thar governs
the delirium of superstiton. Every interpreter claims to be the addressee of the book,
its elecred, its privileged interpreter. Under these conditions the practice of the com-
mentary and the editing of supposedly holy texts winds up in the proliferadon of
contradictory disputes concerning “true beatitude”:

We see that nearly all human beings parade their own ideas as Gods Word,
their chief aim being o compel others to think as they do, while wsing reli-
gion as a prevext. We see, [ say, that the chief concern of theologians on the
whale has been wo extort from Holy Seripture their own arbitrarily invenred
ideas, for which they claim divine authoriee*® (G 1ILAT)

The frenzy of interpretation, the will to impose one'’s own interpretation as legitimare,
accompanies and contradicts the reterence to life according to Scripture, which is
reputed to exclude conflicts. The conduct of seduction characteristic of superstition
15 derermined “in a blind and reckless desire o interpret Scriprure.” The theoreti-
cal disqualification of theological speculanion based on Seripture is irreversible:

It is theretore not surprising that, to make Scripture appear more wonderful
and awe-inspiring, they endeavor to explicare it in such a way that it seems
diametrically opposed both o reason and to Nature. 5o they imagine thar
the most profound mysteries lie hidden in the Bible, and they exhanst them-
selves in unravelling these absurditics while ignoring other things of value.
They ascribe to the Holy Spirit whatever their wild fancies have invented,
and devote their utmost strength and enthusiasm to defending it.*? (G 1198)



1658,7

All speculative theology that is based on biblical theology is thus rejected. And with
it everything in the Bible itself seems to avthorize it. Which is to say that the Bible
is right away posed as a composite Book, mixing teachings that one can qualify, sub-
ject to more data, as divine, and as irranonal beliefs imposed by the passions of the
soul as a regime of the conatus,

Spinoza confirms this judgment by implementing the new method
of interpretation of Scripture. He specifies that for him Scriprure leaves a residue
that is unintelligible to the understanding. In a double sense. First and foremost,
the Bible literally reaches “things that cannot be deduced from the narural lighe,™*
for example, that “God is a fire,” “God is jealous,” that is, “submitted 1o passive af-
tections of the soul.” In this case, the unintelligibility is relative and only consists of
irrationality: it is open to a refutative critique and a demonstration accounting for
the true and false.

Un the other hand, after applying the method of interpretation,
there remain texts that simply cannot be made intelligible, whose falsity cannot be
shown, and that remain forever truncated, In this case, the unintelligibility is ab-
solute, it is not caused by a false meaning bur by a literal “non-sense™ that nothing
can dissipate. In the first case, it was a question simply of the error of human beings
who, pushed by passion, forge inventions and “despise Natwure and reason.” In the
second case, it is a question of human “negligence” ar the time of the editing and
transmission of the texts they have themselves written and that have been altered by
*time which devours everything.”

One should not confuse the unintelligibility opposed “to the
truth of things” and the unintelligibility resulting from the human impossibilicy
of establishing the “meaning of a discourse,™® for not all meaningful discourses are
true. Thus, to establish m:aningful discourse — whether absurd or irrational — one
must first apply oneself to make allowance in Seripture for definitively inaccessible
rexts, and next in a second moment to carry out for the established rext a discrimi-
nation of the false and true. Meaning is not exhausted in the order of the true: the
excess of meaning that is at the same tme its lack of truth is precisely the paradox
of writing. Spinoza’s method of interpretation is based on taking this paradox into
account:

For the poine at issue is merely the meaning of the vexrs, not their truth, |
would go further: in seeking the meaning of Scriprure we should ke every
precaution against the undue influence, not only of our own prejudices, b
of our faculty of reason insofar as that is based on the principles of natural

cogmition.*® (G TI1/100)



Above all, Scriprure must be interpreted by means of Scripture; the literal meaning
must be followed and restored. The meaning of Scriprure is first and foremost literal:

In order to avoid confusion between true meaning and wruth of fact, the for-
mer must be sought simply from linguistic usage, or from a process of rea-
soning that looks o no other basis than Scripture.®” (G IIL/ 100}

What do we find in Scripture? Essentially some theses whose intelligibility should
not be prejudged and that do not have for an end the development of knowledge, of
“things which cannot be deduced from principles known by the natural light,” that
is, not really theses ar all but narratives bearing on the history of a people, “histo-
ries,” mixtures that are first indissociable from legends, extraordinary events, chron-
icles arranged for the greater glory of a people or a community of faith, prophecies,
revelations, everything “adapted to opinions and to the judgments of human beings
dominated by the imagination,™®

This mixture contains in particular moral teachings that can in-
deed be established ratonally and demonstrated by “common notions,™® but which
are presented in the Sacred Texts in a nondemonstrative form, accessible o the
great mass of people.

More precisely, Spinoza’s method is governed by its object, which
15 present first s an unintelligible text. The method assumes the inital form of a
Historia Seripturae. Of a “historical investigation,” a “critical history™ of Seripture, or
else a “critical examination of the data of history,” a historical knowledge of Scrip-
wre. One will note that this method indissociably ties the concepr of history to the
methods of cridcal establishment of texts. It is Richard Simon who, as a good reader
of the TTE in 1678 would call this method by irs definitive name: critical history.

Spinoza defines this critical history in terms—and this is the
novelty —that are not opposed to the “method of interpretation of Nature.” Spin-
oza consciously does not inscribe himself along the path that will be the one taken
by the new hermeneutics and thar, in the modern world since Schleiermacher and
Dilthey, opposes the science of Nature and the science of mind, physical explana-
tion and meaningful comprehension. Here it is not the comprehension of meaning
that is subordinated to the explication of the true, but the reverse. In Spinoza un-
derstanding or interpretation remains a philological activity that consists of a first
moment of bringing together the data of observation in order, in a second moment,
to attain “an exact historical knowledge.” Interpretation is first a matrer of ensuring
in the case of an unintelligible text what the authors have said, of the way in which
they understood what they said in the age in which it was said, withourt asking if the
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authors possessed an explicit knowledge of what they seemed to understand. Next,
it is a matter of explaining, that is, of identifying, authors’ assertions, of specifying
their implications, of subjecting them to the test of the examination of their logical
consistency, of understanding them in relation to a form of life.

At this level one can speak of error, one can show how error is
tied to the genesis of a desire, of the useful. At the limit, explanation consists of un-
derstanding the author bewer than he understands himself. From the beginning,
Spinoza unifies the interpretation of Scripture and the interpretavon of Namre
within a single method of resolution of intelligible problems:

Now o put it briefly, I hold that the method uf:inttrpn:ﬁng Scripture is no
difterent from the method of interpreting Narure, and is in fact in complete
accord with it. For the method of interpreting Nature consists essentially in
composing a detailed study of Natre from which, as being the source of
our assured data, we can deduce the definitions of the things of Nature.
Now in exactly the same way the task of Scriptural interpretation requires
us to make a straightforward study of Scripture, and from this, as the source
of our fixed data and principles, v deduce by logical inference the meaning
of the authors of Seriprare. ™ (G TI1/Y8)

This text, often cited and commented on,** obliges us to make some previous asser-
tions more precise. Strictly speaking, the critical or historical method constitures
only the first aspect of a much larger method, which has for an analogue, in the in-
terpretation of Nature, the stage of observation or “natural history.” The second
aspect or moment is the one thar biblical thoughr infers— therefore its different
levels, without this time excluding the reference to the true—just as for Nagure
comes the moment for the “definition of natural things.”

Spinoza thus establishes a parallel between the Bible and Na-
rure, but this analogy does not lend isell w operations of a spiritualist kind. Ir is
not Narure that becomes a text or book; it is instead texts and the Bible that be-
come Nature, that is, natural objects open to a natural interpretation. It is no longer
a question of an analogy but of an explanation. And, inversely, the text of Nature
does not refer to a ranscendent and analogous meaning that would be reserved be-
hind or below its literal statement. The meaning of this text develops according to
univocal statements. It is nothing but the order of this statement. Likewise the nat-
uralness of the rext excludes every dependence on an order of signification that
would require submission to a Master Meaning, to a meaning that mighr make Law.
Meaning exists or insists in the “definition” of biblical subjects from the sole data
provided by critical history. Considerations of perfection, of the sacred, do not arise



in the construction of the definitions of natural things from data defined by Nature
iself. Nor do they arise when it is a question of references to sacred values in the
knowledge of the Bible: the latter must be derived from data provided by the Bible
itself, Knowledge of the function and genesis of the sacred and the divine is itself
neither sacred nor divine. Knowledge of the entire Bible must result exclusively from
the entire Bible, as one thing among other things:

All knowledge of Scriprure must be songht from Scriprure alone. ... There-
fore, just as definitions of the things of Natre must be inferred from the
various operations of Nawre, in the same way definitions must be elicited
from the varions hiblical narratives as they twuch on a particular subject.
This, then, is the universal rule for the imerpretation of Scriprure, 1o as-
cribe no reaching to Scriprure that is not clearly established from studying

it closely.® (G 11949

The comparison between Nature and Scripture must be read in the sense of a con-
tinuation from the latter to the former. It is not Nature that is a book written by a
God-Word interpellating his creature. It is Scripture that is a natural reality thar
must be deseribed from its constitutive dara and defined genetically from its forma-
tive elements. The Holy Spirit would thus not know how to be present to the hu-
man authors of Scripture. Whether it is a question of Catholic theory (inerrancy of
the Holy Spirit to the editor of the Sacred Books, controlled and actualized by an
interpretative Master who makes himself sacred) or the reformed thesis (Scriprara sola,
which is also Sola fide), Spinoza rejects religious hermeneutics. The “reformer” gives
way to the “historian,” eriticism to the philosopher-scientst, who explains the datam
and constructs it by its causes.*® There is a primacy of explicare and determinare *5

The Content of Historical Critique

What is the content of this historical eritique? Spinoza distinguishes three indisso-

ciable parts to it:

1.
2.

Knowledge of the language of Scriprure, in this case, Hebrew.

Gathering the statements present in each text, and regrouping these
statements according to each significant theme, prior to any judg-
ment of truth.

Knowledge of “the particular circomstances™ surrounding the edit-
ing of each Holy Book; the life of all the authors and redacrors; the
cultural traits, intentons, interests, and objectives pursued; the real
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vicissitndes of the reception of the books by successive publics; their
modifications or alterations; and finally, their constirution into a
Canon— all this deserves study.

This third point also requires that one study with authors “the
times and nations in which and for which the texts were written,” in order not to
confuse erernal teachings with others valuable for one time only and intended for «
small number of human beings.

Historia is not a chronology of the periods of any given odyssey;
it unifies genesis and structure, The destruction of the hermeneutical reladon to
history enables us to escape sacred history; it is the prerequisite for every scientific
determination of history. The idea of a history governed by an absolute teleology,
by a providence, is thus rejected. Sacred history is a delirous history, that of a Word
heard, guaranteed by signs, rransmitted to credulous listeners, and always destined
to be berraved. The critique of superstition reveals the connection between super-
sution and Scripture. It is simultaneously a theory of Scriprure, a critique of the
Myth of the Book, since it leads us back to the knowledge of the occasions, states,
and nations for which the Book was written.

For Spinoza the myth of the Book, the myth of reading a book
as a submission to its appeal would not know how to be purified by a theology of
the word or by an ontology of meaning. Spinoza carefully handles another relation
with existence and history that exceeds the teleological framework. He refers to a
natural science of the modes of life; the Bible is treated as a narural thing, as an ef-
fect and aspect of a form of life, The causal knowledge of the Bible does not belong
to the form of life in which the Bible effectively intervenes.

The critical method of Scripture rests on the distinction berween
life governed by the Bible and the true knowledge of that life, which belongs to an-
other form of life. From this point of view every attempt to harmonize the TTF and
religious faith is doomed to failure: in particular, the Christian meaning of exis-
tence as calling for a decision for or against the divine word has no meaning within
the internal economy of Spinoza’s method.

This causal history of Scripture belongs, then, to the causal sci-
ence of Nature. Scripture and its teaching must be explained by their concrete func-
ton in determinate circumstances, in their relation to an organization of desire domi-
nated by imagination and passivity. More precisely —and in the restricted sense of
the word — history is the first moment of causal explanation. It starts from the data
that are the texts transmitted by the tradition; it infers authors’ thought through a



legitimate way of reasoning. History is assured first by the most universal and fun-
damental elements of biblical thought, by the contents of thought clearly and dis-
tinctly affirmed in common by all authors as valuable for all ime and addressed to
all human beings.

History must then “descend” to derivative, less universal themes,
to the more or less contradictory lessons relative to less general objects, and to
those specific to individual authors. From the common to the particular according
to the model of interpretation of Namre, the passage from observation, from nat-
ural history, to the interpretation of Namre as such, that is, to the definidon of par-
ticular phenomena from “actions of Nature™:

Now in examining natural phenomena we first of all iy o discover those
fearures that are most universal and common to the whole of Namre, 1o wit,
moton-and-rest and the rules and laws governing them which Matore al-
ways observes and through which she constantly acts; and then we advance
gradually from these to other less universal feamres. In just the same way
we must first seek from our study of Scriprure thar which is most universal
and forms the basis and foundaton of all Seriprure; in short, that which s
commended in Scripture by all the prophets as doctrine eternal and most

profitable for all humanity.® (G [IL/102)

What will be established as a common teaching will be the existence of a unique,
all-powerful God, who must be worshipped, who watches over everything, and who
loves all those below who worship him: the God of superstition, but such as he can
be associated with practical behavior, certainly passional, but compatible with peace.
In tact, “those who worship him are those who love their neighbor.™ This God has
no theoretical dignity: he remains the passional and imaginary God of the prophets.
Whereas all assert his existence, all are divided on the way to understand his nature:

Having acquired a proper understanding of this universal doctrine of Serip-
ture, we must then procesd to other matters which are of less universal im-
port but affect our ordinary daily life, and which flow from the universal
doctrine like rivolets from their source. Such are all the specific external ac-

tions of true virue which need a pardeular occasion for their exercise. If
there be found in Scriprure anything ambiguous or obscure regarding such
matters, it must be explained and decided on the basis of the universal doc-
trine of Scripture. If any passages are found to be in contradiction with one
another, we should consider on what occasion, at what time, and for whom

they were written.® (G [I1/103)
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This method individualizes as a common foundation of the Bible a kernel that it re-
fines, in such a way as to distinguish from this common foundation all the contra-
dictory speculative theses concerning (God. This common foundation does not re-
cover so much a simple idea of God as it does the idea of God insofar as it is linked
to determinate practical behaviors. The ideo-practical aspect of faith as a system of
behaviors governed by a belief carries it onto the ideological aspect itself. Critical
history reconstructs this common foundation and determines it within the properly
practical dimension of religious faith itself. Consider the following thesis: instead of
being a theory abour God, religion is a practcal reality that is organized around
simple questions concerning human behavior. Here appears another aspect recov-
ered by, but distinet from, superstition: the effectiveness of forms of human behav-
ior, themselves abstracted from their ideological justification.

Interpretation cuts the vext off from its vertical reference to a
divine meaning that demands consent and faith; it reinserts it into the causal series
that is that of the development of comatuses— since every rule of life has anly an im-
manent meaning. The thesis of the practical content of the biblical teaching is thus
posed as an explanatory principle for other teachings of the Book.™

To interpret Scripture by means of Scripture amounts to show-
ing that the internal texture of the literal meaning requires putting this human mean-
ing into perspective under the horizon of deployment of the conatus in practice. As a
law of enclosing the interpreter within the mirages of a secret, hidden, deep mean-
ing, the method refers the text to the dimension of realization of a life confronted
with circumstances. Unintelligibility itself is included as a necessary effect, and is
produced by a specific form of life confronted with specific circumstances.

The TTP is an intelligible rext thar offers access to unintelligi-
ble texts, since it teaches that unintelligibility is always relative to a practical form
of life that can be understood from the point of view of another, more comprehen-
sive, more intelligent, and stronger form of life.

The Legitimacy of an Application of Critical History to the TTP
But why then is the T7TP not written like the Erbics, as an intelligible rext unfolding
according to this intelligible order between everything that is the geometrical order?
Why does the Euclid of philosophy introduce his philosophy by means of a non-
Euclidean treatise? If the TTF is an intelligible text that states the rules for reading
unintelligible rexts, can these rules themselves be applied o the TTP? Does one
have the right and obligation to situare the TTP in time, to explain it in relation to



its nation and its age? Is intelligibility related to historicity? Or does the latter only
affect the unintelligible? At the very moment that Spinoza constructs the possibility
of a relatonship with a desacralized history and grasps history by a causal method,
doesn't he exclude himself and his work from their relationship to history? The op-
position made between intelligible and eternal texts and unintelligible and histori-
cal texts seems to lead to this difficulty.

In Fact, at the limit, an intelligible text possesses an erernal in-
telligibility; it has value for all dmes and places. It can be understood by reason of
the deployment alone of its internal order of truth, having abstracted from taking
into consideration the language in which it is written, the particular goal of its author,
and the nation to which it belongs. The troe idea of an intelligible text in its own
process effaces the circumstances that then become external to its own empirical
genesis. The eternal intelligiality of the true refers back to the history of errors and
unintelligibility; the true has no history. From this point of view the true excludes
the history of its own advent:

Euclid, whose writings are concerned only with things exceedingly simple
and perfectly intelligible, is easily made clear by anyone in any language; for
in order to grasp his thought and to be assured of his true meaning there is
no need to have a thorough knowledge of the language in which he wrote,
A superficial and rudimentary knowledge is enough. Nor need we enguire
into the aurhork life, pursuits, and character, the language in which he wrote,
and for whom and when, nor what happened to his book, nor its different
readings, nor how it came to be accepted and by what conneil. And whar we
here say of Euclid can be said of all who have written of marers which of

their very nature are capable of intellectual appr:htnﬁiun.fm‘ [ IILF11 1)

At the limit, a truly Euclidean philosophical work carries necessity along with it, in
any case the possibility of effacing even the name of its author. The order of the
true is anonymous; in its own exposition it alters the conditions of its production,
the historicity of its author and its discovery. It is inscribed within the order of ab-
solute necessiry, foreign to the alées of “time which destroys everything.” It devel-
ops sub specie aeternitatis.

An intelligible texe concerning intelligible objects such as Fu-
clid’s Elements or the Ethics itself seems self-explanavory. Only partally intelligible
texts require critical history in order to give the reason for their degree of unincelli-
gihility and its forms. They concern “nonperceptible things,” thar is, those which
are incapable of demonstration or moral certainty, “things obscurely expressed, nar-
ratives which seem to go beyond the limits of credence.™* The latter can only be
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explained on the basis of the author's passional subjectivity, of his public, of the
maode of life governing both of them, governing the time and naton under consid-
eration. In an intelligible book concerning intelligible or perceptible things, the
reader does not have ro start with the data not provided by the book itself; he brings
about the true meaning, once again, directly by considering the subject matver ir-
self, by considering things that become truly known by and in the reading of the
book itself.

If this is so, it would seem that here is the genuine rule of read-
ing that must be applied to the TTF, the rule of self-inclusion and self-explanation.
In this case, the critical history of the TTP itself recovers the totality of procedures
regularly used by modern specialists of the history of philosophy. Bur these proce-
dures would then be non-Spinozist; they would be superfluous, because outside the
internal development of the order of the true. If the TTF is an intelligible book, it
does not require, it seems, according to Spinoza’s declaration, knowledge of the read-
ings, commentaries, and variants that constitute its own interpretative tradition.
The TTP seems to exclude, in order wo be read, the rules of reading it applies to the
Hible. It would require simply to be read and reread, so as to be able to correct er-
rors of the first reading. If an author who considers intelligible subjects seems to
lose himself in obscure presentations or to contradict himself, he refers to intelli-
gent readers to undertake the reading again, to produce the correct order, to con-
sider for himself the subject considered — badly considered —in order to determine
the truth. Regarding intelligible texts, rereading does not amount to a repetivon of
the difficulty, but to its reformulation so as to produce its solution. In short, we
could not then trear the TTP as the latter treats the Bible, because the TTP is not
an unintelligible vext.

But can we then read the TTF as Spinoza reads Eunclid, as he
himself writes the Etbics and estimates that we can ourselves read it in our wrn?
Mo, tor there is clearly a difference at the heart of intelligible texts themselves: some
expose the order of things themselves and expunge from their internal economy the
scoria of their relation to time; they abstract from the empirical circumstances of
their formation. Other intelligible texts — which have for an object simations domi-
nated by umnrelligibility, the nonperceprible — cannot expose the order of the true
by abstracting from its empirical order of production, The exposition and the dis-
covery of the true do not coincide: the exposition of the true requires a logical ab-
sorption of temporality into eternity, into the necessity of the thing itself. The dis-
covery of the rrue requires a circumstantial treatment of the errors such as they are
presented here and now, in time, for a certain age, nation, and individual.



The TTP makes it its objective from its preface to organize the
circumstances of human life according to one's usefulness finally understood. Yer
ong cannot organize these circumstances without knowing them, and the knowledge
of these circumstances proceeds precisely by means of a critical history. It is only
considered as a true product that the true excludes from this point of view taking
into account the circumstances when it occurs. But Spinoza’s theory includes the
genesis of the true and false. If one does not confuse the development of the true in
its order with the elimination of errors, the development of the true also inclodes
taking into account the circumstances that obstroct it and those which require it. As
has been shown by the connection that unites superstition, error, and comarns, the
TTP is fundamentally a theory of history, intervening within history in order to re-
quire the reorganization of knowledge and life. In every circumstance care must be
taken to ensure access to the self-explanatory development of the true; thus, this
self-explanation must be anticipated by means of a remporal introduction, by taking
account of the circumstances to be organized and reorganized.

History must be considered such as it unfolds undl then, or such
as it is presented at the present moment. The TTP aims to understand its tme, and
it does not challenge reality: it seeks to provide an exact knowledge of it, simcera bis-
torig. Spinoza is convinced that his time and age are determined as a time of the ar-
rival of true science and true life. He understands history not as the past but as the
coexistence of a struggle berween two possibilines of life and knowledge. In other
words, the forces and causes that produce unintelligibility are still active; it is im-
portant from then on o apply o the TTP iwself, an intelligible reading of a rela-
uvely unintelligible text, its own eriteria of reading concerning unintelligible texs,
Unintelligibility always acts in the present as imagination and passion; the genetic
and causal knowledge of unintelligibility must be produced for the present. From
this point of view, to read the TTP as a Spinozist is to understand the circumstances
and the nation for which it was itself written. We are therefore justified in applying
to the TTP the constitutive moments of critical history. This historicisin is not,
paradoxically, contrary to Spinoza’s supposed logicism.

The idea of a crivical history of the TTP thus seems sustainable.
It must take into account the circumstances that in this dme and nation have pre-
vented the appearance and deployment of a superior form of life. Spinoza knows
that the time in which he is writing will pass away, thar his vext iself will grow old,
thar the arcumstances that have pn:w:nh:d the formation of a .‘i-'l,ll'.ll:l‘.i{,}l' form of life
can become unintelligible for furure readers. Nothing is certain, and the same causes
that have led human beings to signify their problems in pardally intelligible texts
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like the Bible continue to act. Everywhere that the mastery of circumstances of life
is difficult, the unintelligible is reproduced. The TTP is thus conscious of the last-
ing nature of the reproduction of the unintelligible tied to the reproduction of the
life governed by the imagination and passion. The TTP thus records in its own text
the rules of reading to rescue it from that which threatens to render it itself unintel-
ligible, from the domination of passion and the imagination. Wherever a situation
of powerlessness is on the agenda, wherever the unintelligible trinmphs, a trear-
ment against powerlessness and the unintelligible must be made possible. One must
thus make possible for the furure the reading of the TTP as a pardally intelligible
text that contains within it the means to reduce this unintelligibility, since it states
what rules of reading should be followed for unintelligible texts.

Translated by Ted Stolze
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From the Subject to Collectivities:
The Politics of the Multitude






Etienne Balibar

To Sylvain Zac

THE oBvious intrinsic historicity of Spinoza’s philosophy impresses on each of the
texts (almost all incomplete or aporetic) thar constitute it the nature of a unique ex-
perience of writing, whose theoretical effects remain irreducible v the uniformicy
of a “system.” Before worrying about the problematce, confhictual meaning in all of
them, we must follow each of these experiences of writing in its detours and its own
complexity. This is also the best way to experience the originality of Spinoza’s un-
dertaking in relation to the ideological currents it intersects while remaining, in the
last analysis, irreducible to them —for example, “natural rights theory.” From this
point of view, the classical problem posed, in the Theologico-Political Treatise, by the
aruculation of the notions of pact and law, seems to me to deserve a new examina-
tion. By following the very movement of the text, without retrospectively project-
ing onto it a “truth™ that in particular the Political Treatise would possess (in which
Spinoza essentially “abandons™ the concept of pact and considerably reduces the
meaning of the concepr of law), and without prejudging a “stravegy of writng” with
a double foundation, whose keys would be found in the Ethics (and which would pro-
hibit considering as the author’s authentic thought the search for a vera religio for a
determinate time and place), it seems to me possible to highlight perhaps better
than has been done until now both the explanatory power of the TTP and the rea-



sons for the aporias over which its political problematic stumbles. Such an analysis
will also help, I hope, to clarify the profound contradictions of the very idea of con-
tract and bourgeois juridical ideology, from which Spinoza tendentially escapes —by
trying to turn its constitutive concepts against their dominant usage, without neces-
sarily sitating him simply either within the contractarian lineage or ontside it.

Pactum, inscribed by Spinoza in the heart of the TTF% argumen-
tation, is neither a terminological survival, an anucipation, nor a concession, but a
central polivcal and theoretical stake. However, compared with the classical higures
of the social contract, its definition 1s disconcerting. Far from the beautiful simplicity
that can be found in Hobbes or Rousseau, it apparently abounds in breaks in argu-
mentation and in denials.

The key to its interpretation in fact seems o me to reside in the
formulations by means of which Spinoza opens chaprer 17:

The picture presented in the last chapter. .. although it agrees quite with
practice, and practice can be made to conform to it more and more closely,
must nonetheless remain in many respects no more than theory.
[Contemplatio praceedentis capitis . ., qluearwis oum praxs 90m parum conveniat,
e praxis ifa mrtitud possit, ut ad eandem Magis 4 wagls accedat, RUMLGUIIN LRen
fret, quin in mudeis mere theorerica smanear.] (G 11F201)

This formulation, in fact, can only trouble anyone who would have read chapter 16
as an account of “foundatons,” who would construct the Spinozist variant of a si-
TI'.III]tITIl:"I.I!-iI}" ph}".‘illcﬂli?ir ﬂl'l.[! mt:l':leJ]'II{IiI'_'al thl:l iy [ll'- L'i.'\"lll H{!F,:III:I'}-'; I:ﬂ]' t].'ll:"i-l: Wi ﬁ:a—
tures, as they are found, for example, in Hobbes {physics of individual conatus or
powers, metajuridical form of the social contract), in their conjunction, would seem
to exclude such a restriction in principle.

From two tl‘lingﬁ one, in facr. Either ﬁpinuza means thar the
genesis of civil society by means of a collective decision or a convention, whether
“tacit or explicit,” of individuals to unite themselves into a single body, to live ex sl
vationis dictamiine, and to transfer the wiality of their natural right o the soversign
in such a way that it not be held by any law {(mulla fege temeri) 1= only a theoretical
schema, of which real societies represent only a more or less faithful approximation,
But what 15 then the chain of real causes? In all probability, a simple process of ag-
gregation of individual powers, which depending on the circumstances leads 1o dif-
terent relations of force, with more or less unity of the social body and more or less
power for the sovereign. But an approximate pact is no longer a pact. Likewise, an
approximately swmma potestas is no longer a state power, an fmypersum: it is at most a
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“leadership.”. .. Or else Spinoza means that, since there are really civil societies that
are states, @ certain firm of the pact must necessarily be given (at least as long as a
sovereign power is maintained), but only in an fdead case does it take the form of an
“integral transfer.” In this case, in fact, there is a strict equivalence berween the mech-
anism of the transfer and the collective essence of sovereignuy (its character of rer pub-
lica). Individuals by hypothesis preserve no right competing with the sovereign, bur
they do not thereby become slaves, since

no one teansfers his natural right to another so completely that he is never
consulted again, but each transfers it to 2 majority of the entire society of
which he is 2 member. In this way all remain equal, as they were before in
the state of nature.

[ o mesmo gurs cenmn matuvale ita i alrevnen trangfert, wt wulla sibi inspasterum:
comsneliatio sit, sed i pe@iorems foting societatis parvems, cutus e wnam facit, Arque
hac ratione ommes maneid, Nt guted n staty natieali, deguales. | (G I/ 195)

But this case would be only a theoretical “limit.” In reality the pact would in fact
usually signify instead that individuals become unequal, and that in their submis-
sion there is an inevitable part of slavery, of existence alieni juris,

One must recognize that in the two hypotheses the thesis ac-
cording to which the civil state defined by the pact preserves the fundamental equa-
tion of right and power and the thesis that sees in the imperiume democraticum “the
most natural state” and the state closest to freedom — the characteristic thesis of
the TTPs problematic — enter into contradiction. Or again, what basically amounts
to the same thing, the adequation between the form of the pact and the genesis of
civil societies from the power of individuals becomes entrely problemaric. The preser-
vation of natural right in the regpublics calls into question the form of a pact, or else
the latter must signify—as in Hobbes —a negation of the natural right of individuals.

One can doubt that this is indeed the meaning of the specifica-
tion brought by Spinoza. That would signify, in fact, a “utopian™ configuration of
the entire final part of the TTF to be read a livle like the following: after having
proposed in chapter 16 a *theoretical” concept of civil society (reconciling absolure
sovereignty and individual freedom), Spinoza would move on in chapters 16 and 17
to examine the inconveniences resulting from the fact that “practice™ deviates from
it, before proposing in chapters 19 and 20 a political model inspired “as much as
possible™ by this theory. This reading would not oblige us only to establish a defini-
tive split between “theory™ and “practice,” bur, to paraphrase our author, it would
reverse the causal order of nature, such as it is expressed in the very argument that



makes of the search for the utility common o all men a Jlex bumanae naturae univer-
salis, Moreover, it would render completely unintelligible {(ar least turn it into a tac-
tical concession, a rather naive verbal ruse) Spinoza’s affirmadion that the Republic
of the United Provinces is already essentially a libers respublica or a democracy. It is
more worthwhile, then, to look for something else, and for that it is enough in fact
to pay attention to the way in which the author himself develops his argument:

And this T think rhat experience itself clearly teaches; for men have never
surrendered their right and transferred their power to others so completely
thae they ceased to be feared by the very rulers who received their right and
power, and, although deprived of their nataral right, became less dangerous
to the state as cidzens than its external enemies. .. . Hence we must admit
that the individual retains his own right in many of his sctions, which there-
fore depend on nobody’s decision but his own. But we cannot form a true
idea of how far the right and power of the state extends unless we note that
its power is not restricted to the power of coercing men by fear, but in-
cludes absolotely every means it has to make men obey its commands; since
it is not the motive for obedience which makes a man a subject, but the will
to obey. ... We must not therefore jump 1o the conclusion that because a
man’s action arises from his own deliberation he does it by his own right
and not by the right of the state; for since his actions always arise from his
own deliberation and decision, both when he is bound by love, and when he
is forced by fear ro avoid evil, there would on that view be no sovereignry at
all, and no rnight over subjects whatsoever. ... My point is also proved most
1:|1:ar|!.r by the fact that obedience is less a matter of the outward action than
of the minds inner activity, so that the man who wholeheartedly decides o
obey all the commands of another is most completely under his rule; and in
consequence he who rules in the hearts of his subjects holds sovereignry as
much as possible,

[Atgrie boc ipam experientiom clavisime docere existime; nam nungusm bomines
FUO FRrE fd cesneriont, sunsdgiie potenttans in alii ita tronstulernmt, wt ak or ip-
Fif, S COPHEE FS, €F PORCRILTRY ACCEpEFIERT, HOR FIMLeRENEMF, oF imperiem, o
MALS propter (TUCT, quanguam sue jure privates, guam propter bastes peviclitare-
tur. . .. Quare concendendum unpmguenzgue wulta sibi sui juris reservare, quae
propterea @ nullins decreto, sed a suo solo pendewt. Artamen, wt vecte invelligarnr,
qleasgue frperii fus et potestar se extendat, notandum fperii potestatemn non i oo
[rraecire contimeri, guod bomsines metu cogere potest, red absolute in omnibus, quibus
efficere potest, ut bowsimes etus mandatic obregquantur: non eni ratio sbtemperands,
sed obterperantia subditom facit. .. Non igiter ex ¢o, guod bemo proprio consilio
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aliguid facit, tliico condlndendume ewm id ex o, et non fmperii jure agere; nam
guanidoguiders tawm ciem ex amore obligatus, quam cum mety coacties ad malwn
evitandum, semsper ex proprie consilio, et decveto agit, vel imperium nullww eset,
mee il jur in subditor, vel id wecessario ad ommia te extendir, guilus effics potert,
ut bernmes ipsi cedere deliberent. . .. Quod etige bine guam clarissiime constat, quod
abedientia won tave exiernan, qleam anige nternam aotionem respiciar; adeogue
ille meaxime rub alterius fmperio est, gui alters frtegro anime ad ownia eias man-
data obterperare deliberat, et comsequitnr cume maxime tenere fmpering, qui i
subditarnme antwas veguat. | (G IIL201-2)

This development, which Spinoza relates to experience, can immediarely be seen
to contain nothing that contradicts or even restrains the meaning of the previous
“theory™ it is exactly the same process of constitunion of a civil society, and conse-
quently of an fmperium, which is analyzed here, and which was just presented as the
constitution of a pact. However, two points are put into relief that a formal reading
of chapter 16 could have missed: first, every sociery is constantly threatened with
destabilization by its own members more than by external enemies {or forces); next,
what we could call (with Louis Althusser) the scfety effect, or the production of ahe-
dience in the very mind of citizens, is in the last analysis the very impulse of the im-
perium, "The two are obviously linked, in a way that applies to every form of state.
In the following paragraphs, Spinoza will again summarize his thought by designat-
ing with a new expression the element in which is played the state’s constitution and
preservation: varigse multitudims imgenium. Note that chapter 16 spoke of imdividua,
of popula, of societas, but not (or not yet) of multitudo. By speaking here of experi-
ence, Spinoza has thus not sought to oppose “theory™ and “practice.” He has in-
stead proposed to insert clearly at the heart of theory a fundamental practical idea:
it is to the same extent thar individuals always preserve an incompressible part of
their “right” that they can completely transfer sovereignty to the state. It is the ex-
tent to which the “means” that allow the state to make itself obeyed do not remain
external but penetrate inside the animus, the decretum, and the consilinm of subjects
that these subjects continue, however, w affirm their own “right” (or their power).
In short, they continue to exisr as individuals. The state does not absorb the individ-
vality of its members, but the latter are nothing outside of it. How can we think this
paradox?

In order to characterize Spinoza’s method here, [ see no other
possibility than o introduce a notion that is foreign to his terminology, despite the
risks that this carries: the notion of dialectic. And dialectc in several senses of the
word:



1. The definition of the “pact” in chapter 16 is still gkstract (and
not “theoretical): it poses @ problem and introduces the first elements of its develop-
ment. Only the concrete analyses that chapter 17 involves will show how this devel-
opment is brought abour and whar dererminare object corresponds o this concepr.
The initial definition must, then, if one wants to draw out its precise meaning, be
read in a recurrent way, based on its actual application. Until then, it remains in
abeyance, In addidon, this dialectical movement of concretization s already skerched
out at the heart of chapter 16 itself, which in fact does not give ome but indeed three
increasingly complex definitions of the pact in succession: first, as a simple conspira-
tio i wnteme, in view of the common utilivy; next, as an absolute transfer of the juwria
uninscwinsgue and constitution of the fperium, which poses the double problem of
force and law and conditions of obedience; finally, as a complete organizarion of the
juridi{:ﬂl ﬂ'l'd.:'l.', Fil § l'l'l: ]'Iﬂ[l]'t L}'F Wh'l.lﬂ'l Wi ﬁ]'lli thl: [Il'_ll.'lt]]‘l: F,]I.Il:!-i-t.lﬂﬂ ""- cnht:rr:nm: an:i
limits: that of public right and private civil right (do they have the same principle?),
that of obedience to God and obedience to the power of the state (do they have the
same object?).

2. The definition of the pact, although it describes a process of
unification of individual powers under a common law, immediately proposes a series
of contradictions. In fact, it does not cease o present mﬂfrﬂdfﬂm} termi the exclu-
sive appetite of individuals and the radonal caleulation that “dictates™ the prefer-
ence for the form of peace that is civil society; absolute submission o the sovereign
and the unconditonal affirmation of self-interest (a contradiction whose development
is the dialectic of obedience, exposed to all the risks of misrecogmtion by the indi-
vidual of his own genuine interest); and finally, the representations of the common
good by which individuals are seized by divine law and civil law. Spinoza simply af-
firms then and there, ahsrr:u.:tl:.', that in pracuce these contradictions are neither re-
solved nor wranscended but contained within sty compatible with social existence
itself.

3. Finally, Spinoza's definition can be considered dialectical in
the sense thar the passage from the abstract to the concrete, as the development of
the initial formula’s contradictions, arises identically from a bistorical study, This is
what chapters 17 and 18 do: one will note then that the pact does not have as a fune-
von the thinking of an absolute origin of human societies, nor an ideal foundation
of the juridical order as such, but the explanation of the complex of causes that per-
mits a given state to preserve its own form, and at the same time to make intelligi-
ble the apparent anarchy of its political history, the eycle of its internal conflicts,
the movements of the reinforcement and weakening of its collective power. By an
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incredible torsion in relation o its tradinonal wsage, the pact becomes the concepr of
@ bistory. But this originality only appears if the totality of chapters 16 through 20 is
read as the complete development of the concept, and especially if one notes that
the successive pacts evoked regarding the history of the Hebrews are not something
atber than the pact previously defined, but its concrete application.

Spinozist history presents, for a modern reader, some remark-
able characreristics. It does not aim at universality, and yet it is fully theoretical,
that is, explanatory. In fact, it aims at historical simgularity. The pact only exists as
specified by its historical circumstances: there are as many real staves as there are forms
af pact. If a general concept 1s necessary—a genwne common motion in the sense of
the second kind of knowledge, inseribed in a progression that aims not at the tran-
scendental but at singular essences —ir is finally to make possible the variation of
conditions and forms, the analysis of differences. This is why Spinoza will be able
without contradiction to affirm at the same time that the Hebrew state cannor be
taken as a model (fmeitard) and that the study of its history explained by its causes de-
livers immediately current lessons {dogmara).

One perceives better, then, what constitutes the singularity or
anomaly of Spinoza’s reference to a state of nature. What is important is not so much
to know if, hypothetically or not, the state of nature chronologically precedes the
civil state, It is above all the question of the exteriority of the one in relation o the
other. In Hobbes the state of nature is the place and the concept of the antagonisms
that the social pact must evercome once for all (it wust be escaped), and its intrinsic
contradiction is opposed term by term to the noncontradiction of law {(droif) and
the state. For this reason it does not cease to threaten, but from outside, the civil
state of peace and law, at minimum, for example, the way that religious discords
rekindle civil wars, In Spinoza the thesis according to which the civil state does nor
abolish the state of nature has as its correlate — despite the fears that can be inspired
in it by the revolutions and seditions that try to change the form of government—
the affirmation that the civil state can never be entirely dissolved. It is not by an ex-
rernal “nature” but by its very social form thar every state is permanently threat-
ened from imside.

What does the “moment™ of the pact mean, then? Pr:ci:i::l}' that
the conflicts inherent in human nawre (passional conftlicts that one can discern si-
multaneously in the fluctuations of the individual “mind” [amimas] and in those of
the “temperament of the multitude™ [fingenium wadtitedings): strictly speaking these
are the same) are going to assume a singular form of development, by being fixed
on institutional “objects” and collective emotions, It is only with the nacir or explicit



conclusion of a social pact of a given form (whether it be of Moses’ constitution, the
formation of the Roman Republic, or the independence of the United Provinces)
that the contradictions of human individuality and communication truly become
explicit (rather than cease to be). This is why, in the description that Spinoza pro-
poses of it to us, the initial state of nature, which is also thar of a savagery thae is
extremely hypothetical and without great intrinsic importance, remains relatvely
indeterminate: neither openly peaceful nor irremediably hostile, and above all char-
acterized by powerlessness. It is in the civil state, the only truly real one, that the
power of human nature develops, hence, the passions of love and hate, fear and
hope, the tension of the tendencies to peace and war, to obedience and rebellion.
The dialectic of social contradictions can then take shape. No
doubt they are always explained by general laws of human nature (or “pyschology™).
But they are not the contradictons of Man or Humanity as such: in partcular, they
are not contradictions between the passional aerwre of Man and his radonal destinag-
tion. They are, if one can risk this problematic tormula, the comtradictions of singular
essences themselves, or of historical essences in their present existence. The history of
the Hebrew state shows that the seme causer (the same insotutional structure) ex-
plain first its incredible scability (in particular, and we shall return to it, the effect of
patriotic cohesion produced by the theocrave conjunction of the civil law and the
religious law), followed by its weakening and ruin: *How the state could have been
eternal if the just anger of the lawgiver had allowed it to continue in its original
form® (Qua ratione fmperinm aeternum esse potwerit, 5 justa legislatoris iva i eodem
persistere concessisser) (G 1I/220). In other words, the contradicton is immanent in
the singular form of the pact, but emerges in complete form only in the course of
its history, when the ambivalence of its effects is completely apparent. To study the
structure of the pact (or of a given civil society) cannot consist simply in character-
izing, or even formalizing, the clauses of an engagement, but rather requires show-
ing what constitutes its relative foree, what enables it to endure and also what can
destroy it. One understands, then, why in chapter 16, cutting short the illusion of
an “obligation™ implied in the very statement of a transfer of rights, Spinoza was
not afraid 1o pose contradictorily that every famperium, by definition, absolutely binds
subjects or citizens, although it has no other guarantee than its power, or its exis-
tence, and consequently it does not ehligate them ar all. This does not mean thar
sovercignty can do without guarantees, but that its real history coincides with the
emergence of practical guarantees that confer on it the form of obedience produced
by its institutions. Yet this bistory of obedience, an authentically concrete element of
polines, can be thought of only as a combined history of interest, force, and belief,
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The pact is indeed necessarily double, or rather sverdetermined. Let us pay attention
to the stages and movement of the argument. In chapter 16 Spinoza began by “found-
ing” the pact, or the constitution of civil socicty, on the consideration of individu-
als" power and interest alone. Or rather on the analysis of the limits of this power. It
15 not encugh to say that it is “finite,” it is necessary to say that by itself it is pracu-
cally nonexistent, The idea of the pact corresponds from the beginning with an im-
plicit “caleulavion™ of reason —inasmuch as the larter is identified with the con-
sciousness of whar is useful o one under all its forms (to choose the lesser of two
evils, to increase one's means of action over external namre and over oneself, to de-
velop knowledge). Spinoza observes thar men, in practice, always bring abour this
“rational™ choice (in this sense, reason, if it does not define it, is no longer external
to human nature). This is why they “exchange” the limitation of their individual
right— up to pure and simple abandonment, that is, up to the fact of existing only
in and by means of civil society, of becoming political amimals — against the means
that it obtains for them to overcome this initial limitation.

The teleological nature of this argument has often been brought
up: if civil society is not the Good in itself, ar least it is the best of possible homan
conditions. But if men “are born ignorant of all things, and before they can learn
the true way of living and acquire the habir of virtue . .. a great deal of their life has
passed by™ (ignari emnium rerum nascuntuy, et antequant Veram vivends rationem noscere
passient et vivtutis babitum acquive, wmagna aetatis pars. .. transit) (G II/ 190}, must one
decide in favor of a ruse of reason, which, despite their ignorance and submission to
the empire of the appetite, would realize itself through the unconscious impulse of
their desire? The construction seems both empiricist and finalist.

However, it is not, we have said, Spinoza’s last word. It is in-
stead a question for him of discovering in what conditions, according to what modal-
ities, this still very indeterminate general result is atained. Or if one wishes: of what
proximate causes it can be the effect. However, this first movement then leads to a
new problem. By the form of the pact, a sovereign collective power is instituted in a
completely natural way, immanent in the interplay of human powers. Burt the ques-
tion of its effectiveness remains. On the one hand, we see clearly that, withour this
pact, no particelar contract, hence no social life, would hold up against the pas-
sions. On the other hand, we see just as clearly thar this pact that guarantees all the
pacts by itself includes no guarantee. Spinoza’s description clearly opposes Hobbes’s,
from whom he retains neither the idea of a given speeck that would entail obligation
between human subjects (*1 trust him™) nor the idea of complete alienation for the



sake of a third arkirer; who would not be “acuvely involved” in the contract and thus
could in return guarantee it indefinitely. Obviously, he considers them fictions that
enable us 1o escape from the definition of right as real power. Which amounts to
saying that the causes sought are not on the order of juridical representation but of
political practice. Isn't there a circle here? No doubt, but it is the circle of the exer-
cise of power, which can draw its force at every moment only from those it con-
strains (in a duality of action and reaction), and not the circle of an ideal guarantee,
which would somehow precede iself.

It indeed seems, though, that "alter the fact” Spinoza proceeds
to introduce a mechanism of guarantee. The end of chapter 16 adds a second pact
to the first one:

For if men were naturally bound by divine right, or if divine right were
right by marure, there would have been no need for God to make a contract
with men, and to bind them by a pact and an cath. Hence we must admit
unreservedly thar divine right only came into force when men made an ex-
plicit pact to obey God in all things; by s0 doing they o to speak surren-
dered their natral freedom and transferred their right 1o God, just as they
do in the civil srare.

[SF eneiwr bommines ex matnrd fire divine teserentir, vel 51 fus ditiniem ex matiera
Jus eser, superflunm erat, wt Dews cum bominibus contractum inirei, et pacto et
Juramiento eosdem obligarer. Quare absolute concendendum jus divinwrn ak eo tem-
pore incepisie, @ quo bomines exprecrs pacto Do promeisertiont in omenibus obedire,
aqie st libertate naturali quasi cessersont, jusque soum in Dewrn cranstulevunt, -

cuti s statu avili fierd dixtmns. ] (GF198)

MNow several specifications impose themselves here. First, there is nothing fictional
about this “new™ pact (even if it operares in the midst of fictions, which we shall see
later)—no more in any case than the previous contract (sicusf). Spinoza'’s formula-
tion must be read sense Neerali, in the same way as the social pact iself. In fact, these
two “pacts” have exactly the same nature, and proceed from the same development of
the power of individuals. Second, if the “civil” pact (or the pact fessfar as i is “civil”)
includes no guarantee, neither does the “religions™ pact (or the pact fmsofar as it is
“religious”). Either regarding sovereigns or regarding subjects, God has at his dis-
posal no absolute constraint (not even the interventon of his prophets), This is why
the effectiveness of the n:lil.;'iuu.-: pact, under a g‘iv:n historical form, iself falls en-
trely within the field of politics.

0 F

THEODRY OUWUT



180,1

There is, however, a formal difference between these two pacts: if
the first takes the form of a collective relation between the subjects and sovereign, and
immediately constitutes a collectivity (which means that its nature is fundamentally
that of an asweciation), the second is essentally a reladon berween each individual and
God, and is presented as a personal subwession. Spinoza proceeds vo play with this dou-
ble difference of form in order to combine the two pacts into the same mechanism, to
overdetermine the first by the second: “all are bound to obey its decrees and com-
mands (= the state) on the subject (= religion) in accordance with their promise
which God bids them keep” (ommes ad einsdem [= imperii] de eadem [= religione] dec-
reta et mandata, ex fide ipsi data, guam Deus omnino servari jubet, obtemperare teneri)
(G IL/199-200). In other words, if it is true that the religious pact (with God) in-
cludes in itself no more force than another (every individual, in this respect, whether
he is a subject or sovereign, cum suo periciwlo licet [G 1IL/199]), this pact can never-
theless function as a guarantee in relaton o the first, on the conditon of finding it-
self in practice placed under the first pact’s control. The circle of causes and effecrs
thus expands. The supplementary force of religious fides, submitting individuals ro
God, “frees” them from slavery in relation to the mupersiom (that is, from the pure
relation of forces) at the very moment when, by turning the damage caused to oth-
ers into a violation of right (injaria) and a sin, it subjects them internally to the ends
of civil society. Nothing more than the inital necessity has thus intervened with this
overdetermination, except that the terrain of analysis has been displaced. The rano-
nality of the social pact is no longer presented as an ideal end or as an enigmatic
fact but as the combined effect of utility and religions imagination.

'To analyze the interplay of this combination in history is the
object of chaprer 17. One would not understand its reasoning if one did not see that
Spinoza here is constantdy inspired by Machiavelli. The key formula: religionem in
rempublicarn (or in imperium) introducere, especially used in chapters 5, 17, and 19 (G
H1/75, 220, 237), is a literal borrowing trom the Florentine. No doubt Spinoza in
the TTF does not explicitly name Machiavelli; he cites only Tacitus and Quintus
Curtius. But the precise confrontation of the two authors does not leave any doube,
to the point of suggesting that Spinoza has pracrically written by having in front of
him the rext of the Discorsi 1711 (Delfa rtfr;gian: de' Komani). One will conclude that,
for Spinoza, Moses fulfilled in the Hebrew state exactly the same funetion as Numa
Pompilius in the history of Rome: that of the rrue organizer of the state’s continuity.

Yet it is no less important to see how Spinoza, who projects Ma-
chiavelli's historical schema onto the biblical text, at the same time leads o a pro-



found transformation of the larer. Again, the very construction of chapter 17 is
quite revealing here. Spinoza begins with numerous examples {Alexander, Augus-
tus) that are all designed to show the utilizaton of religious representations and be-
liefs by a monarchical power seeking to protect itself against internal dissensions
and rebellions, and to turn the power of its subjects against an external enemy. It is
a question, he tells us, of a “simslation,” with the gmbivalence that characterizes it: it
deceives, but it is simudraneously wamasked as such, Can one be satisfied with these examples
in order to understand the mechanism according to which today the absolute monarchies of
“divine right” function? It indeed seemns that the answer is “No®: every politics (indeed
every tactic) of recowrse to veligion refers to a move fundamental structure, to the fact thar
the muass is not only an object but an active power, and consequently refers to a concep-
tion of the imaginaton that is not insrumental bot comsritutive (of a kind of life and
knowledge). In other words, neither Machiavellian ruse —if it ever existed under
this pure form— nor monarchical ideclogy (whose linkage with superstition the pref-
ace of the TTP described in such a vehement way) can be explained by themselves.
In order to understand how the place of God (vicems Dei) can, in history and in politi-
cal practice, be either occupied fictively or invoked as the location of an election or
a guarantee of power, it must first be explained how this place is established.

This is what the constitution of Mosaic theacracy is going to show
us in detail as a fundamental political regime. By giving to all the elements of the
structure a simple and sensible configuration, this privileged example is going to ii-
lustrate gradually the simultaneity of two processes of constitution of the frperim
{or of civil society) and of refigio (or of the collective imaginary), whose conjunction
alone forms a pepudus in its historical singularity, In addition, Spinoza insists on the
fact that this entire constitution proceeds from jus marwrale. And first of all in the
sense that the Hebrews, because of exceptional (but neither unique nor supernat-
ural) circumstances, no longer found themselves under the power of any other na-
tio, of any “external” oppression. They were only with themselves; they could only
rely on “their own forces.” What, then, is the role of Moses here? It is the role of
an initiator or, if one wishes, of a legislator, but, as the TTP has not ceased to ex-
plain, not the role of a superhuman situated outside of history. Moses' own ideol-
ogy, at the cost of some conflicts and adjustments, winds up adapting itself precisely
to the state of culture and ignorance, and to the muftiteda’s demand for security. In
this sense Moses, in the last analysis, forms parr of the multwde. He is only the vec-
tor of an immanent causality: it is the “natural” power of the Hebrews themselves
that, through its intermediary, is realized in the constitution of a given political
regime.
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Ity think about this constitution is definitively to arrive at think-
ing about, on two levels or registers at once— that of utility and that of its imagi-
nary representation — the *transfer of power” as a continuous process. It is thus w
analyze the permanent spfir of a unity and also the smiry of a double activity. There
1s in fact only & smgle civil society instituted by Moses, However, the fact that this
civil society immediately assumes the form of a religions society also presupposes
that the analysis can distinguish between two correlative causal chains; the remain-
der of this analysis proceeds to show that they both produce rea/ effects. In the ex-
position that Spinoza proposes to us of the first flucruations of the state form, dur-
ing Moses' liferime, it 15 a question of analyzing this double articulation, by giving
it the form of a narrative of the moments of the foundation of the fmperinm. In fact,
in this well-known sueccession {Theocracy 1, Mosess quasi monarchy, Theocracy
I1), the first moments only have the value of a theoretical fiction: by themselves
they are essentially unstable. They only represent the provisional components of
Theoeracy 11, which alone construtes a complete and relatively stable form, whose
institutions no longer rest on the interventions of a single individual, but can endure
by themselves, Therefore, if Spinoza, “rationalizing”™ the biblical narrative, spreads
out the formation of the state over three successive “pacts,” it is finally to put clearly
into evidence the intrication of the levels, the double posidoning of the material
and imaginary functions of power (division of lands, regime of property, and mili-
tary organization, on the one hand; interpretation of right or law in terms of divine
will, on the other). In fact, the first pact only enables one to name God as holder and
source of the common power. The second pact, by transferring all the powers o
Moses, shows that the place of God (vicem Ded) must be metaphorically occupied by
one or several men who exercise the functions of sovereignty. Finally, the third pact
institutionally divides these powers in such a way that the equilibrinm between the
forces at the heart of the people permanently reproduces the conditions of obedi-
ence to the divine law (hence the observance of the pact itself), and that, recipro-
cally, the representation of the divine law permanently limits the tendency of leaders,
of armed citzens, of confederated tribes and different powers established o en-
croach on one other. To a certain extent one finds again the three moments of the
definition of the pact in chapter 16, but in an inverted form.

I have spoken of a dialectic. From the moment that it is submit-
ted to the efficacy of a structure, Spinoza can draw out some remarkable effects
from it.

First, regarding the relations of the concepis of “democracy™ and
“theocracy.” Let us cut to the chase: according to chaprer 16, in its abstracton,



every civil society, from the moment that it can be thought of as the realization of a
pact, is naturally democratc. We now see smder what form such a democratic power
really — indeed even necessarily— exists in the conditions that are apparently the
furthest removed from the civic ideal with which we associave this word: precisely
under the form of a complete theocracy. Theocracy is the immagimary institution of
society as democracy, that is, as the collective transter of power of individuals to an
imperium thar is itself only their collective projection. Consequently, theocracy is its
real historical establishment. But why this term, one will ask? On the one hand, it is
a fact, to which the biblical text as much as Roman history, illuminared by one an-
other and by a scientific method of interpretation, testifies. But, on the other hand,
this fact is entirely explicable. No populus as such is original, that is, manifests a
preestablished harmony or an originally palitical nature of man, but every poprfus is
constituted from a mewltituds and its characteristic powers (e.g., that of the imagina-
tion). Thus, every populus is the continuous regulation of the relation that the pow-
ers of the multiude maintain with narure of which they form a part, implying activiry
and passivity, agreement and disagreement, knowledge and imaginavon. Therefore —
and this consequence is decisive for the TTPs project—in history there is not a
unique form of the democratic imperiion, but there are necessarily several: as many as
there are “regimes” corresponding to the imaginary representation of the common
interest. On the other hand, every reflection on the forms thar democratic instir-
tions can assume in given historical conditions (for every multitude is not similar to
that of the Hebrews) should pose for itself the question of the theological forms (or
the forms of thescracy) that correspond to it, and of their control.

Second, Spinoza has now complerely subverted the idealist rep-
resentations of reqson and anreason in history and politics. Berter: if it had seemed to
us that, under the “pragmatism” of the calculation of interests attributed first to in-
dividuals as the “motive” of their socialization (of their “escape” from the state of
nature), something like a teleology or a ruse of reason was presupposed, we were
still quite simply canght up in an idealist conception of this reason. Reason is not
opposed as a contrary to the unreason (of passions, of the appetite). Whar is rauo-
nal, that is, explicable, is the reality of the historical process by which individuals,
who, for the most part (collectively and each for his own part), have by nature and
by themselves only a representation woven with hopes and fears, constitute, how-
ever, in the very element of the imaginary a viable and productive combination of
their forces. And what is ratonal in the second degree (as an idea of reflection) is
the concept that the philosopher or historian can form from this combination, in
other words, the definiton of the pact.



184 .5

But it is also the concept of contradictions of the pact. In fact, the
third unavoidable lesson is that no pact is absolutely stable. As Heraclitus and Chair-
man Mao said, ene divides into two. Being overdetermined, inscribed in a complex of
theologico-political institutions, the pact contains the germ of a split. No doubt
there is no “power of the negatve” here: let us take care not to reintroduce another
ideal teleology. The pact does not carry inscribed in its simple essence the promise
of its own collapse. It remains that, without the internal contradiction of institu-
tions, without the formr that institutions give to the passional conflicts of the mult-
rude, the external forces of production would be almost inoperative. Institutions by
themselves have no other power than that of the masses, including when it is a mat-
ter of a power of decompositon. But, on the other hand, the power of the masses
can destroy the imperium only if it Ands in the institutions themselves the means of
organizing itself into tendencies, into paroes, in a word, to consritute itself into fm-
preria in imperio.

Spinoza analyzes this dialecric, one knows, according to two great
axes, whose correlation he shows: on the one hand the development of a struggle
against civil, politico-military power and religious, ecclesiastical power; on the other
hand, the development of a struggle between the established susemae porestates and
the multitudo itself as plels. This is a struggle promoted by the mafritudo and exacer-
bated by the tyrannical oppression of princes and by the privileges of ecclesiastical
castes. Whence seditiones, whose importance is that they have the “war of religion”
for a tyrannical form and that they take shape by following the appeal of a prophet
who in his turn manages the vicesn Ded and thus turns against the established power
the very language of its legitimacy. On the one hand, the struggle of “those above”
among themselves and, on the other hand, the struggle of “those below”™ against
them necessarily assume the form of a mobilizaton of the religious imaginary im-
plied in the pact itsell. Spinoza concludes from this that, if every civil society has a
democratic foundation, every civil society also includes the possibility of @ monar-
chic evolution, whose counterpart is the antonomization of the religious apparats
and the development of tendencies to superstition.

However, by showing how Spinoza attaches to the overdetermined structure of
the “pact™ a causal dialectic that is capable of explaining the tendencies ar work in
the history of states, we have only drawn near the central difficulty, which, from

one end of its enterprise to the other, the TTP does not cease o tackle: thar of
obedience,



This is a pracrcal difficulry: from the moment that any femperium
has no other “guarantee” than its own capacity to ensure that “men obey its com-
mands” (bomines eins mandatis obsequantur), what is the distinct mechanism of fear
itself that can produce this effect? In religion itself —a fortiori in the extreme forms
of superstition — there is an element of fear, which can turn against power. Conse-
quently, there is a theoretical difficulty: how does one think about an internal obe-
dience {of the soul), which refers, however, to the constitution of a power that is ex-
ternal to individuals taken one by one? Isn't it absurd to postulare either that the
obeying individuals are only dealing with themselves (including and especially if for
them the divine law is identified with practical love for one’s neighbor), or that in-
dividuals obeying a third, externally constituted power, are, however, free by the
very fact of this submission, and only act ex proprio decreto? In other words, is Spin-
oza a closet theorist of volsntary servirude? Or else, on the contrary, does he, through
a sort of reductio ad absurdwm of this concept, in fact tend to separare two “spheres”
of individual existence, which authoritarian regimes (regimes of “censorship™) mis-
guidedly strive to confuse (and, in fact, in vain, for this confusion would be against
nature): the regime of internal freedom and the regime of external obedience?

Everything depends, of course, on the artculation proposed be-
tween “right” (jus) and “law™ (Jex). Now in this regard the TTP sketches two inverse
movements. The first— chapters 4 and 5 —begin with a discussion of the usages of
the word lex. There occurs, in these chapters, a drastic reduction. Once and for all,
there would remain only a single adequate sense of the term Jex: the one thar desig-
nates a relaton of forces berween individuals, and in partcular a political fmrperinem
(the fact of being alrerius juris, of acting ex alieno decreto). Also, chaprers 4 and 5 op-
pose, in a sharply contrasted presentation, the genesis of political authority, which
in itself only implies the idea of command; the definition of genuine piety, which
only concerns the internal inclination of the soul to the good and practical works of
charity, for which each individual is his own judge; and finally, the knowledge of na-
ture, which is also that of God, but has only to form the representation of a law {on
the contrary, this representation can only make it delirious). And ir is only next, in
reference to the extreme barbarism of the Hebrews, that Spinoza shows how Moses
had to amalgamate these distinct instances, by making moral precepts of the laws of
the state iself (at the cost of their “externalization”™ in rites, ceremonies, therefore,
the inversion of their meaning), and by founding the whole on a theology of cre-
ation and the election of the Hebrew people. Note that such a presentation does
not refer to the idea of a pact. Also, this passage of the TTF is the one in which
Spinoza seems closest to identifying the fmperizan as such with servitude, and democ-
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racy (or individual and collective liberation) with something hypothetically “be-
yvond” the state, indeed, beyond politics (*if human beings were so constituved by
nature as to desire nothing but what is prescribed by true reason, society would not
need any laws” [sf bomeines @ matura ita essent constituts, ut nibil, nisi id quod vera ratio
imdicat, cuperent, nullis sane legibus indigeret socieras| [GIIL/T3]).

However, the movement of chapters 16 and 17 is quite differ-
ent. Here the contexr is no longer that of a critique of uses (almost all improper) of
the word lex but that of a development of the power that the word jfus expresses,
passing from the fur naturale to the fus civile. Yet it is at the very heart of this devel-
opment that the necessity of the law is reintroduced: ar precisely the same tme as
the reference to the concept of velunras. As opposed to Hobbes, for whom the con-
tract (a metajuridical act sanctioned in the element of language, in imitation of an
act of private right) presupposes the Wille of individuals as already constitured per-
sonalities (since only actonomous wills can reciprocally engage one another), we
see Spinoza on the contrary pass from the desire and appetite that alone define the
power of the individual before the pact to the will that expresses this power once the
pact is in force. Berter: what the pact insttutes is a collective power that assumes af-
ter the fact the form of a relation berween wills. Everything happens from now on in
the element of the will: mutual recognition of citizens (the possibility for them mu-
tually to engage one other), commandment, and obedience (hence also, at the limit,
rebellion and transgression, in which is affirmed not a comatus, which is purely physi-
cad, but a bad will, a pertinacie or contumaciz). Theoredcally speaking, individual or
collective wills do not exist before the pact but are constituted under its effect, this
very effect that places the sumima potestas in the place in which the law that must be
observed is stated. The very notion of will must therefore be understond as a retroactive
effect of the pact, an effect always already given and thereby irreversible, impassable,
from the moment that in fact, historically, there is a “tacit or explicit” pact.

In other words, the existence of the pact is not only a translario
or a displacement of power (which a physics could account for); it is the transposi-
tion or metaphor (equally transario in the sense of translation) from jus into lex. Yet
if there is no Jex except for the wills thar recognize it as such (until its transgression),
on the other hand, there are no wills except in reference to a lex (bumana and/or
diving) that insttutes ends and values, The will is the consciousness (imaginary, as is
every consciousness) of a desire accompanied by the representation of a law. This is
why throughout the TTE although Spinoza contests the doctrine of salvation by
grace, he does not cease to base himself (as he will also do in part IV of the Ethics)
on Paul’s astonishing antnomian affirmation in the Letrer to the Romans: before the



law there is no sin, and, on the other hand, the constitution of the law poses at the
same time the necessity of obedience and the necessity of transgression, that is, the
constitution of the law establishes the two “relative” poles berween which “acts” or
“voluntary choices” (decreta) move in a permanent fTuctuatio. He is not afraid to sup-
press everything that, in Paul’s assertion, is in fact intended to justify an eschatolog-
ical thesis (the idea of premeditated tempration by God), while entirely preserving
the idea of a circular correlation between the representation of the law and the rep-
resentation of decision, whether free or constrained, ex proprio or ex alieno decreto. In
fact, it is the very structure of the imaginary that is here described as the world of
good and evil, of will and law.

Thus, it is not important to Spinoza—and this is where he dis-
places every problematic of “voluntary servitude” —to oppose autonomy and het-
eronomy, spontaneity and obedience as two separate reigns. In fact, these are two
inseparable modalities of the same consciousness of self and a/ienns, that is, of one’s
neighbor: Although perceived as original, the will is always secomdary: it is the imagi-
nary mode according to which individuals necessarily assume consciousness of their
own power and the power of the others on which they depend. This is why the will
is also always already divided: affirmacion (hope) of sovergignty and recognition (fear)
of subjection or submission. "This form is just as much present when individuals are
conscious of “obeying only themselves™ (that is, they perceive other men as a freely
chosen object of love, with which they identify) as when they perceive the rules of
collective life as an external constraint accompanied by penalues. “Free™ mutual
recognition (from which can arise the representation of a “general will™) and sub-
mission to a power that appears to be arbitrary are doubtless not practically equiva-
lent (neither for the individual nor for society), for hope and fear do not exactly
command the same works, but they presuppose a comemon element. What distin-
guishes the most oppressed cvis from a servus is the fact that the power on which he
depends sull requires a “voluntary™ recognition from him, and gives him the hope
of not being sibi imutilis. But what disunguishes the cidzen of a lbera respublica from
a pure “spiritual automaton” (or, if one likes, from a natural power immediately
“agreeing” with others) is the fact that every pact of association establishes not only
a jus commenne, Of @ certy ae determinata vatio ad existendenm et opevandson, bat a swema
lex totins populi to which he is submirred and thar he “fears” to transgress.

Let us set aside here every equivocation: in the translario from
Jus into lex, natural vight, that is, the causality of the relations of power alone, is ac-
tually preserved. The causal connecrion goes from jus as potentia o jur represented
as fex, from the power of individuals to the power of the SOvVEreign, and from the
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latter to the representation of obligation (whether it be a question of the rights of
the citizen or of private morality) without an effective exterior, the “"miracle” of 2
supernatural intervention or a transcendental principle of morality, ever being in-
troduced into this double chain. Spinoza repeats it as often as necessary: the law
and the will are representations, The fact that individuals are constituted as histori-
cal actors only in the element of this representation does not imply that it is its own
cause. Still less does it imply that it is the source or foundation of right (fus) and
consequently of power (fmperizmr). On the contrary, only an actual power can pre-
serve it and pue it into effect, that is, can represent itself as law. Consequently, not
only does Spinoza take the exact opposite of a “theocentric” conception according
to which sovereign power emanates from a diving transcendent authority, not only
does he hold thar the fact of power alone establishes a juridical order, bur he de-
duces from it that, in order for a religious law to be in force in a given society, there
must exist an established power that imposes it

Why, in these conditions, is it necessary o define in general the
tundamental law that is in force in a given state as a divme law? Why is it inevitable
that obedience appear as a divine commandment, or as the consequence of a divine
commandment, even when the political regime no longer has a theocratic form or
no longer rests on the ficnon of a “divine right” of the sovereign? Why not limit
oneself ro the idea of constitution of a legislative politcal authority, by giving to re-
]ig'mu.'.' law the status of a |1nr|rl:i{;l,1|ar form, which it could take or mot, l;ll:pl:m,ling on
the regimes? The response to this question (which is obviously polivcally erucial) is
linked, it seems to me, to the retlecrion that runs through the envre TTP on rhe
very formalissm of the law, The entire law, in fact, and in particular the fundamental
law that establishes all the others, thar 1, that !-i.1.'i]1l,!|:|1.1:.'i obedience as such, neces-
sarily has the forme of an engncigrion. This structure is obvious when one or several
“real” individuals {Moses, Caesar, the pope, or the council of a republican state)
issue a command and insist on its execution by virtue of the expression of their will,
[t is obvious again when, in a “metaphorical” way, the rules of individual existence
are understood and taught as the decrees of a legislator or a divine judge. In the rwo
cases, enunciation finally takes the form of a written code, which is inserted into a
marrative of leginmarion ("historical” narrative of the origins of the law).

Bur this strucrure (enunciation-prescriprion-narrative) is always
present, under its most abstract and irreducible form, when the law is insoribed in
bearts and has no other content that the moral preceprs of universal reason. It is
T:r:t.'i:i::l}' 4 matter :}fprecclpr_r, and this normative ﬁ.lrma constitutes an ineliminable
residue. The “narrative” of the law is then simply the memory of each individual; it



15 the internal discourse in which he poses himself as the subject of an ebedientia
and, consequently, of a fear and a hope. It is the discourse by which he recounts to
himself, in the sense of a personal bistoria, the necessity of obedience for salvation,
and represents to himself the attributes that absolutely must be imitated and in this
sense constitute the ideal exemplar of man. In other words, everyone fully obeys
only bis internal God. But such 2 narrative is none other than the singular mode ac-
cording to which individuals can submit their will to a universal law ex proprio de-
erere. Whence the incredible formulation:

1 shall go further and maintain that every man is bound o adapr these dog-
mas to his own way of thinking, and w interpret them as seems easiest o
him, without any hesitation, but with his fullest consent, so that he may the
more easily obey God with his whole heart. . .. How salutary and necessary
this doctrine is for a republic, so that men may live peacefully and harmo-
niously, .. . I leave everyone to judge for himself.

|quininee nnusquisque . . . baec fidei dogmeata ad susm caprurn accomodare temetur,
caqite 5ilbi co wodo imterpretari, gue sibi videtnwr eadem faciling, sine ulla baesita-
tiame, sed futegro amimi comsensi awiplecti passe, ut consequenter Dea pleno anins
comsensst obediar. . . Quae doctring, gquaw salwtaris, quamgue necessaria sit i ve-
pablica, ut bomines pacifice, et cancorditer vivawe, . .. ewnibus judicandurn relin-
gue.] (G I/ 17RS)

Constitute yourself in such a way that you cannot doubt the reasons of your action!
This is why, even if, in a limit-situation, one can suppose that men would abandon
every anthropological belief regarding the nature of God (or, what is not very dif-
ferent, would agree in order to postulate that their theological beliefs are indiffer-
ent to the very content of practical faith, and of value among themselves, from the
moment they dispose of the same works), the common law should still be referred
to the name of God. This name would designate quite simply the subject of enuncia-
ton, the place of the He—whoever he is—who stipulates love for the neighbor,
the ens suprentun that each individual loves and recognizes by observing a law as the
condition of the common Good. Better: this name would designate quire simply the
voices (vox illa, quam lraelitae audiverent) (ibid.) thar establish a relation of direct
interpellation beeween the I, subject of obedience (subditus), and the He, universal
of the Law, This is why every political power (every sovereignty), at the same time
that it establishes a relation of forces, from the fact alone that it absolutely states its
right to be obeyed, must be presented as the interpreter of a superior command-
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ment. Every legislator refers by its very form to an anonymous Legislator, whose
only name is (rod, Person, the one who is.

One understands, then, why Spinoza confines himself neither to
the motve of physical fear nor to the idea of a human, moral natwral few, such as
natural-right theorists (including Hobbes) postulate. For either the latter is only a
surreptitious way of baptizing bumen reason what, for real men (in the imagination
of real men), 15 called God, or else it is an attempt to deny the form of enunciation
by reducing it to a given general rule, of which good actions would be the case-by-
case application. But no demonstration, mathematical or experimental, can engen-
der the form of the subject’s interpellation, produce a certainty that would be a be-
lief (fides), or subsume ey actions under the low: pions dogmas are necessary. The
result is that, if the power from which civil society {or the state) is constituted is
only that of men themselves, if the cavses of its stability and instability must not be
sought elsewhere than in the variations of their natural power and powerlessness,
the modality according to which this combination is brought about is always the
representation of a law at the same time internal (inscribed i the depths of bearts) and
external (revealed by an ens supressum), according to a double movement of introjec-
tion and projection. Which one could still express by saying that men make their
own history —but to the extent that in the imaginaton they receive the law (ratio
sive canusa) under an inverted form (Jex sive fimis), as the dictamen of the Other. Only
on this condition can they represent for themselves order; which they strive to real-
ize in their institutions and in their works. By developing the concept of the vera re-
figio (that is, the necessary kernel of every religion that actually tries to organize the
relatons of men Aamong themselves and thar stipulares nuthing other than obedi-
ence), Spinoza had precisely drawn out from the rotality of all narratives a finda-
meittal norme (fundamentum universale, lex diving naturalis, dictamen rationis) capable
at the same time of being completely interiorized by individuals (whether, rationally,
they understand that suwmmenm legis divinae praemium esse spram legem [G 1I/62], or
whether they find in diverse theological opinions the motive of love for the neigh-
bor) and of being referred to a God (even if the latter’s narere remains, for the
imagination, indeterminate, that is, if its existence is posed absolutely).

An entire spectrum of experiences is thus circumseribed, whose
possibility refers to the very structure of the politico-theological imaginary. It in-
cludes rwa limits, which Spinoza had characterized from the outset. On the one hand,
the limit that Moser represents: maximal exterionzation of the law, almost total alien-
ation of individual wills, interiority being concentrated in the faith of the prophet
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himself, subject and medium of a genuine collective hallucination. On the other
hand, the limir that the figure of Chrisr represents, the “true model of life for all
men,” as Def, that is, Voice of the voice that legislates in general, maximal internal-
ization of the Law and of the enunciaton by all and by each in particular, but al-
ways referred to the name of God. It is not improper to conclude that, if the alle-
gorical and transhistorical figure of Christ has become historically the necessary
referent of every free human obedience, it is because it represents this unavoidable
condition of imaginary experience:

The voice of Christ can thus be called the voice of God in the same way as
that which Moses heard. In this sense it can also be said thar the wisdom of
Grod — that 15, wisdom that is more than human — took on human narure in
Christ, and that Christ was the way of salvation.

[Er ideo vox Christi, sicets illa, quame Moser audiebat, vox Dei vocard potest. Et boc
semste etisn dicere posnwmss, sapientam Dei, boc est sapientam, quae supra bu-
meanam ext, natirane bumanam in Christo asunspsisse, et Christune viem salntis

frizse ] (G 1T1/21)

In order to articulate in their unity and their irreducibility the two registers of the
real and the imaginary, the two theses that we have attempted to reconstitute must
be maintained simultaneously: fus is nothing but the expression, the consequence of
the effects of narural human patemtio; jus expresses irself as lex, that is, it represents
iself in consciousness as the effect of a statement that 1s divine, “revealed,” or stp-
ulated to subjects endowed with “will.” Abstractly speaking, the “pact” is nothing
other than the formal concept of this double expression, which forbids as much the
return to an imaginary (theological) conception of politics as the “physicalist” illusion
of a politics without an imaginary component. The pact is neither a divine order in
which the law or the legislator would ereate individuals and the social body itself,
nor an artificialist mechanism in which the de facto power would arbitrarily use re-
ligion, and for that purpose in fact would fabricare it.

Let us note here that, in a theological representation of the
state — such as medieval thought had elaborated it from the Pauline metaphor of the
corpus Christi or the corpas wrysticom —it is the members of the social whole them-
selves (ranks, corporations, at the limit individuals) who emanare from God across
the action of his Word or his Law. From Spinoza’s point of view, such a representa-
tion only expresses a superstitious variant of religious belief. Moreover, it elimi-
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nates the subjective moment of the will that must be explained, by making the pores-
tas over the subditi who are not cives fall from the sky.

Omn the other hand, in an artificialist comtracr of the Hobbesian
type, it 15 necessary to presuppose that the bilateral relations of individuals among
themselves suffice to constitute a norm of right that would be sther than their own
chain o inﬁniq,', their own rcciprn:rc:al exchanges. In order to escape a vicious circle,
it is necessary to presuppose—as Hobbes precisely did — that the “rransfer” of right
occurs entirely for the benefic of a Third Party (an Arbiter) who is not actively in-
volved in the contract. So that the very meaning of the word right is split: on the one
band, natural power, suppressed in the civil state; on the other band, juridical rule,
transcending nature. From Spinoza’s point of view, this representanion is idealist
tor the historical sovereign, although different from “private” individuals, remains
no less an individual —as Machiavelli has shown and as experience confirms — i re-
lation with them, depending on the power they have “preserved” as men (in particu-
lar their power to think, hence, to imagine), and which cannot be reduced o zero.

Paradoxically, these two representations of the political body or of
the social bond, the one mystical, the other secular and “disenchanted,” have some-
rihing in comeron: the idea of organic rotalivy, of an integration of individuals as such
into 3 finalized order. Against the theological representation, Spinoza holds that di-
vine law does mor comstiture fndividuals, is not the real source of political power and
the history of states, but only regulates voluntary actions {or works) as a normative
representation. At the same time that he defines the law as an imaginary statement,
he shows its ambivalence: generally it entails obedience, but on oceasion also trans-
gression, the other form of action in which the subject’s freedom is affirmed. Against
juridical artificialism, Spinoza poses the efficacy of the imagination for founding
the rule of right, that is, he refers the constitution of the Third Party, of the arbiter
of particular contracts, to the effect of transcendence that religious representations im-
ply, or to the form of subjugarion that they imtraduce into history, without history
thereby becoming the comerary of nature, since religions imagination is an entirely
natural power. In the two cases, his position takes on its meaning as an assertion
that the constitution of societies is nothing other than the chain of actions and pas-
sions of the mudtitude: a multitude reducible to the wtality of individual powers that
compose it, but irreducible to a sum of bilateral relations (or of exchanges) among
individuals, Which requires no less than a theoretically revolutionary concept of
causaliey.

It then clearly appears that, if Spinoza’s conception of the social
relation cannot proceed from the concept of pect—in the TTP in any case — it dif-



fers roro coelo from all classical definitions of the social contrace. This is whatr we had
posed from the beginning. But if we recapitulate the elements that have just been
set forth, it is easy to establish that in reality they constitute the development of a
contradiction. The historical pact is a double pact, both avil and religious, Natural
right, as a real power, is concentrated in a sumema potestas, and as an imaginary power,
is concentrated in a suremia lex; the potestas is only effective to the extent that the in-
dividuals who have constituted it permanently recognize it as constituting a law for
their will. This effect of aftershock structures civil society, bur it also permanently
introduces the possibility of a de facte gap between right and fact, berween the univer-
sality and unconditionality of the law and the empirical behavior of those who em-
body its authority.

For any power (including ecclesiastical power), the introduction
of religion into the state, the very fact of being posed as legitimate in reference o
the order of unconditional values, is double-edged. On the one hand, it indeed per-
mits ohedience to be required and generally obrained and individuals” belief or fider
to be mobilized — by the fact alone of the place occupied. But, on the other hand, it
permanently opens up the possibility of a contestation: a questioning of the legiti-
macy of power, the particular form it assumes, or the dignity of those who exercise
it. In a potentally infinite regress, the universality of the very enunciation of the
commandment is always beyond the person who lends it irs sensible body and its
words, This is why Moses himself was challenged as interpreter of the God that the
Hebrews would not even have known without him. For example, against the fmperium
to which God stipulates obedience, rises up the pontifex or the propher, who shows
that GGod has been betrayed by his elected, or that he has withdrawn his Grace on
account of the elected’s injustice. Against the imperium in general, the right to com-
mand in the name of the law or to interpret the law, rises up the rebellious conscience
of individuals for whom no human power can monopolize divine speech or by itself
embody justice. How does it happen that the very structure that ensures power also
ensures its contestation?

In fact, this is not surprising, for this structure does not corre-
spond to any natural finality or preestablished harmony. It is necessary instead to
understand why most of the time it is the first aspect that carries it along. And therefore
to turn again toward history. What historical cevrent can account for the relatve stabil-
ity of the pact, without having to invoke any other cause than the theologico-political
complex itself? Spinoza tells us in an extraordinarily sharp way: it is sationalisn.

The term “nationalism™ is anachronistic, but it is the only one
that seems to me to recover adequately the content of the TTP' analysis, whereas
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the classical term “patriotism” would not suffice and could even lead to error. Again,
we are going to see that here Spinoza occupies a singular — precisely gmachronistic —
position in relation to certain of his immediate predecessors and contemporaries,
who have been included with him in the “natural right” tradivon (but also, by a
sympromatic vacillation, in the tradition of theorists of “reason of state”). Thus, it
is remarkable that Grouus, who for the first ime formalizes the sociad pact as the
foundation of the juridical order, who prior to Spinoza (and, roughly speaking, in
the service of the same political interests) defends the civil conception of the jus
circa sacra, and who above all casts the hases of a modern “international” right in a
mercantilist perspecuve, does not undertake the least analysis of what we would call
the national phenomenon. De facto, the states among which for Grotius are estab-
lished alternating relations of peace and war (which should be normalized) are in-
deed nations. But the concept that designates them is only thar of a juridical pores-
tas, which means that (as in Hobbes, if not in Machiavelli) the question of an identity
other than formal is not posed: a “nation™ is always only a sum of individuals and
rerritories that are found (by means of conquest, choice, or heritage) and brought
together under the authority of the same sovereign. In other words, it 15 always a
dynastic concept of national unity thar, paradoxically, is at work in this official theo-
rist of the Durch nation constiruted ar the end of a war of national liberation that
had hardly ended. And despite his sociogeographical considerations on the matwral-
nesy af peaples— promises with a great future — he proceeds no differently than Jean
Bodin. Spinoza’s point of view is demonstrably different. This is not the place to go
into the historical and psychological reasons thar can explain it. It is a question in-
stead of understanding well how fully the combination of the concepts of fmperium,
religio, and natio is brought about in his work.

Natura nationes non creat: this means that Spinoza rejects in ad-
vance every historicism, every vitalism, every national animism. There is nothing in
him of an Urvelk, an original people. Nor is there any spirit of a people prior to its
political history, whose traces would be religion or mythology. But the whole con-
text of this famous formula must be considered: if nature does not create nations,
history produces nothing but nations, through the chain of natural causes itself:

Why was this nation more stubborn than the others? Was it Nature? But
surely it is not nations but individeals thar Nature creates, and individuals
are only divided into nadons by the diversity of language, laws, and cus-
roms; and the last rwo, i.e., laws and customs, are the only factors which can
give a naton a partcular temperament, a partcular nature, and finally par-

ticular beliefs.



[¢uer baec matio religuis contiomacior fuit? an naturaf baec sane nationes non credt,
sed imatvidng, guae guiderws in nationes non distinguatur wis ev diversitar fin-
guae, legum ¢t mornm veceptovion, ef ex biv duobus, legibus scilicet et smoribas,
rantumn ariri potest, guod unaguaeque watio singulare babet ingenium, sngularem

comaitioneny, et demigue singnlaria pragiudicia. | (G 217
Let us reread the TTF in light of these formulations without equivocation, starting
with chapter 3 on the vocativ Hebracorum. A complete theory of the national inge-
nium is progressively constructed in it. The components retained by Spinoza, in
order to tie them together in a single ideo-passional “complex,” are of four orders.

The first order is that of the suwecession of penerations, hence, kin-
ship, whose continuity and durability permait the papuinr 1o be represented as consti-
tuting a particular matio, separate and different from all others, having a common
origin and perpetuating its identicy by means of direct descent.

Second, there is the order of the soil, or the national territory,
with which each people (obviously the Hebrews) identifies its communitarian exis-
tence (each nation has its promived land, its natural borders), and which it considers to
be sacred.

The third order is that of the collective cult’s mores, riruals, and
“external signs.”

Finally, what is probably the essential order — or rather the com-
ponent that connects all the others—is the native language: not only insofar as it has
its own grammar and its own words (the enure first part of the TTP studies the mean-
ing of the Bible's words according to the properties of its original language and from
this meaning deduces the Bibles function in the singular history of the Hebrew
state), but insofar as the Bible is preserved by the vulgar, the mass of people whose
cohesion it expresses and whose imaginary it translates into particular narratives of
origin (such as the Exodus).

In chapter 8, bringing about a first stage of the consttution of
the Hebrew state by Moses, Spinoza had insisted on the connection between the ef-
fectiveness of the “pact” and the fact thar it concerned an engagement for pasterity,
that is, of the formation of a natonal ideology and its material instroments (texts).
The pact, which has no other “guarantee” than its presenr force, is necessarily stated
in terms of perpetuity:

For by the first pact he had bound only those who were present, whereas by

the second pact he also bound those who should come afrer them. ... He

therefore commanded that this book of the second pact be religiously pre-
served for funure generations,
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[, quita prisee pacto mon nisi praesentes, gui aderant, sbligaverat, at secunda
ormes etiamm e pesteres. . . ddeo s secinds pacti (b futuris saeculis veli-
minge rervandum fresif ] (G 111235

The faw is only effective if it is written in a determinate language, to which, in re-
turn, it confers a sacred nature, which means that the masses “live” or “inhabit”
from inside, in an imaginary way, the very code of the enunciation. The muarks of
language, of territory, and also marks of the body (Jewish circomcision, the Chinese
pigtail, and generally the idenafying features concerning the body or clothing that
tulfill for each people a symbolic function religiously preserved from father to son:
mrariomt ¢f it Jingwﬂin' ['G I1/21 5[] become then the p:rinuiph: of a Axed distribio-
tion of love and hate berween the inside (those who are submitted to the same Law,
and who by this fact bear 1ts mark on their body, in their rituals, and especially in
their language) and the outside (those who are excluded from the law, or recognize
another law, and by this fact bear other marks). The same chain of causes and cir-
cumstances that is expressed in a determinate social pact in history leads to the con-
stitution of this imgendum mationis singulare, just as other conditions wind up in its
dissolution, as [ recalled above.

Consequently, there is a new circle: no naton without fmperium,
without a state or the germ of a state; but no longer a state without nationalism. In
each historical state, the cement of the relanon of obedience between the s
[patestas and the smftirade of individuals in the last ﬂn:ll],-'.‘i-‘i..‘i- cannot be nn:,"rhing bat
the constitution of a national interest translated into 2 nationalist ideology. As long
as this cement holds, the legiimacy of the sovereign is not genuinely contestable
{prophets rebellious against the state pass for false propbers, whatever their virtue or
miracles). On the other hand, when seditons or civil wars (social or religious) un-
dermine the continuity of the state, this is expressed first by the disappearance of
patriotsm.

Under these circumstances, one understands better Spinoza’s in-
sistence on the history of the Hebrew people, the reason for which he insists on
making this history begin with Moses (and not with Abraham}, and the interplay of
the correspondences with Machiavelli’s discourse (itself haunted by the question of
Italian unity, such as Rome had otherwise realized, and such as the church had de-
stroyed by “electing™ Italy as its apostolic headquarters). The history of the Hebrew
peaple won tantum, wr Jeremias . air, ab wrbe condita, set jam mde a legibus condieis (G
III/217) is the laboratory for the analysis of nanonalism, of its contradictory causes
and effects. And one finds, under a still more determinate form {(closer to the appre-



hension of a singular exsence) the circle of the real and the imaginary. Every nation's
real singularity is necessarily lived as a unique privilege, a historical “election,” or,
better, a calling {vocatio), which implies a parvcular mission, to the exclusion of other
peoples. The law is stated on and for a given land. The law’s marks and the prophers’
voices will henceforth form a circle of cerrainty (chapters 1 and 2) in which each in-
dividual inscribes the consciousness of his actions, between the promise of salvation
and the fear of punishment. But, Spinoza adds, non dubiwm est, guin ommes naviones
propheras babuering, et gquod dowsme propheticum Judaeis pecwliare now fueric (G 11/50):
every nation has its mission and its prophets, that is, effects the same transposition
for its own sake, by elaborating in its own way the signs of election. Whoever says
matio savs imaginary electio and vocario; whoever says vocafio says Signs or generic
“features” of identification. From the fact that the individuals who in the state of
“nature” (insofar as matura is opposed o matio) are not at all disunct from one an-
other (nisi sommiare velimus, naturant olint diversa bominum genera procreavive (G
[11/47]) become collectively different, they can also do the same thing quite differ-
ently: to imagine God in a singular way, and consequently to believe ex pleno amim
consensy that his commandments are indeed addressed to them:

{(Moses) did indeed concede that there were beings who .. acted in God's
place; that is, beings to whom God gave the authority, right, and power to
guide nations, o look after them and care for them. Bur he taught that this
being whom it was their dury to worship was the highest and supreme God, ar
(to use the Hebrew phrase) the God of Gods. .. . in vintue of this supreme right
and power he had chosen the Hebrew nation for himself alone, rogether with
a certain territory . . . leaving other nations and lands to the care of other gods
standing in his place. For this reason he was called the God of Israel and the
God of Jersusalem. .. while other gods were called the gods of other na-
tions. For this same reason the Jews believed that the land which God had
chosen for himself demanded a special form of worship, quite different
from other lands; indesd it coald not suffer the worship of other Gods.

[(Muoses) concessit quidens, dari entia, guae. . viceme [ded gevebant, bor est entia,
guibnr Dews authoritaters, jus et potentiams dedit ad divigenday natiomes et iis
providenduwm ef cuvandum; at boc ens, guod colere tenehantur, s of supre-
meawrt Dewn, sive (ut Helbvacorum phragi wtar) Denm Deorum eive docuit . .. et
frew boe rumemno suo fuve eb potentia sibi soli Helwacam nationem elegisse, certamgue
mamdi plagam . . . refliguas autens nationes ef regiomes couvis veliguorams Deorum a
se rubstitutorum religuisee; et ideo Dens Ievaelis, et Deus. . .. Hierosolymae, religui
antem Dii veliguarnne nationwm Dif vocabantur, Er bae etiam de cansa credebant

THEORY OUT OF BEOUNDES
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Judaet, reglonem iilam, guam Dews sibi clegeras, coltume Dei singularene of ak
dligrue regionens cultu provsis diversim vequirere, into mes potee pati caltae alio-
ruen Deorun. | (G 11/ 38-39)

A supplementary, essential, link is thus added to the circle of the constitution of the
imperipmn that assumes the figure of the pact: from the power of individuals to col-
lective right, from collective right to the imaginary of the law, from the latter to the
imaginary of a singular law, that is, of a national election. And vice versa. Only then
are we in a position to understand what is the mechanism, or rather what is the pas-
sional dynamic, at work in history. In tact, if petentia apparently summoned only the
concepts of interest and reason, if the lex diving naturalis referred only 1o a passional
spector still unilateral, proceeding from fider to love and from hope to fear, then a
fex divina we shall risk calling nationalis (that is, imagined as a historical vecatis) re-
quires at the same tme the deployvment of the passions of love and hate, which are
in reality inseparable. Men as such are neither “good™ nor *wicked”; they are good
and wicked, that is, they cannot love without hatng: to love all the more intensely
a4 I:]"u“_'jr hate more iﬂtﬁh:tr&l!.r, as if the “tlu:lhtir}r” of I_'.Iﬂti.'llt:i‘-"l: anil I‘H:g:lt'i.‘l."-l: affect had
to present a kind of constant equilibrium,

The key question becomes, then, thar of the distribution of this
affect. What is it to construct {or to preserve) a state? It is to form a real/imaginary
pact in terms of which the affects of love and hate cease 1o be distributed acciden-
tally by encounters, fluctuating at every moment, but, channeled by institutions (by
means of an apparatus of power that is at the same time a pryebic apparatus), fixed by
sacred ideals and eultural conformisms (hence communitarian rituals), incorporated
into the proper “style” of a language (this very style that the prophets atribute to
Grod), are distributed on effects sirvated on both sides of a border thar is itself imag-
inary/real between “friends” and “enemies,” fellow citizens and strangers (crves/basres).
Such a division is possible only in a mulumde, for positive identificarion and irs
correlate, generic hared, are mass phenomena {similarly, rituals, mores, and the
linguistic circulation that preserves and transforms the meaning of words are also

mass phenomena). The analysis of this process is at the center of chapeer 17:

It was God alone, then, who held sovereignty over the Hebrews, and so this
state alone, by virtue of the pact, was rightly called the kingdom of God,
and God was also called the king of the Hebrews, Consequently, the ene-
mies of this state were the enemies of God. . .. He who forsook his religion
ceased to be a cidzen and by that became an enemy, and he who died for his
religion was regarded as having died for his counery,



[Imeperinm erge Helracorum Dews solus tennit, guodgue adeo selum ex vi pacti
regasm Dei jure vocabatur, et Deas jure vocabatur, et Deus fure etiam rex He-
bravorum; et consegrenter buins mperii bastes, bastes Der. .. Ot a religione defr-
cichat, civis exve desinehat, of oo solo bostis babebatur; et qui pro religione sovichatus,
pro patvia mari repatabatur;| (G TT1/200)

And further on:
And that the armed forces should be formed from the people alone. These

armies did not swear allegiance to their commander or the high priest, but
to their religion, that is, w their God; and so they were called the armies or
hosts of God, and God in turn was called by the Hebrew people the Lord of
Hosts. This was why in great battles, where the fortunes of the entire peo-
pl:: d:p:ndtﬂ on the issue, the ark of the covenant was borne in the midst of
the army, so that the people, seeing their king almost as if present, might
fight to the utmost of their strength.

|. ..t ex sole populs exercetuy formare, guf non in fidem imperatoris, nec sumoi
pontificis, sed religionis sive Dei jurabant; gui adeo exevcitus, sive ordines Dei vo-
cabimtnr, ef Dews compra apud Hebraear Dens exercituwnmg ef bac de cansa aron
Joederis in wagnis proeliis, & quornm discrimine totius popali vel victoria vel clader
pendehat, i medio exercitn ibat, nt papulys, regens spum giasi praesentem videns,
extremis viribns pugnaret.| (G HL209)

A people, an army, 2 God. Every people has its Joan of Arc, Every people loves -
self (“my country, right or wnmg"], because, in the collectve 'i.ITIEEj nation, it 15 ex-
clusively loved by God (Gete st ams). But, through an ambivalence characteristic of
all passional life, the principle of external exclusion also becomes the principle of the
exclusion of the internal enemy. One understands why in chapter 16 Spinoza had pos-
tulated fn geweral, as a rule constitutive of every state, that

if anyone has amempred w perform any public funcrion withour the knowl-
edge and authority of the supreme council, he has infringed the sovereign’s
right and committed treason, even thoogh his action . ., was certain to lead
to the commonwealth’s improvement; and he is rightdy condemned.

| guaix evgo sol s arivitrio, ef inscte supremocensilio, negotinne aliguod publicum
AEETEESUs off exequi, guamvis inde incrementums cUILRtis . . cerlo sequeretur, fus
LENER SENIGTE potestatis viokavit, of mafestatem faesit, atqne jure mevito damenatmr)
(G III/197-98)

Just as the state of war and the state of peace are not separated in tme by an im-
passable divide, neither are “internal security” and “external security™ practically
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separable. From which ir follows thar respect for laws can be not only sanctioned by

a prince but approved and wanted by the multrude iself, for failures are, in the fi-
nal analysis, likened to the rupture of national unity and to a threat against its mys-
tical body. Spinoza then develops his analysis of the fusion of theological and patri-

(R s [ pusﬁinnﬁ:

S0 much for the reasons which kepr the caprains within due bounds. We
must now see how the people was restrained; although the basic principles
of the stare indicate this most clearly. For even a cursory examination will
immediately show thar they must have inspired such extraordinary devotion
in the minds of the cittzens that it would have been almost impossible for
any of the lamer w think of betraying or deserting his country, and they
must all have been ready to suffer death rather than an alien rule, For once
they rransferred their right o God, and believed that their kingdom was
God's kingdom, and that they alone were God's children, the other nations
being his enemies, and therefore the object of their implacable harred . . . noth-
ing could be more abhorrent o them than to swear allegiance and promise
ohedience to some foreigner. ... Hence the love of the Hebrew people to-
ward their country was not simply love bur piery, and it was so fostered by
their daily rimual that it must have become second nature. . .. It therefore
amounted to a daily reprobation of them [the Gentiles]; and this must have
inspired in the Hebrew people continual and ineradicable harred, for a ha-
tred which springs from grear devotion or piety, and is itself believed o be
pious, is undoubtedly greater and more persistent than any other. And the
common reason for the contnual growth of hatred, that is, the fact thar i is
returned, was also present; tor the Gentiles must have n:grarr]:l;l the Hebrew
people with the most birter harred. How greatly all this— their freedom from
human government, their devotion to country, their absolute right against,
and harred for, the Gentiles (a hatred not only permiteed but even regarded
as pious), the hatred of the Genrtiles for them, the uniqueness of their cus-
toms and rites — how greatly, I say, all this must have strengthened the minds
of the Hebrew people o endure every hardship for their country with re-
markable constancy and courage, reason teaches as clearly as possible, and

experience itself has resdfied.

[Hiee de rationibus, quae princpes intra stoe lmites continebant, Videndum fam,
i ratiowe ratione populus retinebatur; sed bane etiam imperii fundamenta clariz-
simee indicant: 5 guis enim ad ex vel leviter attendere velit, videbit statim, baec
ameresm ades singnlarens in civium anios parere debuivee, wt nibil difficiling aliquis
in mentem inducere petuerit, guam patriam prodeve, vel ab ea prodere; sed contra



gwrmes ita dffecti exse debtierint, nr extrensa polius quant alfeniam Grperitm prter-
eatnr. Name, postguane sunme ing o Denm transtulerunt, sugmgue regnum Dei
regmue esse, seque svios filios Dei, religuas autem nafones Dei boster exee crediderunt,
im guas propterea odie infensioimeo affects eramt . . . mibil magic abborrere potwerunt,
guae i fidesm alicuins extvanel juvare, eigue obedientiam promittere. . Amor
erge Hebracorume erga patrigm mon simplex awor, sed pictas evat, que simul ef
editm in religuas nationes ita quotidians cultu fovebantur et alebantur, ut in nar-
wram verti debuerint. .. Quare ex quotidiana guadam. e tione CoRtinE
odigm avivi delait, guo wullume fivenine animis baevere potuit: utpate odiwm ex
magng devotione sew pietate ortum, guodgue pinm credebarur; guo sane wullum
mLgiGs mec perfimdoing dar potest: mer cousd oommnnis deeraf, god oditat semper
magis ac magis incenditur, mempe eius reciprocatio; nam nationes eos contra odio
fensizsime baber debuerunt. Quantum autews baec oornia, videlicet bumani om-
perii libertas, evga patriane devotio, in omnes veliguos jus absolutam, et oditen non
taminen fcitwm, sed eitiam pime, omnes infensas babere, morum et vitwaw singh-
baritas, guantame, inguam, baee Hebracorum awnimos formare valuering ad ommia
FinguiarT constantia of virtaee pro Patria tolerandums, Ratio quarm clarissimee docet,

et ifpwa experientia testata est.) (G 11172 14-15)

It 15 under this theologico-patriotc imaginary of the predestination of a people and
its land that the right of property and the equ:‘-lit].r of pnli;ic—:l rightﬁ contribute o
the reinforcement of respect for the law, in other words, to the institution of obedi-
ence to the state in a lasting way. From the moment thar love for one'’s neighbor is
simultaneously hatred for the stranger (indeed hawed for that which in everyone
could be or could become “foreign™), obedience to the law actually becomes volun-
tary: internalization and externalization, in practice, form only one thing, This is
why 1 have spoken of nationalisme and not only of parriotion, The idea of patriotism,
in fact (through an obviously self-serving fictdon), includes only love for country,
indeed even love for a country thought of as the embodiment of universally human
values and not its necessary correlare: hatred for the foreigner, Whart constitutes the
charactenistic force of Spinuza’ﬁ r:_tplanah'un {but the discussion also uh\rinu.ﬁl}r calls
for it!) is the wdentification in gemeral of nationalist passion with a development of
the theological imaginary, and turning it into the internal, necessary impetus of the
duration of states. This is what distinguishes Spinoza from Machiavelli, ar the very
moment he is inspired by him or borrows sources from him (Taciros, Titus Livy) in
order to combine them with his own sources (Evedus, Deuteromomy, Paul, Flavius
Josephus). For Machiavelli (at least in the Discorsi) finally wanrs to see in religion
only a particularly effective means in the service of a patriotic virrs that is to a cer-
tain extent above the passions of love and hate.

THEORTY
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It is also what, by the very fact of the radicality of the analysis,
was to pose for Spinoza a difficult problem when he was drawing contemporary po-
litical conclusions. By discovering in the Hebrew rbeocracy — whose concept he com-
pletely refounds — both the primitive force of democracy and the explanation of its
contradictions, Spinoza has gone over “to the country of the enemy.” That is, he
has set about to oppose to his Calvinist adversaries (or rather to the Calvinist adver-
saries of the political “party™ whose friend he is, the party of the liberal regents) not
a counterideology of the foundations of the state’s legitimacy (as Hobbes did, mutatis
miutandis), but another analysis of the very notons on which their ideology rested. In
which he illustrates assuredly whar is in his foundation a philosophical approach:
not the refusal of a partisan position but an investigation of the very conditions of
possibility of the partisan position. But this project is not the only one. It is doubled
by another, directly strategic, project that the internal analysis of the text also obliges
us to consider, although it appears extremely risky (and hardly corresponds to the
image of a philosopher whose rule of life had been “prudence™). This second pro-
j:ct 15 one of Jﬂ.:rr:.!:fﬂg, in its crivical circumstances (in which pn:cim:l}r the rulers’
national capability was questioned), the Calvinist mass {(imbued with “theocratic”
conceptions) from its collusion with the monarchist party, in order to rally it in the
name of patriotism to the republican camp, on the condition of finding a terrain
common to the republic and the mass'’s religion, which would imply alse that cthe re-
public be reformed in a *democratic” sense.

However, in doing so he could not fail to create a series of fright-
ening theoretical difficulties for himself: How, in fact, to tie together, in a trans-
formed “pact,” a civil law that is still marional and a religious law that is irreversibly
aniversal, which is not adapted o the imaginary of any people in particular, which
does not state the common law in any nadonal language, and which consequently
detaches the narrative of its origins from the election of a people and its land, in
order to transfer them onto a universally “human,” that is, metaphorical level? The
jur circa saera conferred on the state —an institutional solution again taken up from
the republican tradition, which Spinoza enriches with an explicit definiton of the
*dogmas™ necessary for the unanimity of the diverse Christian sects or churches —
only displaces the difficulty. No doubt this purification eliminates as many foci of
mternal conflict and regroupment for forces transversal to states, competing for their
power. No doubt, by completely internalizing the veice that stpulates obedience, i
wards off the risk of the meperivem in fmperio or of contestatory prophetism. Bu,
whereas, on the one hand, the state can thus present itself as the institotor and in-
terpreter of a civil, that is, national religion; on the other hand, the univeralism of



faith is accentuated, that is, a rift is opened between the subject of morality and the
subject of patriotic pietas, The distincdon established berween external culr (orga-
nized by the stave) and imrermal cule (amached to every individuals effort to atain
knowledge) risks inscribing the latter within a cosmopolitan perspective.

More protoundly, the difficulty is thar of the passional moiive of
obedience. For each individual, only a theoretical reasoning demonstrates the ne-
cessity of reconciling fides voward the state and charitas toward all men. Won't the
neighbor according ro Christ and the atizen according o the state remain irremedia-
bly distinct? What will be for the multitude the object of bate without which there is
no passionate love (any more than there is hope without fear), if the foreigner must
always be considered as a brother in obedience to the divine law and in hope of sal-
vation, that is, if the ritval marks only have a relagve meaning?

This difficulty can be connected with those raised by the theo-
retical role conferred by Spinoza on the schema of three typical forms of the state
(hence of the *pact™) — theacracy, monarcly, democracy — that underlie the whole TTE
Theocracy, we have seen, is already a form of democracy: this characteristic corre-
sponds o the sacralizadon of the soil and the electon of the entire people, who
maintain in it the “l;h::{,}]{}gic:l] hatred™ of fnn:igm:r.l:- It is understandable w['::,.r, ]’F
comparison, monarchy represents an alienation and a weakening. With the sacral-
ization of the monarch, one individual’s interest is substituted for the interest of all
(Spinoza also tells us that defensive wars attempt to transform themselves into wars
of conquest), and patriotism 15 perverted into the desire of sacrifice for the sover-
eign, which means that the reciprocal love of goes and their common hatred of the
bostis are mediated by love for the sovereign and hatred for bis enemies. At the limit
(the one described in the Preface to the TTP), love for country sees its significance
inverted: from the imaginary form of self-preservadon, it becomes a form of self-
hatred. And the monarch who embodies the common passion of individuals can as-
sume the form of their enemy.

What could be, in this regard, the passional regime of an evalved
democracy: How should one understand the TTPs repeared suggeston thar the
torms of “theological hatred” observable in the history of the Hebrew state (with its
incredible ability wo resist external threats) are linked simultaneously o a certain
cultural infantiliss and o a primitve, autarkic economy? There is, it seems, a certain
“archaism™ in the pure theocratic form. But isn't this archaism always still necessary
to the modern state? Astonishingly silent on certain aspects of Dutch national poli-
tics {like colonialism), which, however, plq}' a decisive role in it, Spinoza indicates
to us that, in a state ke the United Provineces, the collective congtir does not rend so

QUWT OF BOUNDSE
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much to the defense of borders as to universal commerce, The fact is, though, that
internal and external circumstances have not made the necessity of national uniry
disappear, Spinoza nowhere suggests that the nation-form is itself an archaism.,

A civil religion coupled with the universal love for one’s neigh-
bor does not allow one, in fact, to mame God as the “king™ or protector of a race and
a land. It empties the cry of Gort s uns of all affective force. If it 15 true that a
t]'ll:[]-crﬂL"}" 1% ﬂ.;rﬂid_].' in LSOMme "F'r'ﬂ}" i l.l!:|'.|'iI:'l'l'_':l'ﬂﬂ'!.-'.| nc Ii{]'l,.lht ."il.'IEI'I. i [Il:anTﬂE!.-' must =|.—
ways stilf include a “monarchical” element (when circumstances r|:l.|uir|:: the uncon-
ditional unity of the commandment). Or in other, intentionally provocative, terms:
no doubt a trae refigion — in the double sense of the term — must be not only a civil
religion but a eredd supersrition, But then the cycle of the historical formanons of the
imaginary would have to be traversed again, in the oppasite diveceion.

These seem 1o be the difficuldes that have definitively deter-
mined the TTPs aporia and thus contributed to impelling Spinoza to other paths.

Translated by Ted Stolze






Alexandre Matheron

I HAVE no intention of treating the queston of democracy in Spinoza and Hobbes
in its enurety, for this question is far too vast. Everyone knows, for example, thar
Hobbes prefers monarchy to democracy, whereas Spinoza prefers democracy to
monarchy. It would be easy to show in detail how Spinoza, on this point, takes pains
to refute one by one all the arguments advanced by Hobbes. Moreover, Hobbes was
inspired to a great extent by Pieter de la Court’s refutation in Political Balance of
Hobbess arguments, But it is not this aspect of the problem that [ will examine. |
will be content to presuppose it. The problem [ would like to raise concerns, not
the judgment made by Hobbes and Spinoza on democracy with respect to its prac-
tical advantages or disadvantages, but the theoretical role they evenmually make it
play in their respective doctrines of the foundations of political legitimacy in gen-
eral. In other words, to what extent in each of them is the recourse 1o democracy
indispensable in order theoretically to found the other forms of sovereignry? We
shall see that, on this subject, Hobbes and Spinoza followed an evolution simulta-
neously parallel and inverse: parallel regarding the premises and inverse regarding
the conclusions.

Bue in order really vo understand the significance of this prob-
lemaric, a few words about its origin are in order. This origin, in one sense, is prior



o the very appearance of the notions of sovereignty and social contract. It is to be
sought in a very old principle traditionally admirted as a commonplace: the prin-
ciple according to which the political community as sueh, as a collectrve person, has
the highest conceivable human authority over its own members. Thomas Aquinas,
for example, tells us thar the consent of the entire multitode has more power, in
legslative matters, than the authority of the prince himself, for the prince is autho-
rized to legislate only insofar as he represents the multimude, insofar as he assumes
its juridical personality (in guantuny gerit personam wudtitudinis: Summa theologica, Ia
ae, (3 97, A3). Of course in Saint Thomas there is neither sovereignty nor a social
contract. But when these two notions do appear wygether, they will be combined
with this traditional principle so as o make possible the establishment of the com-
mon problematic that Hobbes and Spinoza had to confront.

The one who brought this about most systemarically was Grodus,
In effect, contrary to what Roussean will say in book I, chaprer 5, of the Social Con-
tract, Grotius knows very well that for a people to give itself a king, it must first it-
self be constituted as a people. What fooled Rousseau is thar Grotus treaved the
question in two different places, and by beginning at the end. But in book 11, chap-
ter 5, of De Fure Belli ac Pacis Grotius explains precisely how a people is constituted.
A people 1s constituted by a contract of association: all the heads of family convene
among themselves to form a political society with a view to ensuring civil peace and
common defense, and each of them transfers to the commennity as such, for everything
concerning this end, the natoral right that he had to direct his own actions — it be-
ing understood that every decision taken with a majority of voices will be presumed
to express the will of the community itself; so that we are, ipso facto, in a democ-
racy. And under these conditions, in accordance with the tradivonal principle, the
people, expressing itself through the voice of its assembly, necessarily has the high-
est concervable human authority over its own members, which now means an ab-
solute sovereignty. The people is sovereign, as is every individual in the stare of na-
ture. The people’s sovereignty is necessarily absolute in its content, since by definition
it covers the rotality of public affairs, and it is necessarily absolute in its duraton,
since nothing can put an end to it other than a voluntary decision by the people it-
self. But the people can decide to transfer to someone else the absolute sovereignty
it has over its own members in any way it likes. What one possesses in absolute
property one can give to whomever one wants, in whole or part, with or without
conditions —and that goes for power as much as for property. Whence the possilul-
ity of a contract of submission, all of whose aspects Grotus had already explored in
book 1, chapter 3. The sovereign people, if it so desires, can unconditionally trans-
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ter all of its sovereignty to a king or an aristocratic council, which will then become
absolute sovereign without restriction. But the people can also, if it so desires, trans-
fer all of its sovereignty under certain conditions that the king or council will be
obligated to respect; in this case the sovereignty of the king or council will be ab-
solute in its content but no longer in its duration, at least if it has been stated that
the king or council will lose absolute sovereignty in the event the agreement should
be violated. Finally, the people can decide to transfer only a part of the attributes of
its sovereignty and retain for itself the remaining part (by reserving for itself, for
::Iamplt:, tht 'l_.iH']'It Ty ‘l:?itat,]] i'l'.l'.l taIl:H-], 1T “.".Ti I'_']'I CAse t]11:rr: “."i.". e Inngl:]’ hl: ﬂt]mllltﬂ
sovereignty in any sense. [herefore, every possibility is open. From the very fact
that democratic sovereignty is necessarily absolute, the other forms of sovereignty
can be anything at all: everything depends on the clauses of the contract.

We find Hobbes and Spinoza confronted with this problemaric.
They both admit with Grotius, and for analogous reasons, the necessarily absolute
character of democratic sovereignty: Spinoza made no innovation on this point. Bur
the conclusions they draw from ir are very ditferent from those drawn by Grotius,
Concerning the other forms of sovereignty, they both attempt to reduce all solu-
tions to a single one, either absolutist or antiabsolutist. This reduction can be ob-
tained in two ways: either by denying Grotius’s thesis that monarchy and aristoc-
racy derive from democracy or, on the contrary, by maintaining and reinterprering
the same thesis. From which, in principle, three possible positions may be derived,
which could be summarized in the following way: (1) Other forms of sovereignty
derive from democracy, which consequently necessarily transmits to them its ab-
solute character. (2) Other forms of sovereignty do not derive from democracy but
are constituted in precisely the same way, and, consequently, for the same reasons,
they are necessarily absolute. (3) Other forms of sovereignty derive from democ-
racy, and, consequently, since they are snly derivations, they can never be absolute.
Logically, there is a fourth conceivable position, but it has not been used. In fact,
Hobbes moved from the first position to the second; and Spinoza, by means of 2
conceptual transposition that constitutes all his originality, moved from the second
position to the third.

The first position is the one Hobbes takes in De Cive. I do not believe that he had

adopted it gladly. But he had been obfiged to adopt it in order to eliminate a difficulty
that his theory of the social contract, as it was expounded in this work, did not allow

to be resolved rigorously, A difficulty, I should say, which concerns only republics



of mstitution. 1 will leave complerely to the side republics of acquisition, which pose
no problem.

Concerning republics of insttution, then, the mechanism of the
social contract argued in chapter 3, sections 6 and 7, is apparently very simple: it is
defined solely in terms of a transfer of right. Individuals, by an agreement they make
with one another, hand over to a single man or a single assembly the right they nat-
urally had to use their own forces as they wished, in order 1o allow it to ensure civil
peace and the common defense. Whence it happens that every sovereignty is neces-
sarily absolute in its content. The end with a view to which we have contracted
would be unrealizable if the totality of public affairs did not depend on a single will,
and whoever desires the end implicitly desires the means. Thus, every division of
sovereignty is excluded. But this implies nothing, and Hobbes will specify in chap-
ter 6, section 13, that we are obligated to obey the sovereign in all matters; no theo-
rist of absolutism has ever claimed anything else. On the one hand, then, we have
the right to resist the sovereign if he wants to kill us or if he orders us to commit
suicide. We have agreed to give him the means vo il otbers but not to kill ourselves
01 T ]'C't s ll'.l.l].. 'I'-l:lr I:'I."l:l'l"? :lgﬂ:l:ml:l'l.t Df tl'l.i'- Il'.i.l':l{l 'i.5 3utm‘nal;'l{:a|]].r 'l"(]]d ﬂ.l'.I.'I'.I CAMMOL hﬁ
included within the social contract. And, on the other hand, in a much more gen-
eral way, we can conceive of an infinity of cases in which our disobedience would
not take away from the sovereign any powers with which the social contract oblig-
ates us to furnish him. For example, Hobbes says, if the sovereign has condemned
my father to death, and if he orders me to execute him; [ have the right to refuse,
for he will find specialized professionals o do this work anyway. I have agreed w
give the sovereign the means to execute all those condemned to death, eventually
including my father, but 1 have acquitted myself of all my obligations on this point
by paying my taxes— thanks to which the sovereign can recruit his executioners,

MNow here it is that the difficulty really appears. For in Hobbes's
view — and this is a crucial point-— the sovereign bas all the rights, even if we are not
obligated to respect all his rights, For example, he has the absolute right to have me
put to death if I have refused to execute my father, and in doing s0 he will commit
no injustice against me. But, if this is the case, at least in De Croe, it is for a purely
negative reason: it is because the sovereign i not a party to the social contract, which
has been concluded only among subjects, and consequently has agreed w nothing.
Whoever has abandoned no right has all the rights, just as in the state of nature.
But why, precisely, is it logically impossible for the sovereign to be a party to the social
contract? For, finally, when one has rights, one always has the nght to abandon
them. It is true, of course, that the sovereign cannot make any agreement incompati-
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ble with the exercise of sovereignty. For example, if he promised not to raise taxes
without the consent of his subjects, his promise would be void, for it would mean
that he simultaneously accepted and did not accepr sovereignty, and one cannot
want whar is logically contradictory, But would that happen it he made any agree-
ment that would prevent him from exercising his sovereignty at all? For example,
why couldn't he agree never to have those condemned to death executed by their
own sons? Or, in a more general way, why couldn’t he agree never to punish those
who disobey an order thar they are not obligated to obey? This time, it would no
longer be contradictory, and, according to the strict logic of chaprers 5 and 6 of De
Cive, the agreement would be valid. Yet the result would be catastrophic. For, if it
were so, the authority of the sovereign would indeed remain absolute in its content,
but it would cease to be absolute in its duration. If one day he happened to violare
his agreement, there would be a rupture of the contract, the subjects could consider
themselves free from all their obligations, and we would return to the state of na-
ture, which is whar precisely should be avoided. Therefore, it must be admitted that
the social contract of De Crve, considered by itself, could not constitute a juridical
instrument perfectly adequate to the end it was intended o realize, and, consequently,
that it was important to complete it by means of something else.

Hobbes provides us with this complement in chapter 7. And he
provides us with it precisely by resorting to the hypothesis of an eriginal democracy.
Every political society of institution, he tells us, is necessarily democratic at the be-
ginning. It is not always a matter, of course, of a historical priority, but it is indeed a
matter of a logical priority. From the fact alone that individuals are assembled in
order to designate together a sovereign, even if this sovereign is finally a king, they
have implicitly agreed to submirt to the decision of the majority; and consequently,
by this fact alone, they have established a democracy, even if it must last only an in-
finitesimal moment. Yet in the particular case of democracy it 15 obwions that the
sovereign cannot be a party to the social contraer; for the sovereign is the assembly
of the people insofar as it is a collective person, which did not exist in the state of nature,
and with which, consequently, individuals have not been able to contract. There-
tore, the democratic sovereign really commot agree to amytbing. It is true that, if the
:]55!:]1']]!!'}" of the p-l:npll:: next transfers mv:ri:ignl:_l.r tiy 2 h:ing ar an aristoctratic coun-
cil, this king or council can now declare to make an agreement roward it toward
this assembly alone and not toward each subject taken individually, since it is with
the assembly that it contracts, Burt, as soon as sovereignty has been transferred, the
assembly of the people ceases to exist as a collective person. No one can be oblig-
ated for an}rthing toward a persan who no ]ungq:r exists. At any rate, the king or



council is thus freed from every agreement as soon as it becomes sovereign. But the
subjects are obligated to obey ir, for they have agreed with one another to obey the
assembly of the people, which has precisely ordered them to obey the king or the
council as itself. And this is how the necessarily original democracy necessarily trans-
mits to other forms of sovereignty its necessarily absolute nature.

But it is true that, from Hobbess own viewpoint, this solution
was hardly satisfactory. One could show (but T am not going to do it!) that it con-
ceals at least ten logical fallacies, almost all of which arise from the fact that the doc-
trine of the juridical personality is not yet elaborated in De Crve, But, at any rate, it
15 obvious that the theoretical privilege accorded to democracy contained something
extremely troubling for Hobbes: it was paradoxical to derive the legitimacy of the
best form of sovereignty from that of the worst form. And here is, I think, one of
the reasons, at least, for the revision Hobbes brought to bear on his theory of the
soctal contract in Leviathan.

In chapter 17 of Leviathan, in fact, the social contract is no longer
defined solely in terms of the transter of right. It consists first of all and essentally
in an aurborization, which only fmplies a transter of righe. To authorize someone w
carry out an action in my name, Hobbes explains in chapter 16, is to recognize this
action as my own. It is to assume its full juridical responsibility for the case in which
the one [ have chosen to represent me would carry it out. This absolutely does not
mean that | abandon the right to perform or not to perform this action; quite the
contrary, | retain it, and it is by virtee of my ows right that my represencative will act,
not by virtue of his own right. To him I granr the wse of wy own right, which for this
reason remains mine. The only right I have abandoned is that of refusing to be the
author of this action if it is performed. And the social contract is the generalization
of this mechanism: subjects gather together (which, as in every convention, has frre-
versible juridical effects) to anthorize all the actions of the sovereign without exception,
provided that he declare or allow it to be understood that they are related o civil
peace and common defense (which obviously he will always do). From which Hobbes
deduces in chapter 18 that the sovereign, as required, can agree to nothing, but it is
no longer at all for the same reason as in De Crve, and original democracy no longer
has anything to do with it. It is because, if the sovereign has declared w agree not
perform a certain action, and he performs it anyway, this will not be bis s action
but that of each of his subjects. Consequently, he will not himself have violated any
convention. He has the right to do everything materially without commirting any
injustice, because furidically be does nothing.
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Regarding the transfer of righe implied in avthorization, the for-
mer comes quite simply from the fact that certain (but not all) of our actions bind
us. In fact, every time that the sovereign gives me an order, it means that he declares
that he is going to take a right away from me in order to have the means to ensure
civil peace and the common defense. Theretore, everything happens juridically as if
[ myself had agreed to abandon this right with a view to this end. Which will have,
as chaprer 16 had stated, exactly the same effects as a declaration of abandonment
of ordinary right, neither more nor less. From which Hobbes can conclude in chap-
ter 21 that authorization binds us neither more nor less than the social contract of
Le Cive, Since one cannot be bound to commit suicide, 1 retain the right to resist
the sovereign if he wants to kill me, although 1 had authorized him to kill me. Also,
since every agreement is void if it has no relationship with the end with a view w
which one has agreed to contract, I retain the right to disobey the sovereign if my
disobedience does not take away the means of ensuring civil peace and the common
defense, although 1 had authorized him eventally to punish me for it.

In Leviathan, then, Hobbes was able to resolve the problem of
De Cive by eliminating every reference to the hypothesis of an oniginal democracy.
From the standpoint of the theory of legitimacy, all forms of sovereignty have exactly
the same status: they are all equally absolute, not because they would derive from
democracy, but because they are all instituted by the same act of unlimited autho-
rization, which this nme is juridically impeccable and thus no longer needs a com-
plement. Simply put, it is preferable to institute a monarchy when one can.

Starting from here, what is Spinoza’ position going to be? Everyone knows, of
course, what an immense conceptual transposition he undertook regarding the notion
of right. For Spinoza right is quite precisely power, and this should be taken liter-
ally. To say that | have the right to perform an action is strictly equivalent to saying
that I desire to perform it, that [ have the physical and intellectual capacities to per-
form it, that no external obstacle prevents me from performing it, and that conse-
quently | actually perform it. [ will not develop this point, but [ will consider it as
established. Spinoza uses this new concept of right to reinterpret Hobbes's theory
of the social contract and demolish it from within. And [ believe that he did so
twice. In the Theologico-Political Trearive, he translated the social contract of De Cive
in terms of power, but with results partly analogous to those of Leviathan, at least
theoretically; and in the Political Treatize, he ranslated the social contract of Leviathan



in terms of power, but with resulrs partly analogous to those of De Cive— analogous,
of course, having taken account of this transposition that, in another sense, inverts
everything.

In chapter 16 of the TTF, then, the social contract is defined ex-
clusively in terms of the transfer of right, as in De Cive. This is why Spinoza can
also still speak of contract. But transfer of right here means rransfer of power—by
means of which there is no longer anything to apply: a group of individuals living in
the state of nawre decide with a common agreement to ransfer to a sovereign all
the power that everyone had at his disposal before so as to defend himself individu-
ally. In other words, they decide to create once for all, and irreversibly if possible, a
new relation of forces that will give to this sovereign an irresistible power. Spinoza,
here, considers the example of democracy, bur he will stave a little later that this is
only an example. All the consequences I have deduced from my hypothesis, he will
tell us, apply word for word to all other forms of sovereignty without exception,

And these consequences actually allow Spinoza to resolve the
problem of De Cive quite simply, without any recourse to an original democracy.
From the hypothesis stated by Spinoza, in fact, one immediately deduces that any
sovereign has agreed to nothing, and that the subjects are obligated to obey him in
all things. For if they had wished to make an agreement with him that had obligated
him juridically, they would have had to retain for themselves enough force to con-
strain him to respect it, which they precisely have not wanted to do, since, by hy-
pothesis, they have transferred all their power to him. But, despite the expression to
obey in all things, the subjects in reality will not have more obligations than in De
Cive and Leviathan. They are not obligated to obey, here and now, what is com-
manded to them i fact here and now; and it is not very likely that any sovereigns
give orders that are too absurd (that they order, for example, that those condemned
to death be execured by their own sons). They are generally not so stupid as o ig-
nore the fact thar, if they did so, the country would indeed quickly become un-
governable and thar they would thus lose the irresistible power by means of which
their sovereignty is defined —which again would make us fall outside of the hypothe-
sis from the start. Spinoza states simply, against Hobbes, that there is even Jess dan-
ger to fear in democracy than everywhere else, for it is almost impossible that a
great number of men would agree on something absard. Therefore, in appearance,
everything is resolved. From De Crue’s theoretical hypothesis of the social contract
reinterpreted in terms of power, Spinoza was able to conclude, just as in Leviathan,
that all the forms of sovereignty are exactly on the same plane regarding their foun-
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dation. Democracy is preferalle because the subjects are freer in it, but it enjoys no
theorerical privilege regarding the question of the foundations of legitimacy.

Yet the question is going to come to life again. For the previous
conclusions are valuable only to the extent that the hypothesis of chapter 16 con-
forms to reality. Spinoza rells us ar the beginning of chapter 17 that this theoretical
hypothesis is never completely confirmed in practice, although it is always more or
less approximately confirmed. It was an abstract hypothesis, which neglected the re-
sistances of human nature, just as the theory of falling bodies neglects the resistance
of the wind. In reality, no one could ever transfer all his power to someone; in all
existing societies, the subjects, in fact, always retain enough force to make their sov-
ereign afraid. Yet we must indeed take into account, in a second moment, what we
had first neglected in the first approximarion. And under these conditions, the first
problem is posed, which Spinoza will treat partially after the TTP: what exactly is
transferable? And how can that which is transferable be, in practice, irreversibly
transferred? Bur this problem poses another, much more fundamental, problem,
about which Spinoza does not say a word in the TTFP: when all is said and done,
what exactly is a transfer of power?

Spinoza analyzes this problem in the Tractatus Politicns. But the
result of this analysis is at first glance rather surprising. In fact, if I transfer my
power to another, I obviously fall under the power of another. Now, Spinoza tells us
in chapter 2, section 10, we fall under another’s power in only two kinds of cases:
either when he has chained, disarmed, or enclosed us, or else when we desire to act
according to his desires because he has succeeded in inspiring fear or hope in us,
Bur the first case has no relationship with a transfer, since our will doesn’t inter-
vene. In the second case, by contrast, our will does intervene: we voluntarily put
our own power at the disposal of another. Burt, in reality, is it truly here a trangfer?
No, certainly not. For physically our power remains our own. We do not abandon
it but rerain ir, and it is precisely because we retin it that another needs us in order
to realize his own ends. By contrast, here we do indeed have something rather anal-
ogous to the authorization of Leviatharn. In Leviathan, we have seen, | authorized an-
other to act in my own name by granting him the use of a right that remained mine.
He used this right by doing something, and whatever he did, it was 1, juridically,
who did it. Also, I did not have the right to contest having done it. Now, if we re-
place right with power, and juridically with physically, the following is precisely what
happens here: I grant to another the use of a power that remains mine, and he uses
it to accomplish something. Whatever he accomplishes, it is I, physically, who do it,



and obviously I cannot deny having done it. The only difference with Levdathan is
that this equivalent of authorization is sever irrevocable. As soon as 1 cease to hope
or o fear, I cease to put my power at another’s disposal, and he can no longer do
anything.

But when this equivalent of authorization is given at the same
moment by a large number of individvals to the same person, it actually has as a
comsequence a transfer of power, just as the authorization of Levigthan implied a trans-
fer of right. For it modifies the relavons of force. The one who benefits from ir, as
long as he benefits from it (but no longer), has at his disposal a great enough power
to inspire fear and hope in each of the members of the group considered individu-
ally, and consequently to decide to grant it again the wse of his individual power,
Authorization entails a transfer, which iself reproduces suthorization, and so on.
And this is what the gemetic definirion of sovereignty given to us in chaprer 2, section
17, EXPresses: the I'i.H']'Il,‘ of :inw:n:ignt:,.r 15 the :right defined not h}r the power of the
sovereign but by the power of the multitude. The possessor of sovereignty, if one can
say it, is not the sovereign but the multitude itself. The sovereign is only the holder
of sovereignty, and he holds it precisely o the extent that the multitude agrees w
put it at his disposal, Without ir, he could do nothing and would therefore no longer
have any right. Everything he does as sovereign is in reality done by the multirude,
just as all the actions of the sovereign of Leviathan were by right those of his sub-
jects. But, of course, contrary to whar happened in Hobbes, this equivalent of au-
thorization is not given eace for all to all of the sovereign’s actions: it is given, at
every moment, to each of his particular actions, by the fact alone that most of his
subjects agree to cooperate actively or passively with him. And it is precisely for this
reason that the TP no longer speaks of the social contract. Political society is not
created by a contract; it is engendered and reengendered at each moment by a con-
sensus that must be permanently renewed.

Mow this Interpretaton of the social contract of Levigthan in
terms of power is going to lead Spinoza, withour any paradox, to rediscover the
thesis of the priority of democracy that was the thesis of De Cive. It is even a ques-
tion, most of the tme, of a historical priority: Spinoza says so in chapter 8, section
12. But this very frequent historical priority can itself be explained, much more
profoundly, by not only a logical but an entelogicel priority: a little like substance is
by nature prior to its affections. Spinoza points this out to s in chapter 7, section
5. WNo one, he tells us, yields anthority to another, whether one wants to or not: the
ambition of domination and envy are universally widespread passions, As a resulr,
he adds, the multitude would never transfer sovereignty to a single man or to some
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number of men if it could itself realize the agreement in its own midst, From which
it happens that the existence of every nondemocratic regime is explained by the
conjunction of two factors: on the one hand, the power of the multitude, which de-
sires to live with a common agreement, which consequently attempts to find a terrain
of understanding among all its members, which thus attempts to organize itself into
a democracy; and, on the other hand, external causes that prevent it from directly
realizing this tendency and obligate it to satisfy it by diverted paths and by resort-
ing to a mediator. Every political society, then, has two causes: a democratic conatus
that, all things being equal, would flow onto an institutonalized democracy, and ex-
ternal causes that modify this conatus by sometimes giving it nondemocratic affec-
tons. Now, since right is identcal to fact, every cansal explanation is at the same
time a juridical legitimation. Therefore, as in De Cive, the legitimacy of all other
forms of sovereignty really derives from the legitimacy of democracy.

But the difference with De Cive is that these other forms of sov-
ereignty can sever be absolute. In De Cre, in fact, the original democracy was a tran-
sitive cause of other regimes. It disappeared right after having produced its effect,
by rransmitting to it the rotlity of its characteristics. Whereas, on the contrary, in
the TE it is a question of an iwmanent cause. The origin is always there, lor the
democratic comates always functions; if it didn't, there would no longer be a state.
Whence it happens that in every nondemocratic regime sovereignty is necessarily
divided (in fact, and therefore by right) berween its possessor and its holder. It is
not a question, of course, of a vertical division. Implementing every amribute of
sovereignty depends simultaneously, in each particular case, on the sovereign's deci-
sion and on the multtede’s active or passive acceptance. This is obvious in a monar-
chy: ]{ingﬁ are always naked, as chapter 6, section 3, forcefully explains. But aristoc-
racy, too, as chaprer B, section 4, explains, must take account of popular pressure,
even if the latter is expressed informally. Aristocracy is nesrest the absolure, bur it
does not reach it, for in aristocracy possessor and holder coincide. Every particular
form of sovereignty can be defined as being the power of the multitude fmsofar as it
is held by someone: “insofar as it is the power of the multitude” (porentia multitudi-
nis quatenus), Bur the only absolute sovereignty is the “power of the mulunde inso-
far as it is held by the muldrude iself” (porentia mrultitudinis quatenus a wultitudine
ipsa temetur).

Translated by ‘Ted Stolze






Antonio Negri

as 15 well known, Spinoza’s death abruptly interrupts the Tractarus Politicus at para-
graph 4 of chapter 11, at the very moment he begins to reflect on democracy. In
paragraph 1 Spinoza considers the concepr of democracy and how it differs from
the concept of aristocratic government; in paragraphs 2 and 3 he defines the condi-
tions of participatdon in democratic government by rigorously emphasizing the char-
acteristics of its legality; in paragraph 4 he finally begins ro deepen the rules of exclu-
sion. That is all. The incompleteness of the development is such that one can hardly
speak of a sketch or a vigorous introductory outline. Ar the same time, it remains
the case that in these few pages we witness the emergence of at least two strong con-
cepts: the definition of democracy as omming absolutum fmperium at the beginning of
paragraph 1 and, in paragraphs 2 and 3, the rigorous legalism of a positivist construc-
tion of the condidons of democratic participation. Thus, berween the incomplere-
ness of the rext and the force of the concepts that nonetheless emerge, a great ten-
sion is objectively expressed, and from now on a certain disquiet of the reader seems
inevitable. Sharing this disquier, I would therefore like to deepen the research in order
to try to understand how the concept of democracy could have been expressed in
the TR

Toward this end we can travel two paths. The first consists of
secking in Spinoza’s other works, in particular in the Tractarns Theologico-Politicus,



the definition of the concept of democracy. On the other hand, concerning the def-
inition of the concept of democracy, one could regard any reference o the TTF as
irrelevent, especially if one thinks—as 1 believe I have shown in my Sevage Anom-
afy—that in the development of Spinoza’s thought, the TP represents a philosophi-
cal project that is more mature or has a completely different nature.® The second
path consists, then, in freely thinking about the concept of democracy in light of
the dynamic of Spinoza's metaphysics.

Could the metaphysical hypothesis be proven more correct than
philological repedtion? Perhaps. In any case, and not only relative o this passage
{(but almost always when one travels the paths of the metaphysical tradition), it is le-
gitimate to suppose that historicity is given here only as the always different emer-
gence and diffusion of moments of conceprual innovation, of ruprure with domi-
nant ideologies, of transformative differences, inside the constructive project, and
of the power of the ratonal structure, The work’s vitality perhaps allows for this
constitutive hermeneutic,

Maost interpreters have followed whar I would call the first path.
This reading eonsiders the Jast four paragraphs of the TF as a simple reference ro
what the TTP says about democracy. It matters littde that the TTP speaks about the
democracy of the Jews rather than about democracy tenr cowrr. Better: in this way
certain difficulties of Spinoza'’s reading can be resolved, in particular those posed in
the first four paragraphs of chapter 11 through the interconnection between the af-
firmation of the absoluteness of the concept of democracy and the positivist demon-
stration that immediately follows. On the horizon of the demystification of sacred
history that the TTP represents, democracy can in fact be read as a progressive
ethico-political concept, all the denser in morality as, by suppressing the transcen-
dence of the foundadon, the critique highlights such a reversed trace, the presence
of a very ancient vocation and an always renewed human project. The absoluteness
of the concept of democratic government is thus gradually deployed and finds ics
ethical justification. Moreover, on this dense horizon, the legalism can in turn be
regarded as a legitimate consequence, a progressive and positive accumulation of
rules of consent, participation, and exclusion, It is in this direction that a second
generation of Spinoza’s interpreters seems to me to proceed,” just as attentive to the
sacred dimension of the secular concept of democracy and to its humanist secular-
ization as the first generation of political interpreters in the nineteenth century was
sensitive to the liberal and positive dimension of this concept.” The Straussian in-
terpretation mediates between the first and the second generation of interpreters.
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Yet there exists a series of general reasons that prevent one from
following the first path, The TTP and the TE in fact, ke part in two different
phases of Spinoza’s thought. Whereas the TP is a kind of constitutive project of the
real, the TTF represents an intermediary and crivical stage in the development of
Spinoza’s metaphysics. Be that as it may, | do not want to insist too strongly on this
difference, so that I can also avoid once again being criticized for building a kind of
Chinese wall between them. However, not to regard the solution of continuiry as
radical does not mean to forger that it exists.” We will therefore privilege another
series of considerations. From this point of view, the impossibility of giving to the
concept of democracy in the TP a definition drawn from the TTP results from a
series of data like, for example, the different description in the two treatises of the
forms of state, figures of government, their different evaluation —but above all from
the dis:pp&:amn[x in the TP of any reference to the contractarian horizon. If one
wants to formulate some hypotheses regarding the concept of democracy in the TF,
ﬂﬂl.l tl'll:' "A-':l}' il.'l WI'Iiﬂ['I ]l' {.!“l,l.l.l;j ]'Ia"!'l: I]tt:l'l ll!:l."l:]{]'FII:‘[I.' :it SECINS Mo me thﬂt e 'Iﬂ'"l.'l.ld.
have to consider not the similanities but the differences between the two treatises,
But since some other authors have largely and definitively addressed these ques-
tions,” I would especially like to insist at the beginning on the difference in concep-
tual and semantic horizon that the disappearance of the contractarian theme deter-
mines in the TP in order to understand the significance of this absence. It is clear
that by proceeding in this way it is a matter of accumulating elements thar enable
one to verify if, at the level of the 7% problematic, it would be possible to give an
original definition of the concept of democracy that would be simultaneously his-
torically determined, conceprually complete, and metaphysically strucrared.

The fact that the contractarian theme is present in the TTF does
not constitute a problem. On the other hand, the fact that the contractarian theme
is not present in the TP does pose a problem. I mean that in the seventeenth cen-
tury social contract theory was so widespread that its affirmation imposes itself as
an evidence, its rejection, on the contrary, less so.” Thus, we can pose two questions
at the outset. First, whar does the contractarian theme mean in the seventeenth
century; better, what are the general meanings, the fundamental variations, the ide-
ological tensions it offers? Second, within the framework of natural rights theory
and classical political theory, who rejects the contractarian problematic and why, or
who assumes it under a weakened form or who exhausts it in udlizing ic? In short,
whar classes of meaning does the acceprance or rejection of the contractarian prob-
lematic imply?



The response to these questions is not simple. In fact, an ideo-
logical problemanc of the complexity and extent of the contractarian problemanc
was lived according to different modalivies, and only a profoundly reductive vision
could envisage a unilateral development. Yet it is possible to point out certain major
functions assumed by this theory in the seventeenth century. In this regard it is fun-
damental to recognize that contractarian theory is not sociological in nature, unless
in a way that is marginal and open to innovations or w the subversion of the para-
digm. But contractarian theory is instead immediately juridical: this means that irs
function is not to explain human association and the constitution of political society
but to legitimize the constitution of political society and the transfer of power from
civil society to the state. Social contract theory is an explicit sociological fiction thar
legitimizes the actual nature of power and thus provides the basis for the juridical
concept of the state.®

Two remarks are in order. First, social contract theory has a char-
acter that is certainly transcendental (in other words, it is applicable to every state),
but it is formally limited. This means, second, that among the meanings attributable
in this age to the notion of the state, the monarchical concept, that is, the concepr
of the unity, absoluteness, and transcendence of the ritle of power (and often equally
of the exercise of power, but without a univocal relation) is fundamental (hege-
monic and exclusive of others). | say the monarchical concept in opposition to the
republican concept in order to emphasize the transcendence of power against every
constitutive, dynamic, participatory conception. Variants are formed on this basis.
The monarchical concept is, in fact, the concept of the state’s substance. Therefore,
it cannot be a concept of the form of government. From then on the theory of con-
tractarian transfer and that of the formation of sovereignty by means of a transfer
contain the possibility of developing different figures of the form of government.
Then there can exist, so to speak, 3 monarchical monarchy, an aristocratic monar-
chy, and even a democratic monarchy: it is in this sense that a century later Rousseau
can lead social contract theory to its fulfillment.* In additdon to having a function of
juridical legitimation that I would call foundational and formal, social contract theory
has, then, a historically and conceptually specific determination; it is substantially
predisposed to the leginmation of the different forms of government in which the
absolutist state of modernity 1s represented.*”

What we have just said is confirmed negatively by the response
to the second question we posed: what are the political currents and currents of
ideas that ignore or are opposed or that in any event do not accept these specific
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funcrions of social contract theory? It seems to us that we can pinpoint essentially
two of these currents in Spinoza’s universe: those tied to the tradition of republican
radicalism of the culture of humanism and the Renaissance, and the one originating
from the democratic radicalism of Protestantism, mainly Calvinist Protestantism.
On the one hand, Machiavelli; on the other hand, Althusius. But if Machiavelli’s
position is no doubt more radical, the Althusian acceptance of the contract is explic-
itly dedicared to the denunciaton of every idea of alienation of power, and the con-
tract cannot be dissolved by the association of subjects: the subject of the sovereigney
15 “the total people associated in one symbiotic body from many smaller associa-
tons” (popules universus in corpus wnwm symbioticurn ex pluribus minoribus consociation-
ibas eonsociatus).t In these two cases, in short, we wimess the trinomph of an idea of
politics that, without formally excluding the idea of a transfer of power, subordi-
nates it to the material determinadons of the social, of practices, of the muluplicity
and specificity of powers.'? Note that the political realism present in these tradi-
tions has nothing to do with those theories of the relatvism of values that in this
same period constitute and dominate political science. In Machiavelli and Althusius,
beyond the considerable diversity of the coultural universes in which they participate
{and in Spinoza himself, when in the first pages of the TF he banters with the polit-
ical philosophy of his tme), polincal realism is not at all a relativism of values burt a
resolute adherence to the truth of the concrete: it is not the definition of a social neg-
ative that only an absolute power can discern by giving it a meaning, but a theory of
the truth of action, of the absolureness of its horizon. Machiavelli and Althusius
have little in common with the juridical subtleties of contractarianism, or with the
cynicism of the “politicians” that is the latter’s condition and complementary theo-
retical figure.*® When Althusius and Machiavelli finally meer in the Levellers or in
Harrington’s thought, they express, on the other hand, the luminous power of a pos-
itive conception of being, the strong republican conviction of the originally human
character of institutions and the perfectability of society —in short, they express a
frank republican materialism.*® This is also the case with Spinoza.

In conclusion, we can say, then, thar social contract theory is in
general a theory of the absolutist state, whereas the rejection of the theory, or its
usage in terms excluding the idea of a transfer of power, represents republican tra-
ditions that are polemical vis-a-vis every representative ideology and every starist
practice of alienation. To the stavst absolutism affirmed by social contract theories,
as a consequence of the relatdvity of social values that preexist their normative self-
determination by the state, is opposed, in the realist positions that reject the theory



of normative transfer, a conception that proposes the social as absoluteness. The
same metaphysical absoluteness that is characteristic of the horizon of truth, At the
horizon of this truth, the ruth of fact, the truth of acton.

Yet the social contract is present in the TTE However, this does
not mean that its presence is important to the point of determining specific develop-
ments of Spinoza’s political theory, or that it forces the larter into the generic frame-
work of the political philosophy of the period. The presence of social contract theory
in the TTP (in certain respects it is almost not noticed, not conscious of possible effects,
dependent on the hegemonic currents of the century) limits, though, the possibilities
of a radically innovative orientation.* In the TF on the other hand, to the absence
of a contract theory corresponds a complete freedom of theoretico-political devel-
opment. By this we mean that the affirmation according to which right and politics
immediately participate in the power of the absolute is essential in the TR Right
and politics have nothing to do with the negative and dialectical essence of contrac-
tarianism; their absoluteness testifies to and participates in the truth of action:

Now from the fact that the power of things in Nature to exist and operate s
really the power of God, we can easily see what the right of nature 15, For
since GGod has the right to do everything, and God's righr is simply God's
power conceived as complerely free, it follows that each thing in Nature has
as much right from Narure s iv has power o exist and operate; since the
power by which it exists and operates is nothing but the completely free
power of God. (TP I1/3}

Too ask ourselves what can be the democraticim imperivm in the TR beyond the lim-
its of the contractarian horizon, will mean, then, not to substroee the lack of indica-
tion by the materials treated in the TTP but, on the contrary, to proceed by conjec-
tures by deepening the study of the extent to which Spinoza belongs o the republican
tradition.

It is thus in the absence of every version of contract theory thar
Spinoza in the TP speaks of democracy as the absolute form of state and govern-
ment. Yet outside of contractarian theory, how can a philosophy of freedom be em-
bodied in an absolute form of government; or, on the contrary, how can an absolute
form of power be compatible with a philosophy of freedom —better, with the very
concept of republican democracy? From this standpoint it seems that by rejecting
the contractarian problematic Spinoza must confront a certain number of difficulues.

We have seen how the contracrarian theme is tied o a certain
conception of the state that Spinoza rejects. However, it is not in the expression of
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the rejection and the protestadon that Spinoza's difficulties arise — rejection and
protestation are the echo of the imaginative force and the republican ethical flavor
as well as an implicit threar: “without freedom there is no peace.” The difficalties
appear instead at the propositional stage, when one rejects, as Spinoza does, this
specific passage of the alienation of freedom generally required by the contractarian
conception: an alienation that, although it constitutes sovereignty by means of a trans-
fer, restores to subjects a freedom or a series of rights thar have been transformed
from natural rights into juridical rights (in the transfer and by sovereignty). But
without this movement, how can absoluteness and freedom be made compatible? Bet-
ter: how can freedom be elevated (from below, without transfer) 1o absoluteness?
The maintenance of natural freedom, contractarians explain, is only possible when-
ever it is relativized and redefined juridically. The absoluteness of freedom, of free-
doms, is otherwise chaos and a state of war, If democracy, according to Spinoza, is
an organization constitutive of absoluteness, how can it simultaneously be a regime
of freedom? How can freedom become a political regime without renouncing its
own naturalness?

In order to respond to these questions and know if it is possible
to escape these ditficuldes, first we have to clarify the concepr of absolureness, as an
attribute of democracy. What does the determination ommine absolutum mean inso-
far as it is an arribure of the democraticumn fmperiwm? The responses concern at least
two levels: the first is directly metaphysical; the second is the one on which the con-
cept of absolureness is confronted with the usage that Spinoza makes of the term in
political theory, thereby distinguishing it from other usages, and in particular from
those that refer to contractarian theory.

From the perspective of general metaphysics, Spinoza’s concept
of the absolute can be conceived only as a general horizon of power, as the latter's
development and actuality. The absolure is constitution, a reality formed by a con-
stitutive tension, a reality all the more complex and open as the power that consti-
tutes it increases:

If rwo men unite and join forces, then wgether they have more power, and
consequently more right against other things in nature, than cither alone;
aivd the more there be that unive in this way, the more right will they collee-
tivelv possess. (TP I1/13)

We are thus at the heart of Spinoza's metaphysical conception — the logically open
determination of the fundamental ontology constitutes its essential determination.
“Absolute” and “power” are tautological terms. Power, as an open determination, in



movement toward this absolute that, on the other hand, it acrually constitures, is al-
ready presented in the TTP beyond the biblical legend as a history of the Jewish
people. In the recognition of the development of this human power, one notes the
fundamental passage of Spinoza’s thought, from the first to the second foundation
of the system.?® This human power next appears in the first chaprers of the TP as
the basis of collective existence, of its movements—in other words, of society and
culture, The absolute, then, has power as its very essence and becomes existence by
virtue of the realization of power. This is the definition of the absolute from the
metaphysical point of view, But in the framework of this problematic it seems su-
perfluous to insist on the implications of the definition: it is enough to recall, al-
ways in very general terms, that if the concept of absoluteness is reduced o that of
power, it is obviously reduced to that of freedom. The terms “power” and “free-
dom™ are superimposed onto one another, but the extension of the first is equiva-
lent to the intensity of the other. Always in very general terms.

These considerations become extremely useful from the mo-
ment that we consider the term “absoluteness” according to the specificity of Spin-
oza's political thought. From this perspective the absolutum tmperium, in Fact, will
become a term that, by signifying the unity of power, will come to assume it as the
projection of the potemtize of subjects and to define its worality as life, always open,
internal, as the dynamic articulation of an organic rotality. Let us consider, then,
this absolutam mperivm that Spinozan democracy constitures, from the perspective
of a series of political problems as much traditional as characteristic of the science
of his time. We shall see with what originality this definition is inscribed in the
problematic context cited and how much it manages, within its own movement, to
redefine adequately the problem of freedom.

The first point of view is that of the absoluram fmperiume from
the perspective of the legitimacy of power: the themes titmlum and exercitum. It is
under these two categories that the legitimacy of power is rraditionally defined, and
it is in relationship to these two categories that legitimaey can be evaluated, in its
extension, in its articulations, in its forms of existence —legitimacy and legality, but
also their contrary, namely, illegitimacy and tyranny. Yet the absoluteness of demo-
cratic government in Spinoza is so strong and so real that it does not permit this
distinction. On the other hand, it is extremely equivocal, for it is based nor only on
the determinations of freedom but on the torm of its state organization. Generally,
the exercise of power in Spinoza is closely associated with its tenure. Therefore, it
is not possible to offer distinctions or ardculations of this relanonship, Democracy
15 in particular the absolute form of government because tenure and exercise are
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originally associated with it. The power of being thus manifests itself in all its uni-
fying force. In a modern langnage, we would say that such an absolute conception
of democratic power realizes the unity of the formal legality and marerial efficacy of
juridical organization and demonstrates its autonomous productive force.t’

The second point of view is that of the absolurum fmperivm in
the causuistic tradition of the forms of power. A certain ancient and classical tradi-
ton, as we know, presents each form of government under two figures, one posi-
tve, the other negative. The absoluteness of Spinoza’s definition of democracy de-
nies this possibility. Not that Spinoza does not envisage the possibility of a corruption
of each form of government, and in particular of democracy: but the process of cor-
ruption is not separable from the unity of the life of a form of government; it is not
the product of an alterity. It is, on the contrary, the life or rather the death of the
same organism. For example, in TP 11/1 Spinoza considers the Roman institution of
dictatorship, which, arising as a function of the stabilization of the republic, has a
tendency to develop into an independent figure. The development of dictatorship is
an abstract and dangerous tendency. To the extent that dictatorship tends toward
absoluteness, it not only manages to restore the republic but also fixes conditions
that are antagonistic to the absolute power of the democratic demand and thus es-
tablishes a stare of war. On the contrary, the administration of a state of emergeney
and the need of renewal must be conceived within the framework of the conditions
of normal life of the republican absolure. The power of the absolute form of gov-
ernment in this case can transform the possible state of war into 2 movement of or-
ganic refoundation and then restore vigor to the state. Just as by reconsidering the
problematic of tirslum/exercitinm, the figure of the absoluteness of the state is given
to us simultaneously, here before this dynamic of development, of corruption and
refoundation, so too the power of the absolute form of government is given to us in
a diachronic schema that is dynamic and temporally constitutive: “It is clear then
that the condivion of this kind of state [the aristocratic] will be best if it is organized
50 as to approach most closely to the absolute™ (TP VIIL/5).

The third point of view is that of the absofutum imperivm from
the internal perspective of the administration of the state, or again the concept of
magistracy and the magistrate. Here absoluteness also derives directly from the def-
inition of the state. This means that Spinozan democracy, whatever the forms of or-
ganization of responsibilities and controls and the funetions in which it is repre-
sented, can in no way be defined as a constitutional democracy, that is, as a form of
government founded on the division and equilibrium of powers and on their recip-
rocal dialectic. In Spinoza the concepton of the magistrate and the magistracy, on



the contrary, is absolutely unitary. Certain funcuons of control and equilibriam are
not excluded, but they do not derive from a constitutional situation of fragmented
or dialectical power. These functions, on the other hand, can be figures of expression
of constitutive power, fragments or versions of the unitary tension of the system.
Inside the latter, just as each subject is a citizen, so too is each citizen a magistrate —
but the magistracy is the moment of revelation of the highest potential of unity and
freedom.*®

“‘rﬂ L'Ulll.d L'ﬁrlti.l"l.llf h'_lr' shﬁwing ITIH.H}" "tI'I.EI.' |H]il'.||,'.'-i ﬂ"- VIEW I:I.'TIITI
which the Spinozan absolureness conceprually and actually includes the concept
of power and its functions. But we would not add much to whatr we have already
said. Whatever the point of view, the same experience is repeated. Absoluteness is
the power thiat {l::vtlt}ps and maintains irself, unitari]:,.r, prmlucr.ix'l:l}r. I:]-:mr_:r.TaL'l_,.'
is the highest form of expression of society. For it is the most expansive form in
which natural society is expressed as political society: “For absolute sovereignty, if
any such thing exists, is really the sovereignty held by the entre mularude” (TP
VIIL/3). Yer in such a full dimension, by traversing the multituds of subjects, democ-
racy becomes absolureness, for it puts all social powers into motion from below, and
from the equality of a natural condition. Democracy as an ommine absoluza form of
government means, then, that there is no alienation of power —neither in rela-
tion to its exercise, nor in relation to its formation or the specificity of executive ac-
tion, that is, the specificity of the figure of magistracy. The absolute is nonalien-
ation, better, it 15, positively, the liberation of all social ENErges in a gl:nl::ral COTATHT
of the organizaton of the freedom of all. Conunual, permanent. Every political
formation knows such mechanisms as organizational phases, functions of control,
and representative mediations, But from the perspective of absoluteness these mech-
anisms do not form dialectical interruptions; they no longer organize passages of
alienation. Power, however, develops on an open horizon, and these mechanisms
participate in articulations of this horizon. This is a collective action that reveals
the nature of power and defines the relationship between natural society and politi-
cal society.

Hl’.l'l.ll'f.'"."l‘."l.'. wie ]"I.H"!": not }"l:t ]'I:‘.'i].'l[]-Tlljt[I T r_ht [l'l.lﬂi‘l'i.ﬂl'l .‘.‘I.I'H:l'l.l[ [']'I.t
compatibility between absoluteness and freedom. Aren't we in the presence of a to-
talitarian utopia? Doesn’t the refusal of the contract wind up producing purely and
simply an absolutist projection of freedom in completely developed power in such a
way that every distinction and determination vanishes? [ do not think that this oh-
jection can be formulared yer. Ir remains true that untl now the response has only
been sketched and that it necessitates a supplementary path. In other words, after
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having shown the characteristics of absoluteness and how the only possible foundation
of value is consolidated in i, without being able to escape it, after having shown the
i.mpmsihilit_-,r DvaEr}r alienation and how servitude arises from abienation, Spinu-za's
discourse traverses a second foundational passage. This discourse poses, in other
words, the problem of the subject of this collective action that constitutes demao-
cratic absoluteness. Now this subject 1s the srltirudo. It is therefore around the theme
of the wuititnds that the problem of the relationship berween freedom and ab-
soluteness should be reconsidered.

In 1802, during the same period in which he was preoccupied
with Spinoza, and more particularly with his political thought, Hegel wrote a Sys-
teme der Sittlichkeit.® In this system the idea of *absolute government” is developed
as an exaltation of the internal unity of power. This movement provokes certain ef-
fects contrary to those we have observed in Spinoza: the refusal of alienation in
Spinoza is absolute, In Hegel, though, every recognition of the singularity of needs
and of subjects is absorbed into the metaphysics of the absolute across an exemplary
development of dialectical movement. The absolute is given, as a result, as jouis-
samce. Consequently, Hegel ceaselessly repears, absolute government is beyond sin-
gularities; it must reject their negative determinations. Otherwise, the absofuttm:
imperium would dissolve into the vulgarity and ignorance of the mass, and to the
transcendental unity of subjects would be opposed a mere “heap” of individuals.
Absolute government is thus the idea of an absolute movement that becomes ab-
solute tranquility, absolute identity of the living, absolute power that surpasses every
singular power. Absolute government is infinite and indivisible totality. The trans-
fer to the alienated generic that in contractarianism was the result of the transcen-
dence of the negativity of the social process is here the presupposidon of social
movement. It is not by chance that monarchy is the form of absolute government.

This course does not concern Spinoza. The relationship berween
power and the absolute in the TP is expressed according to two movements, Cer-
tainly, as we have seen, one movement pushes with great force toward absoluteness
in the strict sense, toward the unity and indivisibility of government, toward its rep-

resentation as one soul and one mind:

The first poine to be considered is this. Just as in the starte of nature the man
wha is guided by reason is most powerful and most fully possessed of his
own right...s0 also the commonwealth which is based on and directed by
reason will be most powerful and most fully possessed of its own nght. For
the right of a commonwealth is determined by the power of the mulunude

guided as it by one mind. (TP I1L/7)



Burt the other movement of power is plural; it is the reflection on the powers of the
meadtitude. 'The life of absolute government is endowed in Spinoza with a systole and
diastole, with a movement toward unity and a movement of expansion,

Spinoza specities, after having followed the path of uniry, that if
absoluteness is not confronted with the singularity of real powers, it closes back
onto itself. It is only from this closure, by traversing and being marked by its sub-
stance, it is only by seeking in this interrupted flow a normatve source, thac it will
be possible o rediscover social subjects, Its effects will be disastrous: the lawer will
no longer be citizens but subjects. Thus it is for Hegel and all authors who accep,
whatever the philosophical figure propoesed, the idea of ransfer and alienation as
the foundation of sovereignty. From this point of view the refinement of the dialec-
tical passage, in relation o substance, is not something very different from the vulgar
fiction of the theory of contractarian transfer. In these two cases we find ourselves
before the mystery of the transfer — mysterious because one does not communicate
across it but ideally transforms the fact of association, which is presented as a nor-
mative source and as the basis of a hierarchical organization—as the surreptitious
foundation of science. The union of the one and the multiple, of totality and the in-
finite, of the absolute and the multitude is given as a synthesis, as presupposed.
(Mo, the Hegelian course does not concern Spinoza, and paradoxically, at the very
moment that he recuperates Spinoza’s terminology, Hegel is more “Spinozist” than
Spinozan — and why not? He is also a little "acosmic.”)* In fact, here the very idea
(and practice) of the market emerges as a hegemonic idea. By traversing contract
theory or dialecucal theory, during different phases, the idea of the market is close
to the idea of the state. In these two cases the productive cooperation of subjects
and their reciprocal vital association are mystified into an organization of value, of
the norm, of command; and human association is thus subordinated ro the capitalist
function of exploitation.®*

In Spinoza all this is denied in principle. Just as the metaphysi-
cal relationship between totality and infinity is submitted to analyses and s ceaselessly
reformulated as a problem, just as the relationship berween uniry and multiplicity
in physics is conceived and developed on an open horizon, a horizon of confronta-
tion, of wars, of violent associations—so too, in politics, the relationship between
absoluteness and multitudo is posed in extreme terms, which are paradoxical but no
less decisive for that: it 1s an open relationship. We shall see that it is a relationship
of hope and love: “The good which everyone who secks virtue wants for himself, he
also desires for other men; and this desire is greater as his knowledge of God is
greater” (£ IVP37). In the TTP the terim meadtitade appears only six omes and has
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not yvet acquired a politeal dimension: it is a sociological, nonpolitical concepr® Ar
any rate, it does not consuture a political subject. Here, in fact, its problemanc is
less important, for the concept of democracy, the praestantia (TTP XVII/Title) of
which enthralls, lives on a displaced, perhaps even degraded, terrain in relaton to
the politcal clarity of the TF and the theme of absoluteness. In the first treatise the
democracy of the mudtitudo is a kind of original essence. It declines, develops, disap-
pears, is degraded in the history of the Jews, and it is articulated with theocracy, but
in substance it remains as a model, as a politcal prototype, as a fundamental regime.
The contractarian definition accentuates the static dimension of the model, More-
over, in the TTP Spinoza does not speak abour forms of government other than
democracy (TTF XVI), except incidentally; and so he does not need to distinguish
the figure of politecal subjects. In the TR on the other hand, the point of view is
completely different: it is a constitutive, dynamic, democratic point of view. Here
the mudtitude constitutes above all the limit toward which polincal reason tends —
from the solitude of the monarch to aristocrartic selecdon to democratic absolure-
ness—a limit that is given precisely insofar as power is adapted to the power of the
wealtitudo, Owening absolutume is the power that is adapted o the mudtitndo — At the
risk of employing a pleonastic turn of phrase, we could say to “all” of che mulriruds,
which thus becomes subject, an elusive subject, as can be every indefinite but onto-
logically necessary concept.

The entics who have artacked the concept of the mealtituds as
subject and as the central metaphysical attnibution of Spinoza’s doctrine of the state
have correctly insisted on the concept’s elusive nature. On the other hand, no doubt
apologists for the multituds have sometimes exaggerated by considering it almosr as
an essence or as a schema of reason.*® But the material elusiveness of the subject-
mratleitsido does not prevent effects of subjectivity from being expressed in Spinoza.
Thus, the maltitudini Fﬂrmrfﬂ founds the FRIPETTNMT OT Preserves it thruugh the di-
rect creation of right (TP I1/27). And the worality of civil right, in the expression of
which arises the state's constitution, is produced and legitimized by the mudtitudo
(TP I1/23)—and so forth (TP II1/9, 18, etc.).

Even if it is elusive, the mufriruds is thus a juridical subject, a
necessary attribution of the social, a hypothesis of unity and political construction
(TP 111/7). But at the same time the muftituds remains an elusive totality of singu-
larities. Such is the crucial paradox—the one formed berween the physical, mulu-
ple, elusive narure of the seltituds and its subjective, juridical nature that creates
civil right and constitution. This relatonship is unsolvable, One observes here the
radical impossibility of taking this image of the sudtitndo, and the juridical effects it



implies, in the direction of Rousseau’s general will (Spinoza carries out this demonstra-
ton in TP IV and V.}** WNo, the relatonship berween the absolute and the multitnda,
between the two versions of power is not concluded: the one concentrates the unity
of politics, the other spreads out toward the multiplicity of subjects.

The concept of the saltitudo logically concludes Spinoza’s poli-
tics to the extent that it brings to an end neither its dynamic nor its idea. In other
words, it shows in conclusion the absolute of Spinoza’s politics as opening, as the
incapacity of slowing down or mystifying the process of the real. Spinoza’s politics
participates in a genuine Copernican revolution: the infinire is the mltitude, a con-
Onuous movement 1s 1ts power—an infinite movement that constitutes a rotality
but is identified in it only as the actuality of a passage; it is not closed but opened; it
produces and reproduces. The opposite of a Prolemaic and theological conception,
according to which a principle (necessarily an alienation) is supposedly in a position
to unify the world. It is thus the opposite of the Hegelian conception of the rela-
tionship conceived as a resolved relationship berween totality and infinity. It is pre-
cisely on the noncompletion of this relationship, such as it is posed by Spino:za,
against every theology and against every idealism, that the politcs of the TP is a
genuine disutopia, a Machiavellian hypothesis of freedom, a radically democratic
proposition of the subversion of the social. Every value, every choice, every poliu-
cal act must be deployed on the basis of the incomplere relationship between the
absoluteness of power and the multiplicity of propositions, needs, and experiences.
The rational tendency lives berween the folds and in the complexity of this neces-
sary incompleteness, but it lives in it fully, An extraordinary optimism of reason
dominates the scene. This philosophy of Spinoza in the TP is already the philoso-
phy of the Enlightenment; it is the philosophy of Voltaire and Diderot in a highly
metaphysical form.

But alongside this extreme tension of the rational tendency and
its optimistic orientation, there is the pessimism of the consideration of the con-
crete —not a preconceived pessimism but a realist conception of the always differ-
ent and always variable effects of the will and its relationship to the real. The circle
does not close again: such is politics ——continuous confrontation of an absoluteness
that reason requires and of an irresolute multiplicity that experience obliges us o
consider. Optimism of reason and pessimism of the will,

In the Etbics the term multitudo appears only once, in VP205:
“im weultitudme causgruem” The term is therefore detached from any direcr reference
to political thought, and vet it arises within the framework of a demonstration that
can be linked o political thought: the demonstration of the power of the mind over
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the aftects in the construction of the intellectual love of God, a demonstration that
this power is all the stronger as the number of individuals that we imagine engaged
in this process is increased. Beyond the pure semantic reference — “the multitude
of canses™ — the appearance of the term madtitudo 15 thos not inﬁig‘n:iﬁr.:ant. Rather,
it indicates a typical movement of Spinoza’s thought: in this infinite context of fluc-
tuations and affections, what arises for the mind 15 the necessity of governing them,
of organizing them from the perspectives of power; and finally, wherever we think
we have identified the development of an asceric tension, there is on the contrary
the construction of a collective horizon. This theoretical movement, which ensures
thar the spiritual tension extends o the collectve, is essential and produces effecrs
of displacement thar are extremely characreristic (and seldom emphasized) in Spinoza’s
philosophy.®™ Anyway, what 1s important to emphasize here is how this oscillation,
this contradietory dimension, this paradox are typical of the concept of the multi-
tudo. Let us try o develop more on this question.

The concept of the srultitudo is first of all a physical power. Con-
sidering its very definition, it is situated in the physical context of the Erbicr, and es-
pecially on that knot between parts IT and 111, at which we have tried {elsewhere) to
identify the central moment of the “second foundation™ of Spinoza’s metaphysics.®
In this context, the horizon on which the concept of the mudtirndo is formed and
presented is therefore very specific. A horizon of bare corporeality and savage mul-
tiplicity. A world of physical interconnections and combinations, of associadons and
dissoctations, fluctuations and concretizations, according to a completely horizontal
logic, constituting the paradoxical intersection of causal and fortuitous dimensions,
berween tendency and possibility: here is the original dimension of the multicnds. I
is clear that this physical horizon cannot support any mediation whatsoever. To its
force alone is entrusted the possibility/capacity of refining the level of associations,
of developing the multplier of intersections of the composition, of attaining always
higher degrees of complexity. Social consistency (and therefore the consistency of
political combinations) is entirely internal to this continuity; better, it is the result
of the physical dynamic of the world.?" The sociopolitical concept of the mulritudo
therefore contains in filigree the entire series of these movements, of these previous
progressive constructions. It suffices to recall that, in order to understand how the
artificial dimension of the contractarian proposition is disjointed in the face of the
inexhaustible material dimension of the social flow —in Spinoza’s social physics the
contractarian thematic can only result as completely incidental *#

A simple deduction can now lead us to other considerations. If
what we have said is true, the tendency of Spinoza’s political philosophy — which



consists in running throughout the flow of the multitude and establishing in this
flow a series of increasingly complex distunctions, up to those that concern the forms
of government— becomes a very violent confrontation. We mean that each rupture
of the flow and every establishment of a rigid form is an act of violence in relation
to the tendencies of Spinoza’s physics. However, this horizon of contradiction and
these theoretical movements of displacement are productive. Here, in fact, we can
summarize another series of the elements that are typical of Spinoza’s conception of
the mudtitudo; afrer having considered it as a physical power, we can consider it
henceforth as a natural, better, an animal power. What it represents is the reign of
fear, of violence, of war —bur these are, in fact, only passions, these acts and these
sitnations that can permit us to follow the entire progression of the movement of
the multitudo. A movement never pacified, always open:

For the human body is composed of a great many parts of different narures,
which constantly require new and varied nourishment, so that the whaole
body may be equally capable of all the things which can follow from its na-
ture, and hence, so that the mind may also be equally capable of under-
standing many things ar once. (£ [VP455ch)

And even if we admir that by passing From the simple conatus 1w the capiditas, from
the physical realm to the animal realm, to the border of dislocation, a certain cor-
rective to dispersion is introduced,® nonetheless it seems to us wo be extremely dif-
ficult to grasp the possibility of leading these mechanisms and processes, which are
simultaneously contradictory and complex, to an internal unity. The result again, in
particular, is the difficulty of defining the concept of the srultirudo as a polincal sub-
ject. So thar it seems that the snftitads can be a political subject only as an idea of
reason or as a product of the imagination.® By contrast, concretely, the meltituds is
a continuous and contradictory mixture of passions and sitvations — and then, across
a new dislocation, an accumulation of will and reason, which, as such, constimte in-
stitutions (£ IVP3751 and 2). But this process only imperfectly allows for the power
of subjects to be deployed from the perspective of concrete constitutional situations
and constirates here a definitive element of juridical and politcal affirmarion. All in
all, the formation of the political subject is postulated as a tendency in an indefinite
interweaving of subjective intersections. From this point of view, plurality has an
advantage over unity, Reason, thought, would like the madtitads to be presented as a
.liingl:: soul: this demand of reason traverses the natural field on which socal life un-
tolds but does not manage 1o overcome its violence and dispersion once and for all:
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“From this it is clear thar just and unjust, sin and merir, are exerinsic notions, not
attributes which explain the nature of mind” (£ IVP3752).

After having considered the multituds from the physical and ani-
mal point of view, there is a third level of |J-l'!|!'i.'-i2i|}ll:.‘ considerations, which allows the
final consequences of the previous developments to be measured: it 15 a question of
the meultitudo from the point of view of reason. We have just seen how the demand
of reason— which we can here define from now on as a proposition of the absolute-
ness of the moment of democracy — cannot manage w become real because of cer-
tain physical and animal limits, In Spinoza the “will of all," even if it were given,
could never become a “general will"—and this and-Rousseanian conclusion is a
premise of his thought, This does not mean, however, that the concept of the muln-
rudo does not itself contain a certain rationality, and therefore a certain power. Mud-
titudo is neither vudgus nor plebs.® On the other hand, the becoming-real, in Spinoza’s
politics, has the power and limit of fact. Neither more nor less. If the absoluteness
of the democratc claim does not manage to embrace the development of freedoms,
it must nonetheless permit the life in common of singularities, reciprocal tolerance,
the power of solidarity. This passage is fundamental. It poses the actual nonsolution
of the relationship between absoluteness and freedom as the foundation of one of
the highest values of the republican wradinon: wlerance. The nonsolution of the
problem of the political subject becomes the foundation of rolerance, of respect for
consciences, of freedom to philosophize. The multituds, in its paradoxical nature, is
the foundation of tln:anTa{:rl.-' insofar as it allows each individual o mtroduce into
society his own values of freedom. Each singularity is a foundation. Tolerance for
Spinoza does not here represent a negative virtue, as a residual moraling® If in the
I'TP wlerance concerned intellectual freedom especially, here it becomes universal
right.

This aristocratism, which, in the motto fbertas philosopbandi,
stands out in the very title of the TTE seems dissolved inro the concept of the maul-
tittido. Whar is claimed here is a republican right and what is proposed is the very
condition of democratic politics, An equal right for all. Onee again, each singularity
stands out as a foundadon. Iv is possible, says Spinoza (TP X1/2), in a city in the
aristocratic regime for the number of members chosen for government to be greater
than that of a city in a democratic regime. Bur even if all the inhabitants of the city
participated in the aristocratic form of administration, the city would remain aristo-
cratic, and this total partdcipaton would not be an absolure government. Absolute
government 15 founded not on a “choice” {even il the choice of everyone) bur on



the muftitudo, on the foundation of the freedom of the individuals who compose
this mu/tituds, hence on the mutual respect of the freedom of every individual, The
mradtitudn, considered from the point of view of reason, is thus the foundatnon of
tolerance and universal freedom.

These conclusions, relative to the concept of the mudtitudo, thus
do not suppress its aporetic nature; on the contrary, they accentuate it. The mu/ni-
tudo, placed between absoluteness and freedom, between civil right and natural right,
between reason and the contradictory materiality of the constitutive movement of
being, has an ambiguous definition; its concept cannot be concluded. Each of the
clements of its definition lives—if it is considered through the prism of the mult-
tudo— at the same time as all the other elements. The democratic regime, whose ab-
soluteness consists above all in the fact of being founded in an entire and exclusive
form on the maltitido, is thus absorbed into this aporia. Bur this aporeric form is ex-
tremely productive—and it is precisely this disequilibrivm between absoluteness
and freedom that allows the democratic regime to be the best. Yer it also returns 1o
Spinoza's political theory to move with equilibrium in the osaillation between the
mneltitneds and the idea of the absolute:

Those who confine to the common people the vices that exist in all human
beings will perhaps greet my contentions with ridicule, on the ground thar
“there is no moderation in the vulgar, they terrorize if they are not afraid.”
that “the common people is either a domineering servant or a domineering
measter,” that “it has no truth and judgment in iv,” and so on. Bur nature i«
one and commaon to all: we are deceived by power and education. Hence,
“when two men do the same thing we often say that the one may do it with
impunity but not the other; not because the person who does it is differ-
ent.” Pride is characteristic of ralers. If men are made arrogant by appoint-
ment for a year, what can we expect of nobles wha hold office withour end?
(TP VIL2T)

For once Spinoza here allows himself a sarcastic remark.

The politcal universe is a universe of action. The fact that democ-
racy appears as the objective aporia of the absolute and freedom, and that this apo-
ria is posed as the dynamic condition of the political process, far from resolving the
problem and the difficulties of the definition of democracy, aggravates it. When the
absoluteness of this form of government is reflected onto the necessity of acton,
hence onto subjects, it seems to become its limit. For if it is NECEessary o act, 1t i1s l}}'
knowing that the aporia is always inherent in the action: the aporia is then trans-
ferred from objectivity to subjectivity. The subject must act while recognizing the



238,7

incompleteness of the universe in which it acts. At any rate, it must act. But how?
According to what lines of orientation and following what perspectives and what
projects? "To conjecture about democracy so as to cover the space henceforth only
indicated in the TP, from the religua desideraniur on, means to give a response o
these questions. My hypothesis is that Spinozan democracy, the ommmo absolutum
democraticum imperigen, must be conceived as a social practice of singularities that
intersect in a mass process— betver, as a pierar that forms and constitutes the recip-
rocal individual relations that are established among the multiplicity of subjects that
constitute the meltituds,

[ arrive at thas hypothesis by considening, as we have seen unul
now, that Spinozan democracy has no contractarian structure, that it therefore con-
stitutes a process that remains as open as the namre of the subject (mwitirnds) that
governs it is incomplete. Bur the absoluteness of government is a concept that is
equivalent to an indivisible figure of power. According to this logical presupposi-
tion, absoluteness is the indivisibility of the process, an indivisibility that is applied
to the complexity of the power of subjects, since the process of power is founded,
articulated, and develops on the powers of the mudtitndo. IF the concept of the mal-
tittido is therefore presented o us objectively as an ambiguous concept, perhaps
even as a schema of the imagination (certainly in an inadequare way from the point
of view of the definition of a solid political subject), the latter is on the other hand
articulated subjectively and is a project and a convergence of cupiditates, to the ex-
tent thar under the aegis of reason, the latter are marerially displaced from the indi-
vidual good to the collective good. In short, the republican reinvention of Spinozan
democracy is not given only because the definition in the abstract is open to the on-
tulug'i{_'al pnwf:r [}'F thl: il'il'l'lul'l‘n:mﬂlﬂ. E[}'l'lﬂl'ttﬂl}'.l II'.II: (lrnmari?_al:itm "I'- II'H': I.!I,JFIEI‘:"F!I' H:I'- t!'l.l:‘
miteltitude is completely assumed and dissolves into s components. Consequently,
the definition of democracy is reduced to the constitutive power of subjects. Yer this
constitutive power of subjects is ethical.

In ETVP3751 the subject, by pursuing its own virtue and by un-
derstanding that it will enjoy this virtue all the more by desiring it equally for oth-
ers, lives —reversed from the point of view of singularity — the objective and con-
stitutive tendency of politics. Of politics, of the absolute, of democratic politics. Yet
the subject explicitly assumes here pietar as an instrument of ethical reason from
this perspective. What is pietas? It is the “desire to do good generated in us by our
fivi:ng a{_'::nrflzing to the guidnm.‘t of reason™ (E IVP3751). To act morally a::rnrtling T
reason, which pietas represents here, is deployed, then, in honesty, that is, in action
benevolently and humanely conducted in harmony with itself and others. One acts



in this way by loving the universal, but this universality is the common name of nu-
merous subjects, Pietas is thus the desire that no subject be excluded from universal-
ity, as would be the case if one loved the particular, Moreover, by loving universality
and by constituring it as a project of reason across subjects, one becomes powerful.
If, by contrast, one loves the particular and acts only out of interest, one is not pow-
erful but rather completely powerless, insofar as one is acted on by external things.
The tendency roward the universal i1s a passage across the universal: a passage so
human that it includes all human beings, a development of the cupiditar that articu-
lates subjects and objects into a dynamic and tendential form:

To man, then, there is nothing more useful than man. Man, 1 say, can wish
for nothing more helpful to the preservation of his being than that all should
S0 AETEE in all t]‘.linga: that the minds and bodies of all would compose, as it
were, one mind and one body; that all should strive wgether, as far as they
can, 1o preserve their being; and that all, wgether, should seek for them-
selves the common advantage of all. (E IVP18S)

In part IV of the Ethics this convicdon of the usefulness of man for man and of the
ontological mulaplication of virtue in the human community is ceaselessly repeated
(see especially E IVP33, C). It doubtless represents one of the essental points of
Spinoza’s thought. Anyway, if it were not so (as certain interpreters claim), it is cer-
tain that this conviction constitutes the framework of Spinoza’s political thoughr.
The muldtitudo is thus nothing but the interconnection of subjects having become an
ontological project of collective power. But at the same time, the concept of the
meedtitudo 1s linked to the ambiguity of the imagination and translated into the theory
of political action. This is then the theoretical genesis of Spinozan democracy.®
This indication is no longer generic. The same passages of the
Erbics {especially IVP37) that introduce the ontologically multiplicative function of
pietas and honesty into the tendency toward the collective in fact simultaneously
and directly lead to the definition of the state. In addition, it is no longer necessary
to insist on the insufficiency of formalist definitions of the state, nor to emphasize
the still unfinished character of the polidcal approach of the Etbier (see especially E
IVPi652; P40; P450C2; P54S: P58S; Pais: P70; P725: P735). Whar is E.l:pt:;i'.ll]:,.r
important to emphasize in these two points of view is that the insufficiency of solu-
tions corresponds to the emergence of an extreme tension on the metaphysical ground.
The relation pietasirespublica/democraticurn fmsperium is here obviously unresolved,
whatever the efforts !tu;'lplil:d 50 45 to resolve the pmhltm- Thus, in the final propo-
sitions (71, 72, 73) of part [V of the Ethics we fnd ourselves before a series of inces-
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sant, pointless reformulations of proposition 37: the repetition does not resolve its
incompleteness. The continual referral of political virtue to generosity, w the rejec-
tion of hate, anger, and contempt, in shore, w love for the universal does not come
any closer to resolving the problem (K IVP45, 46); in other words, the reference to
a series of passions that, if they are valuable as indications of a direction, nonethe-
less do not correspond to the necessity of its completon. The former appear, on
the other hand, as particular, unilateral, and abstract funcrions. Finally, at this level
of complexity, one can no longer pretend o confront the problem from the stand-
point of individuality and consequently resolve it ascetically. In this respect, part V
of the Etbics has nothing w teach us. On the contrary, it seems, however, thar one
finds oneself before an ﬂp:mﬁ{]n that Suppresses the collective framework of the
development toward society—a kind of lapse in argumentation. Yet the problem
was posed. Of course, one could object thar it had already been posed in the TTE in
which in the very wording of the Trearise (if wanting to indicate the spirit of the
work we are content to emphasize one of the most extrinsic elements), pietas with
the libertas philosapbandi and pax are mentioned among the fundamental values that
are concentrated in the preservation and in the reproduction of the republican en-
terprise. But pietas is stll a form of devotion rather than a foundation of political
action. By contrast, at the end of the Etfier and thus ar the beginning of the project
of the TP the problem appears in all its fmpors. ™

But in the part available to us, even the TP does not succeed in
resolving the problem of the relationship between the ontological power of the col-
lective and the freedom of individuals. The concept of the multitudo, as we have
seen, poses the problem by leaving it open. Bur all the conditions for a solution are
given. In fact, there is missing only a final passage that consists in a specific descrip-
von of the function that presas assumes in this context. Let us imagine that descrip-
tion. First, in order to be in conformity with the premises and the density of the
problem, it is clear that the description of preras will not, so to speak, have the actual
aporetic consistency of the problem itself. On the other hand, it should displace it,
take hold of it again so as to situate it within the perspective of construction. Thus,
it will finally offer us the problem of democracy as an operational horizon, an oper-
ational horizon that shows the possibility that pietas may become a social practice, a
constitutive determination. Yet it is enough for us to add a few words concerning
pietas, for most of these characreristics are henceforth given, and the fundamental
problematization is the one that brings them together from the constitutive point
of view, in the dynamic displacement. One could say that the initial exclusion of the
social contract is recuperated and that an original, dynamic, and open situation is



now presented, a situation inside of which is the active construction, the building of
a kind of social contract. Not the social contract as myth, but the social constimation,
the association, and collective becoming of the ethical moment. We shall make only
a few remarks concerning pietas. As a passion and an extremely strong ontologically
constructive moral behavior, piefas is the precise opposite of seperstitio and mretus:
pietas suppresses them. Pietas forms part of the positve series that potentia expresses
across reasonable cupiditas, in order to transform cupiditas itself into véirtas; and piesas
carries this multplier of friendship and love into virmus, the way o realize this onto-
logical surplus that the collective determines. From this point of view, pretas is the
soul of the muititudo and expresses an inverted but complementary ambiguity in it
If the muwltitnde 15 a collective term that, in order to become absolute, needs o re-
construct itself across the singularities thar constitate it, pietas is a singular concept,
open in an ontologically constitative way to the meafeitnds. The framework is repeated:
“the more we comprehend singular things, the more we comprehend God™; “nev-
ertheless, in God there is necessarily an idea that expresses the essence of this or
that human body, under a species of eternity™ (E 'V P24, 22). s it possible to think
that democracy can be represented in religuis as the limir toward which tend the ab-
soluteness of the mass and the constirutive singularity of perentige, in other words,
the mraltitade and pietas?

Whether this limit can be determined, whether the natural pro-
cess of the cupiditates can have a rermination, fixed in a posidvist manner, and
whether —in the absoluteness of the democraric process— the activity of the jure
comtendn can have a status of fure conditio — this is what Spinoza seems incidentally to
deny in TP X1/3, in which he affirms: “We can conceive different kinds of democ-
racy. My purpose, however, is not to discuss them all, but to confine myself o anly
one. ..." It seems to me that the negation of an exclusive figure of democracy as ab-
solute regime is in conformity with the ontological underpinning of Spinoza’s thoughr,
and thar consequently the meraphysical bases of that powerful legalisin that we have
emphasized from time to time in the second and third paragraphs of this chapter
are missing here —a legalism that serves here to fix the conditions of participations
and/or of exclusion from the democratic administration of government and from
the active and passive exercise of the electorate. A legalism that constitutes the frume-
work of this unique and particular form of democracy that Spinoza would consider
analyzable: a legalism, hence, extremely effective, for it constitutes precisely (in the
strict sense) the very object of scientific consideration, but not, for all that, exclu-
sive, definitive, sufficient, founded. It is interesting to observe the successive devel-
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opment of Spinoza’s argumentation, in other words, paragraph 4 of chapter 11, and
to understand how the argumentation that has appeared untl now to be legalist
contradicts itself:

But perhaps someone will ask whether it is by nature or by convention that
women are subject to men. For if this is due solely to convention, 1 have ex-
chuded women from the government without any reasonable cause. However,
if we consult actual experience, we shall see that it is due to their weakness.

In other words, Spinoza will explain what follows in terms of the nature of woman.
The institution is thus factually the extrinsic Rgure of an irrepressible natural process,
toundational and not founded. Therefore, it is not interestung here to follow the ar-
gumentation further.®® It is much more important o signal that the legalism, the
purely institutional reasoning, does not constirute an argument.

This appears all the more clearly when we pass from the uncer-
tainty and incompleteness of these final paragraphs to the consideration of the meta-
physical framework of the concept of democracy. We have seen how the absolute-
ness of the political process is incapable of coming to an end. But it is clear that the
unstable equilibrium of a concept of democracy hltered across the mewitirado and
pietas does not constitute a strange emergence in the life of Spinoza’s thought. On
the other hand, in Spinoza’s philosophy we always find ourselves before moments of
great disequilibrium: the guiding thread that nes rogether comatns and potentia, cu-
prditas and wirtus does not manage to conceal the veritable carastrophes that are de-
termined on these knots. The relationship between the objective disposition of the
multitude and the subjective determinations of pietar can appear now just as dispro-
portionate. Yer the space deployed berween the two of them can seem too great.
The completion of the relationship can then be represented as simply antinomic.
But why oppose the tendency of the freedoms, powers, and absoluteness of the form
of government? Why not consider the incompleteness of the relationship between
social practice and the juridical subject of power as a metaphysical condition of ab-
soluteness? Why can't the abrolurum be the presence of the political process in its
complexity? I do not believe that it is necessary to be stopped short by these diffi-
culties. Instead, I believe that the repetton of this situaton of theoretical contra-
diction and this succession of moments of logical struggle in Spinoza’s system con-
stitute the driving force of its thought and a fundamental theme of its propositional
power. For, in fact, the disproportion and the extreme tension of concepts are torn
from the heavens and forced to live in the world. The operation of the seculariza-



tion of power——which is deployed with so much effectiveness from the TTF (as
Strauss and now Tosel have shown) —accomplishes here a qualitative leap; better,
to use a terminology that seems more appropriate to me, it is displaced. In the TR
in fact, the absolute does not repeat the theological fullness of the tradivonal con-
cept of power, not even in the form of the highest secularization ® Here there ex-
ists, on the other hand, the substantial difference that in subjective terms we postu-
late berween the concepts of emancipation and liberaton — here, objectively, power
is not only emancipated trom its image and its theological form but is freed from
them. This is why, when it is presence and deed, the absolute can present itself as a
limit, as the very powerful margin of a contradiction in action, a free constitution.
Spinoza’s polinical discourse does not thereby become ar all banal, as if ir consisted
of the pure recording and the missing solution of real difficulties. Better: faced with
the hysteria of the contractarianism that it thinks it can escape, across a fiction, the
dystony of the real constitutive experience of politics, Spinoza pushes as far as pos-
sible the description of disequilibrium and the definition of the resulting rension.
On the one hand, then, the form of a maximal objectivity, of a metaphysical frame-
work that reconstitutes across an enormous movement, and its disequilibria, its dis-
proportions, the quite violent relationships that move between physics and ethics,
between individuality and sociality, and the syntheses that constitute it, in short, the
absolute, On the other hand, a subjectivity that does not stop at the desire of preser-
vation and perfection of 1ts own being, which is not reduced to, nor ends up in, in-
dividualist figures, but poses the problem of the good and salvadon within compo-
sition and recompositdon, by deploying itself among all the world’s powers—in short,
freedom. We know that the perfection of this relatonship is unrealizable. The concepr
of the multitudo is an example of imperfecton. But we shall always have attempred
to try again. The possible democracy is the most complete image of the disuropia of
the absolute reladonship. Democracy is a “prolix method.”

To conclude: Spinoza’s religiosity is often mentioned with re-
spect to the TTP and TP In facr, a2 genuine atheist religiosity runs throughout Spin-
oza’s hypothesis of democracy: Nemo porest Denm odio babere (E VP18), This hy-
pothesis has been felt to live in the relavonship between absoluteness and freedom,
in the contradiction that constates it, in the constructive struggle that democracy
requires. One senses that it is endured, as the disproportion, the metaphysical abyss,
the theology without theology are endured — but above all it is felt as the tension of
a genuine hope. If there exists here a biblical spirit, it is not at all that of the secu-
larized version of the TTP but instead that of the extremely profound materialist
pietas of the Book of Job:
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Bur huoman power is very limited and infiniely surpassed by the power of
external causes. So we do not have an absolute power to adapt things out-
side of us to our use. Nevertheless, we shall bear calmly those things which
happen to us contrary to what the principle of our advanrage demands, if we
are conscious that we have done our dury, thar the power we have could not
have extended iself vo the point where we could have avoided those things,
and that we are a part of the whole of Nature, whose order we follow. If we
understand this clearly and distinctly, thar part of us which is defined by un-
derstanding, that is, the better part of us, will be entirely satisfied with this,
and will strive to persevere in that satisfaction. For insofar as we understand,
we can want nothing except what is necessary, nor absolutely be satishied
with anything except what is oue. Hence, insofar as we understand these
things rightly, the striving of the better part of us agrees with the order of
the whole of Marure, (E [VApp32)

Translated by Ted Stolze
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and the image of the development of a specific form of
relighous alliance and socal association, between
thpoeraey amd Jewish usiliceney. Iy is pointless oo recall
here the importance of Leo Srrawss's interpretative
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SEMAantic m-r.ll:iuui;?' af the COnCepts considered, The
insistence that, in contemporary philosophical literature,
camn be vhserved reganding this continuity seems to have
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crudeness of my approach, while considering it relevant
and having a certain heuristic value. | think that it would
be nevessary to deepen the research on this terrain, and
this essay 1 also iseant bo comtribuabe bo such a
decpening, As much as | thank ehose whi have reserved a
critical receprion for the thesis of the inrernal
discontinuity of Spinoza’s metaphysics, so too do | reject
the soonsations, often acerhic, that have been formulaced
agaimst my resding of the “second foundation™ of
Spimoza’s thoaghe and against the famation, bevwemn
the Erbicr and the TF, of 2 constinative perspeetive of
being, founded on collective subjectivity. See recently in
H:d.:mp.rdi-u:.rn!-rﬁnitl'?ﬁﬂ.lwu]dﬁh:mrwun
tos this theme at a later point.

& Droetto {1958), Matheron {1988).

7. On the diffusion of social comtrace theory, see Gierke
(1958), Gough (1957), and Strauss (19533, On this
argument | refer oo these pow classic exs in onder o

emphasize essentially the unilateral character of the
interpretation of the contractaran problematie of the
seventeenth and eighteenth cenmaries, which we also find
in almost every author— from Georg Jellinek o Léon
Draguix, from Paul Janet vo Giorgio Del Vecchio, from
Carl Friedrich to Bobert Derathé, from MNorbert Bohhio
to Hans Welzel. By the unilateralness of interpretatson [
mean aot ealy the Fe thar during these centuries the
comract is regarded as a hegemonic figure of political
:ﬁnm-,,rhu'l::llndutinm-mt is reduced to & substantial
unity, in joridical terms.

& The entire radinion and finally (bor with their oam
authaority) Hans Kelsen snd Bobbio, Niklas Labmsnn
and John Rawls have insisted and continoe to insiss with
great effectiveness on the immediately juridical character
of the contractarian hypothesis, This insistence is
generally motivated by reference vo the highest
justification of the comractarian themarie in the hisory
of thoughs, namely, the Kantian defnition. Here the
hypothetical characrer and the juridical function of
original agreement are immediately apparent. See
Vi0achos (1962, 23600, The transcendental charscter af
the contractarian hypothests i thus fundamenal, and the
wranscendental dimension is immediately juridical, One
could add that in this case philosophical thought has
made of Kantiznism simultaneonsly an exclasive method
and a kind of idea of feason, which separates historical
concepts (Megri 1962}, 50 thar the position of anyone
whe has explicily puptdm: saciplogical function of

COMEractEranism l'LII'I:ﬂd.It Mo A I'EFI'EILHE'HDTI.
of the clss = 15 have Harringron ar the
Levelers —is truly marginal, See in this regard alio
Macpherson {(1962), Zagorin (1954), and Bliszer {1%940).
The development of palitical thawsghe as well a5 che
contractarisn fanction in the seventeenth century can be
considered differently, if instead of the contractarian
thematic ane consdders the diffusion and fornane of
Machiavellism. Ome knows how much Machiavelli's
thoughs was badly understood in & programmatic way by
the interpretation of “politicians” (on this point see
especially Procacc [1%65]). Machizvellis thoughe,
buowever, was read and applied by political seience in
another perspective, that is, from the republicin
stanidpaing see especially in this regard the unfimished
bt very rich interpretation of Raabs (1964).

W Derathé (19500,

18, In Negri (1970) the rescanch aims o establish
certain hissorbographical criveria vhar maghe allow the
variamts of the shealutist model of the modern stae v be
considered. It is pointbess 1o refer here w the vas
bibliography that it is useful to consult in this regard. It
suffices o recall that a comect methadology must
continually compare the iealogical alternatives —ofien
numerous — with the urgencies and determinations that
emerge from concrete praxss. The thess defended in the
casay cited is that the history of modermity and the
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ideclogica] variants of the ahsolatist state st be read as
so many expressions of the profound crisis that
charscterizes the centary. The humanist Rengissance had
capressed a ralical revolutson of wilues, bie this “rise” of
minlerm mam, this emergence of his produetive
singularity amil the frer image of his eollectve essence,
were rather quickly put back imbo question by the
developiment of the clas struggle and the impossibilivy of
the mascent bosrgeotsic’s fighting on two fronts, A series
of aleernatives was therefore detesinined in relation w
this probleim, YWhar nsost esseatially be recalled 5 dhat
che first arganiration of capitalism and of vhe modermn
state consonzres bess the i:ip:uiq.' af :l:nn:ru.rinF rhis mew
proslactive energy than its crisis, a porely negarive
dialects: {in every alternasive that is not a rupoere and an
anmmaly, as is the case, on the conimiry, in Spinoza) of
ehis ariginal Awflirung

. Alchmsins (1964, Preface.

212, Giierke {1939 Friedrich's *Introdsoton™ m
Alnhuesins {1932,

A2 Popkin (1974 Spink (19464}
14, i".lii‘[!hﬂ'l""iﬂrl {1 2),

18, Mathcron (1984) cormiders the afirmaton of the
contractanian problematic in Spinoza in the TTF as an
adhetenoe o the jutidical terminology of the ape and as
an LNATLmsEnT u‘l::plﬂl 1o the [u'::iliqm af thie conditions
of validity of right, According to Tosel (1984, on the
mther hanid, the comiracy and its afErmacion in H-Tii.nnu
are @ means o subordinate the religinos alliance 1o the
prapetly political pact— by revealing in this way the
practico-politel ature of the rebigious. It is clear, in
ary s, that the affizmarion of the contract blocks the
metaphysical process: in Macheron by sapgestng chat the
anelysis of conditions of validity can he different from
the '.||.‘|i|}'!-i$-l.-l'l]'|u derermitiations of the efectivences of
right; in Tesel by preventing religion from bing set
asdibe omoe anid for all amd r:l:ig;inm froum hn::ing !mq‘u::!
nnl:,.' in the deed, in the ethical unﬁ'rl.rli.ng of the diving,
and mod in the EMETFence af ancient rrsths,

48, [t is not impossable for me here to push the
dernamstration af the |.:.|l:|!in| |.lhr|.-|.' bk 3 |.n'|.|-|:rcr]g.'
mwtaphysical plane, as 1 have already done (Negm 1991],
From a general paing of view it is ag any rate impareant
o refier ko what Deleuze afficms (1990 —that s, thae
Spinoe's way moves eoward an absalute presence of
heing —in arder to undersand how this process of
redefinition of being necessarily conmins a mechanism of
wransformation of political categonies. If [ may be
permitted an image, it ssems o me that one can say that
Spinoea’s path moves voward a greaver and greater
nakedness of being. Tam nor elluding anly wo che Fall of
the farctions of the atribute in the secomd phase of
Spinoza’s thought, ard [ no longer insist only vn the
pragmatic definition, which i more and more
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determingve amnd mn:rimrirend'h:hg; 1 :p-ui: aboae all
of the conceprion of suhsrance and of a depch thaa is
emptied more and more o the extent that the sertace is
enriched. Traditonal memphysical chought, by which we
have been formed, oaly porecives with grear difficaley the
copssderahie effecs of the simple presence of the divine

suhstanice,

17 Tris srramge thay Hans Kelsen, the most insparmant
and mast coherent theorist of the problems of validity
and efficacy in the unity of juridical organization, dil not
{0 my knowledge) see & precursor in Spincea, This i
prodably due to the weight exerted by neo-Kantian
reduwchoni=m Iful"ph:nm;lim anal formalizm} in the
evilization of Spinoea's thought. Kelsea's philosaphico-
juridical thoughs is, however, auch richer than his neo-
Kantian magriz, I'n the final phm nf hkis Thnughl;. Kelsen
adlheres in particular o o juridical realism that is
entremely Bscinating in s absolse “superficiala.”
Here the wndry of che valklity and of the jusidical efficacy,
the tormative force of exeentive scts, refers back 4o a
m:uph:ﬂiiwi off constarwiEon, [mmihle Spinozan references
it would be interesting to study. See in this regard Negri
{197 Th

18 The COME]H of "mlg:':m:u.' as an Emansdiste
Formulstor of right, as defenser paas, insteasd of a simple
execusar of right and simple operator of legality, is
typical of every conception of nonmonarchical righs and
state (in the sense mentabed dbove, §e. Bonabsolas)
in the seventeenth century. This very concepr of
magserate, which we would consider imernal
Spinenza's palitical thowght, hardby appears at all dusing
these same vears as & difficelt and essenrial problem in
the liberal Locke: we se= it, on the contrary, |]:ﬂ'v=1|:r|1-:i|:|
the repialdican Harrington. Cancerning Locke, ste Viana
{10, For Hasrengron, see John Toland, *Intresdaction™
to Haerington (L7700, It remains toe he: scen wp 1o wha
pesant i these latver positions the problematie of the
Imagstrale represcnks the -:r.lrll:inl.ul:g.' af the prcnlr.u]n'ﬂ
figure or clse Popreseats a new foundstion of s fascaon
a5 an expression of the will of the people —as is corrainly
the st Spanozan deroeracy,

i Hegel (1923, 41599 See Spinoea (1800-1, axxvil:
raifenr de caka, dr i nonre har ﬁ‘.lr.lmr_rnn' i'l!.lilﬂ-ﬂl
detrdervier, seguitr, guawe Fie CL werbigee amioorm Hegel
WRECI CoRTRIrRITare T, Natarune Spivarar margineli
il Pty bheslogpstit. gantios vermo (L, 429) miita o
divderm lavime ex voriginali & Cel. de Muwrr pubbircares, Bun also
[ Ilegtl (1989, |, &3, 74T and pacriee Flegpel (1928,
371h

2@, Macherey (197F); Megri (1991},

34, “For whart s most useful 1o man is whae moss agrees
weuth his namere . L de, .. man” (Naees, i Sossind
BTANECTEN B £, f.l.ll:d CHIW FUO RATHFE PACTRNE CORZERET . . L
bar et . ., beme) (E IVPI5C10. There is no doubit that
this Spivozan proposston in i very Bteralness conhl be



aceribated to Mars. But the problem heee is nog
phibdogical, asd we would nog know how o add much o
the philodigy of the Spinoea/’Mars relstion already fully
dtl.-:l.l:.-pmj I'||:|.l Fuhel (1977 The p:mhl.ﬂ'n = Eul:ine]_l.'
philosophical, The question could be pased i the
following terms. By comsidering as totally unaccepgable
the reference of Marx's thought 10 narural rights theory,
the guestion that presents itsell is thar of thee guality and
of the figare of radically conseimive nansral rights
thewey, a namural rights theory of pewer, of the
pqwim;'rjv: frce, and of palitical realism. From now on a
quite vest fiteranare, whose highest expression is
represented by the writings of Deleure and Matheron—
st recently by Tosel — leads 18 1o these comclusions, In
the smily of the Spinoza-Marx relagon 4 supplementcary
step condid e waken if one grasped the materialise reversal
of Spinozist navaral rights theory in relation to our
current paliticsl problematie. But if the forms of ressanch
eryving oo retrace in Spinosan matecalism @ geon of the
eritigpes of palitical economy are revealed o be
apedegeric and printless, the Spinoean reading of the
eminently sociopolitical organizatinn of exploitation is,
IT:." ComiTast, 1.u1d-n-u|:rhu|:||'_|.' relevant. In other wonds, in the
postindustrial sge the Spinoran crigque of the
representation of capimlist power corresponds more o
she vruth than dises the analyss of the cntigue of political
ecopuamy, Without fofgeming, in fact, the imponance of
Marzian economic apelysis, todwy che tension toward
|ubstrataadn Hpmmur] by Spimnea’s philosophy has a
capacity of demystificatiaon and extraondinary
demonsiration. At the apoges of capitalist development,
in facr, it seems o me impartant o rediscower the critical
e ik irs ﬂr.ig'jnr:.

2. Babibar (1994); Saccare Batten (1988 Tosel {1984),

23, [ do nor hesitate o situate myself (Megri [1991])
among the apologists for che minldads—and to make a
thax PNt & nedEssary self-entierin, bar, 48 ong will be
alale tor obmserve im the resy of ony argunsent, in a sense
coamrary 10 the ane asked of me. This means that it does
not seem o me that | have imsised oo much on the
foundational power of the maliinds, On the contrary,
and [ accept om this point Halibars Crtigue {104, [ have
mo lirtle braught o light the dynamic of this
antdigicatly constitutive subpeetivity. | di noe helieve
that [ heavee imsisred roo much on the mechanisms that
lewd the mulftineds to subjectivity; 1 have only emphasized
o lattle the pricesaed ehat are :.lprll.l.‘d fean this
subjectivity. Ik B pow a matter of proceeding in chis
wense, A firet line, & we shall see further on, & the one
that, in the pluralist dynamic of the smdtitmdo, beads
tovwand the concept of wlerance, as the eomditien of
existence of this same politie] mbjectivity of the
mruitirds. The second line of research is the one thay,
from a sl more dlementsty and ontolbogically nspormant
formative layer, leads 1o the echical diglectic of
:i.ngn]pririﬂ inn chie form of the collective snd to the

expression of pietar. Un these themnes, and more generally
on the way in which the ethice and polnies are
imterconnected with the problem of sabation, see
Matheron’s (197 1) fundamental ressasch.

24, | refer here especiafly to the French interpresative
current directed by Madeleineg Franchs, an inerpresative
cufrent that, despite certain reinatkabls coneribaions,
bacs i vy opanion feduced the Spinnea-Roussean relatian
e witesly ansoceprabde rerms, As a caricaturs| expression
aif this interpretytive current, see the manslation of the
Spinnzan cwites by “nation® (Spinoza 1954,

25 Hegr'; (1541, 175=T8). This pmpmil:iﬂn P2y,
whigh appears at thie center of the azcetic consrracton of
the cognitive process, inverts the sense of it: Kaowledge
riges b the digmity, to the higher leved of being only to
the extent that it traverses the level of imagination, the
sl bevel, and Lets itzelf be consmructed by them. Love
teward Ciod, ar the moment when it is reproposed as a
vertical tension above warkliness, is held back and
flattened in the horizontal dimersion of imaginsrion and
sucgabiliny, arul it is moorished only by them {173). Sech
is the mechanism of displacement of mesning thar
dominates Spinoza’s metaphysics: ome can never msis
eiscagh on chis poins.

k. MNegn {1991, Baf, 144,

ar. The constrection of the concept af the rmalirds in
Spinoza must be stuated mede his physies, See ETP1E,
SEE LN |'urlri|:1||i.'r thie corollary to Lemma 3 aned the
definition and schaliom o Lemma 7. 'Chis means chat at
che hasis of the concept of the smuliirsds §s the envire
diabecisc of the mubaple and dynamic eonstruction of the
individual. The conssretive way narurally does not stop
ar the physics: the same method is applicd nexs throagh
successive displacements, on the twerrain af the
construction of the passions, and bs then deployed across
the entite Etbicr. In pare TV, finally, fron propaosition 19
until praposition T3, the social passage from oapidita is
determined. Here ar lst the conditions of the concepe of
the mltimdo are given mgether.

. In short, Spanoza’s palitical eooception is consistent
with associationise and mechanistc physics; the moments
ol displacement enrich it wishous weakening the methad.
This method and development exclude, consequently,
every possibility of insertion of the social contrac, or at
least of that specific form of conirecy thay coneledes in
mirmative transcendence. Un this point one measures
thie difference hetwesn Spinora’s thought and Hobbes's,
In Hotibes, 3 contractarian and absolutst policies (Saranss
[193a); Warrender [1957[} is superinaposed in 3 forced
arnl imsidemas way o a rigm'u'm.!l}' mechanmsnc physics
(Brande [1928]). It is obvious thag the prablem of
consistency, oF, ar beast, of 1 political philosophy and a
natural phitosaphy, canmot be in any case o]
ahseractly, especially if one considers the philosophy of
meschanism in the seventeenth centory (on this wee Negr
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(1950, 149, Concretely, however, the options are
varied, and Spinoea’s desice for conststency leads 1o
freedom, whereas Hohbes's napoare leads oo the thenry of
nefeaary servinde,

28, Sec in chis regand the inreresting hypothesss aiwd
remarks recently proposed by G Boceo (1964, 1730,

@b, On the theary of the imagination in Spinoea we now
hawe the contribabions of Hi.gnini: {1981} and Berirand
{1985], contribations whose teaor and orienearion are
uneven e noaetheless very ineeresung, O the basis of
this research amd the very importznt role they accard in
the theary of the imaginstion, | helieve | can fend off the
socmsacians directsd ar me [Megn [1991 ]} aon the
eaggerated role asrribated to the imaginaion in my
snalyses of Spinoea’s poditeal thonghe

Bt Saccaro Bamise {1984),
23, | have dealt o kength with the variants of the

conception of tolerince in the seventeenth century
{Megn [1%70]). | refer to this volume equally for the
bibilicygrajhy. A single remack, which is perhaps ot as
mispleced as iv mighs seem: Tn 1970 che liveramure on
rolerance was quite rich and slways current. In 19835,
|‘||L-:|1:i|:¢ thie i.'l1'l|'H'|FIiE|I: qu.-:nriwm"ln'ilingt an and jpimlr
toaliarianism, there existed practically no importang
writing un tolerance. Being here on the pomt of shawing
that toberance represents cne of the contents of the
absolite Spinozan government and that this apribution i
pcr[n'ﬂr cafreet, 1 remaing for me to slrrt'ifr'ih
cenclusion thae the recent bibiography on
totalicariznism, by :w::id.ing the theme of wlerance, risks
belonging to tomlitarianism itself

BE. Matheron {1984, 240) and Balibar (1984, 5-7,
4547}, with grear claniey, berome conscious of this
gensalogy. The intmate relstionshap berween Spinoza's
metaphyaics and polities allows the ethlcal relasionship of
thi mimlidtads v be developed in these very maedern forms
of the gencalogy, Om the other hand, Sacearo Batisy

246.7

{1984, by solating Spinoza’s palitics, reprats the
ambiguity of ohjective definitions, The incredible aspect
af Spinazs's theory of polines & his inststence on the
mhitcriui.'r}' ol arrnrs, Iy is for this reason ohat, s1rii:|:|:|.I
speaking, in Spinoza there can anoly exist 2 democratic

poditcs.

#4. Hy developing these thesss [ only complets what 1
hiad shown in my Swvage Awsmmaly. These pages should be
placed most particalacly ar the beginning of chapver B of
my work, in order to make more precise certain
ArgEmEnTs, In ihes coniexy of discussion [ bad imed o
define hiow & series of comtradictorny pairs of palitical
realism {pradorederaititnds, Setencaomrtar,

remad o mwririarde) could be dissolved on the basis of the
cuncept of “free necessiny® arcribaved v the subjecr,
I.'Iurimg this pluu ﬂl'SPirmu‘s :I'Hm!;hl. Thes arguanent,
abwahately correct, is, however, rather ahetract: it must he
completed on the morsl side, an the side of ethical
analysis. But here it 15 the pirtar that shows the nchness

and complebeness af the concept of “free nocessity.”

#¥. Matheron (1977) has fully anabyzed Spinoca's
passages reladng to the question of woiteh,

B8, This is the moment of extrems opposition berween
Spinoza’s thought and Hebbes's: more than aoything, it
is hefore the problem of divinity that they express the
radical inwr:i.ﬁnn that, 'heginning with them,
characterizes the two fundamental currents of Earopean
palidcal thought. But in the faee of this problem, Habbes
affiris and Spinoea erases even the moimany of the
entstence of Gol. The vwao rendencies are radically
-|1-|'||',h:|-¢¢t‘| I 5|1:i|1.m-s thie semilarization of the ides of
power effaces the most distant theolagicsl reminiscence.
In Haobles, to the lack of physsca] and meaphysical
reasons there corresponds the necessaty of Gvinity, and
in himy, the reictionary, 8 certain order of reasons of the
hasart i opposed 10 the asguinents of rason when it
eries: long bve Go!
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