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In this new work the author brings to a 
focus the speculative principles of his 
early work, Aeternitas, A Spinozistic Study 
(Oxford, 1930), by means ofa transition 
from the prevailingly intellectualistic 
outlook of that work to one that is funda­
mentally activistic. Thus the seemingly 
paradoxical "transformation without 
succession" there held to constitute 
eternity is here resolved as the evident 
essence of " action" par excellence, which 
is thus by nature eternal. Durational en­
deavour, commonly miscalled "action", 
is then expounded as an "emanation", 
or private projection of eternal creative 
action in the reference- system of a finite 
part of Nature; and inert time receives 
its appropriate and limited import as a 
mere complex of relative durational 
measures. 

In the light of this activistic eclaircis­
sement, ethical and political principles 
are brought to the forefront of the specu­
lation as inherent in the metaphysical 
scheme. 
The author thus continues to join issue 
with the still prevailing interpretation 
of Spinoza's thought as a naturalism 
under which all things, both corporeal 
and mental, are mechanistically consti­
tuted, all values are subjective imagi­
nations, all standards arbitrary human 
inventions, and freedom an illusion. 
But though founded upon a more dis­
cerning account of the philosophy of 
Spinoza, the work is not thus histori­
cally confined, but it seeks speculatively 
to elaborate his principles : it is no mere 
"study of Spinoza", but a "spinozistic 
study", related to, and contras ted with, 
theories founded upon alien metaphysi­
cal and empiricistic presuppositions. 
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PREFACE 

The present work is intended once again to draw the attention of readers 
to the resources opened up by Spinoza for the elucidation of the classical 
problems of philosophy. Today these problems are too often taken to be 
merely verbal, so that answers to them so far as these are metaphysical 
are confidently claimed to be "nonsense." My labours will, therefore, 
seem to minds thus committed to have been untimely and funda­
mentally futile. Untimely they may have been, but unless also fu­
tile their untimeliness may render them the more exigent; and to 
judge them as futile is to claim a certainty not available to the honest 
sceptic. 

Vigorous attempts to discredit metaphysical investigation are no new 
thing, though the latest is, perhaps, the most thoroughgoing, and cer­
tainly the most self-confident. Yet it may well be argued that effective 
criticism of metaphysics is either itself a sort of metaphysics, or has for 
its foundation presuppositions that could only be metaphysically es­
tablished. "Naturam expellas furca, tamen usque recurret." Metaphysics 
survives, and can only survive as a true philosophia perennis, as the catalyst 
of scepsis and schism - neither as inexorable dogma "once for all de­
livered," nor as "a plant that cometh of the lust of the earth, without 
a formal seed." 

It is to this essentially catalytic character that we may attribute the 
persistence of the broad appeal of spinozism after nearly three hundred 

li,...._ years of professional neglect and theological obloquy, and I am content 
if my work is as untimely as spinozism has always been. 

Such content, however, is not enough to justify ther-publication of this 
new spinozistic study in an epoch given over to positivism and "human­
ism," but I am also encouraged by the fortunes ofmy earlier spinozistic 
study, Aeternitas, to believe that there remains, in spite of appearances, 
a philosophically-minded public by no means contemptible in weight, 
nor even in relative numbers, still willing, nay anxious, from such a 
speculation to seek, not merely relief in "metaphysic dream" from the 
grammarian's nightmare of current 'philosophy,' but the real profit that 
truth alone can provide. 

Apart from the conception of durational 'emanation,' which is funda­
mental, the most noteworthy developments in the present work from 
the doctrine of Aeternitas consist, in brief, first in the making explicit 
the activism only implicitly and obscurely announced in the notion of 
"transformation without succession" held to constitute the essence of 
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spinozistic aeternitas ; 1 and second, in the use made of the conception 
of 'diaesthesis,' which I advanced some years ago in various journal­
articles. 2 The first led naturally to greater attention being paid to the 
ethical and political thought of Spinoza, which received little more than 
incidental treatment in Aeternitas, by way of excursus. The second would 
have been more appropriately deployed in an activistic account of 
Spinoza's theory of knowledge, which for reasons of space has had to 
be postponed, save in so far as it could not be ignored without serious 
obscurity. As to the notion of 'emanation': the term, of course, suggests 
neo-platonic associations which I recommend the reader to eschew. 

The distinction which I draw between a 'study of Spinoza' and a 
'spinozistic study' is certainly obscure so long as the aim of the work 
is ignored. Since both involve speculative exposition the distinction of 
'fact' and 'conjecture' has no relevance. For "the letter killeth," and 
dry chronicle is not history, so that he who would make a study of 
Spinoza must beware of too hasty judgement, forgetting his own alien­
ation of mind as it has been determined by subsequent developments 
in Western thought, which it is easy to ignore and difficult to correct 
when recognized. Further, he must keep in mind the oblivion that has 
fallen upon the Nature-philosophies of the Renaissance, in the twilight 
of which Spinoza moved before the 'new philosophy' of Rene Descartes 
held his keen and delighted attention; the influences of the Jewish 
theology in which he was reared; the all-pervasive stimulus of Christian 
conceptions, orthodox or otherwise, acquired from his Gentile environ­
ment; the resolution of the hereditary 'Marrano- complex' ofjewish and 
Christian elements; for with all these influences operating in a mind of 
singular originality and outstanding intellectual fervour, the process of 
precise demarcation of 'fact' and 'conjecture' is likely to be one of egre­
gious difficulty, from which a cautious scholar might well shrink, and 
which in the end would be philosophically fruitless. Thus even for a 
conservative 'study of Spinoza' speculative exposition, founded on the 
text, obedient but not servile to it, with constant recollection of the 
influences at work, so far as they are known, is not only the sole way 
of escape from the perils that beset the Spinoza-student, but the best 
service he can offer to Spinoza. 3 

1 CJ. Aeternitas pp 158 note I 234 et al 
2 s " ' • , ' ' • 

in h~e Knowledge, Reality, and Objectivity" ( Mind, XLIX. N.S., pp. 170-88, 303-32), 
th"w ich ref;rence is made to other articles also concerned, more or less satisfactorily, with 

~s conception. 
Ch 1 s~mmary of the results of such an enquiry will be found in my article on Spinoza in 
Etm er s Encyclopaedia (New Edition), and a fuller account in my Benedict de Spinoza, The 

ements of His Philosophy. See also art. 'Spinoza' in Encyclopedia Americana. 
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But in service to ourselves as philosophers we are permitted to go 
further and speculatively to apply the fundamental principles of his 
philosophy to the problems as they face us today after three hundred 
years of further reflection, discovery, and dispute; and a 'spinozistic 
study' must in the nature of things be in this additional sense specuiative 
- though not therefore more fanciful. What alone is fanciful is the as­
similation involved of Mijnheer Benedict Despinoza with 'o Spinoza, 
and this too (pace Taylor) has respectable philosophical precedent. 
Thus my aim has been, in the present work as in Aeternitas, to discover 
and articulate the fundamental principles that often lie perdus in the 
laconic inferences of his massive speculation, with a view, not to the 
mere recovery of a historical system, but to the clarification ofits fecund 
implications for our own enlightenment. 

Something should be said, perhaps, about the order in which I have 
set forth the topics of Part I. Here I have followed the lead of Spinoza 
in the Ethics, adopting the 'order of nature' in preference to the 'order 
of discovery' - in cartesian terms, the 'synthetic' rather than the 'ana­
lytic' order. This may not commend itself to the generality of contempo­
rary readers who by habit and precept prefer to proceed from what is 
more familiar, however complex, rather than from what is more recon­
dite, however simple. The nature of metaphysical method will be con­
sidered below,1 and I need only say here that the two methods differ, 
not merely as mutually reversed orders which therefore may be con­
sidered as interchangeable (as Descartes suggests), but in nature and 
aim, so that both are essential in the metaphysical quest. The method 
of discovery follows the ascending order of increasing intelligibility; 
that of nature follows the descending order of creation, i.e. the intelligible 
order, most suitable, therefore, for formal exposition. Nevertheless, it is 
right that account should be taken of currently prevalent prejudices 
(such as the tacit bias in favour of the temporality and objectivity of 
the real, or the clamorous objection to metaphysical deduction) likely 
to prevent the most innocent reader from reaching the standpoint from 
which alone the order of nature can be surveyed; but as defence against 
mere bigotry, not its appeasement. And I have sought in some measure 
to fulfil this duty by dealing first of all, in the Prolegomena, with some of 
the more crucial general topics which are inherent in the discussions 
which follow, and preconceptions concerning which form the chief 
sources of misunderstandings most likely to impede progress, or even 
to bring it to a standstill. This, of course, is a methodological compro-

1 See pp. 1-21. 
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mise, and as such cannot be wholly successful, or successful at all without 
the co-operation and good will of the reader. Full understanding of 
these topics requires reflection upon the processes in which they arc 
inherent, and by consideration of which they are authenticated. 

Of the dangers that beset the philosopher who seeks to compass the 
problems of ontology and epistemology by an exclusive reliance on the 
analytic or empirical method, I need say no more than that even where 
an effort is made ( as by Whitehead, and even more urgently and amply 
by Polanyi) to avoid the objectivis6c truncation of the range of empirical 
data, exemplified by Hume and his successors, dangers enough remain 
in so far as principles adequate enough in the temporal realm are taken 
to be incorrigible, universal, and primordial; or again, in so far as the 
nature of truth is subordinated to an ultimate 'personal commitment' 
which is justifiable only by reference to an ideal of truth. And I venture 
to suggest that had these writers the flair for, and the training in, 
philosophy comparable with their brilliance and industry in the sciences, 
some inkling of the nature and essential point of the philosophy of 
Spinoza might have rendered less labyrinthine and bizarre the conclu­
sions of the one, and his exposition of them less replete with abstractions 
and ad hoc 'principles'; and recognition of the central importance of 
spinozistic 'emendation of the understanding' for the justification of the 
'will to believe' might have redeemed the epistemology of the other 
from its ultimate naivety as the apotheosis of 'wishful thinking.' 

In sum, what is above all else essential is that the investigator should 
grasp the nature, and for man the crucial importance, of the 'human 
predicament': that man is not an extrinsic spectator of Nature, as he is only 
too prone to assume, but in some sense a 'part' of Nature viewing the 
whole from within; so that his partialitas cannot but, in one way or 
another, condition his 'speculation': and the paramount business of meta­
physics is to ensure that this conditioning does not involve falsification. 

Finally, to Professor A. E. Teale who devoted much time and thought 
to the first draft of this book, and made many suggestions for its improve­
ment, both in detail and in general arrangement, most of which I have 
been glad to accept, I accord my sincere thanks. 

H.F. H. 
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See skul~ing Truth to her old ca-yern fled d 1 
M<?untams of Casuistry heap'd o er her hea • 
Philosophy, that lean'd on Heav'n before, 
Shrinks to her second cause, and is no more. 

poPE, The Dunciad 





I. THE HUMAN PREDICAMENT AND 
METAPHYSICAL METHOD 

Though the doctrine of method belongs more properly to the theory 
of knowledge, for which it has not been possible, withm the limits of 
space set today by economic conditions and modish factors, to provide 
adequate treatment in the present work, I cannot afford, in the existing 
state of philosophical opinion, wholly to neglect reference to the dispute 
concerning the validity of metaphysical speculation, and especially in 
view of the disrepute into which the 'queen of the sciences' has fallen, 
even among those who are not prepared roundly to describe all meta­
physics as 'non-sense,' all rational principles as elective analytical postu­
lates, and all ethical statements as 'emotive.' Laconic rebuttals of such 
estimates1 are of but little service to truth: what needs to be shown is 
that in the end all 'sense' emanates from an adequate metaphysics, that 
effective rational principles are essentially synthetic, and that judge­
ments that are truly ethical have 'objective' significance. I cannot hope, 
and will not pretend to attempt, to fulfil so large a programme in so 
small a space: at most I shall seek, in considering some of the more 
important problems that arise in connexion with a speculation such as 
that of Spinoza, to commend these contrary judgements, or at least to 
dubitate the over-confident orthodoxy of the moment. 

The radical criticisms of traditional philosophy that I have mentioned 
have never, in fact, occupied the field even among the most modish of 
our schools which, however united in attack, remain so protean in de­
fence that for the present they can profitably only be left to settle down 
to some reasonably coherent form. But many, though not prepared to 
go so far in condemnation, are inclined to take a philosophy such as 
Spinoza's, while allowing its acuteness and penetration, its intellectual 
disinterestedness, and its moral impressiveness, as Dichtung rather than 
Wahrheit, unwilling to accept the Wordsworthian discription of poetry 
as "the breath and finer spirit of all knowledge." Even C. D. Broad, 

1 E.g., by claiming that the criticism of metaphysics is itself metaphysical; that the censure 
of rational principles must be self-condemned; and that the morality of teaching a moral 
doctrine as true cannot be merely 'emotive.' 
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who in these matters I take leave to describe as a 'moderate,' appears 
to favour some such view - though for him, I suspect, Spinoza's philoso­
phy seems a clever intellectual toy, magically rather than inherently 
automatic. Others, again, working uneasily within the restrictions of 
the presuppositions of a truncated empiricism based on the common­
sense conception of knowledge as 'objective content' that originally, 
and in its elements, must be simply 'given,' have judged that the method 
of metaphysics is by ascending analogy from the objectively 'given,' 
after the fashion of the natural sciences, 1 though by its nature necessarily 
deprived of the final phase of empirical verification - thus lacking the 
essential ground for belief. Some have even sought to justify, or defend 
as pis alter, such a procedure; but their labour is in vain, for from its 
very nature ascendmg analogy, however it may commend, can never 
justify itself. Nor in all strictness can it be verified by descending analogy, 
or even by formal deduction, exhibiting an extended agreement with 
what is objectively 'given,' in the manner of the hypothetico-deductive 
method of the natural sciences. Even those who, like D. M. Emmet, 
recognize that at no stage of cognizance is the mind confined within 
the circuit of its own 'ideas' - that the 'given' which is the foundation 
of the whole ascending analogical structure, and from which the simplest 
analogies must somehow be derived, is already, in its degree and manner, 
epistemically transcendent, is already an other to which the knower is 
epistemically related, which thus transcends his psychical being - these 
too share the same doubt. For this concerns, not the epistemic tran­
scendence of the 'given' oqiect, but the justification of the transition 
from that object by ascending analogy to an object of more perfect 
knowledge metaphysically transcending it. And the same dubiety ought 
justly to be felt concerning scientifically transcendent objects in so far as 
these are conceived as concrete entities that might be 'given' to beings 
having superior faculties. 

As thus conceived the analogical method, whether in the natural 
sciences or in metaphysics, suffers from two, not wholly disconnected, 
defects: abstraction and mediacy, in virtue of which knowledge of the 
metaphysically or scientifically transcendent object is rendered, not 
more, but less perfect than the supposedly incorrigible apprehension 
of the 'given.' Though natural scientists are sometimes apt to speak 

1 "It takes concepts drawn from some form of experience, or some relation within ex­
perience, and extends them either so as to say something about the nature of 'reality,' or so 
as to sug?cst a possible mode of co-ordinating other experiences of different types from that 
from which the concept was originally derived." (D. M. Emmet, The Nature of Metaphysical 
Thinking, p. 5). 
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and to think as if scientific objects were real things, and not formal 
abstractions, such a view cannot be sustained-indeed, it is progressively 
superseded as the ultimate scientific objects turn out to be mathematical 
functions. The analogy, e.g., of the 'atom' with a solar system, though 
it may be 'verified,' in no way justifies the view that an atom is a tiny 
solar system composed of 'particles' rotating round a central 'particle'; 
for whatever the verified analogy may suggest, the supposed 'particles' 
may be 'stresses,' or 'fields of force,' or quanta, or wave-systems, or what 
not, located, not in spatial 'points' but in fields surrounding them, and 
focalized in them, not 'material' entities at all: in which case the atom 
would be wholly unlike a solar system, save in so far as a certain formal 
structure abstractly pervaded it. This is not the place to enlarge upon 
the very natural, and perhaps excusable, naiveties of much scientific 
description; the point of importance 1s that by its very nature and 
method the objects of science are not real beings but abstractions, and 
in the end mathematical 'entities'; and if the method of metaphysics 
is to be 'scientific' its objects too, at best, cannot be other than ultimate 
abstractions, and at worst, lacking verification by reference to the 'given,' 
mere figments. 

So much for abstraction; but these transcendent scientific and meta­
physical objects are also epistemically defective since knowledge of them 
is lacking in the immediacy by which our apprehension of the 'given' 
is said to be certified. As Sigwart argued, to the distress of Bosanquet, 
and in the end with the disapproval ofBradley,1 even if full verification 
could be achieved (which is seldom if ever possible) the result would 
still fall below the certainty attributed to their 'given' foundations: for 
that which must be so is not more but less indubitable than that which 
authentically is. 'It is raining here and now' is more certain than 'It 
must have rained last night' whatever the evidence may be; for the 
'must' is only based upon what I now see and feel, whereas the 'is' is 
its immediate deliverance. 

(i) 'DATUM' AND ANALOGY 

If, then, the transcendent object is preferred to the 'given' it would 
seem to be for one of two reasons: either ( 1) because of its integrative 
character, coherently and comprehensively relating the multiplex 'giv­
en' in a form from which that 'given' may be derived without abridge-

1 Cf. Sigwart, Logic, I., pp. 182-83; Bosanquet, Logic, I., p. 379; Bradley, Principles of Logic, 
2nd ed., I., pp. 201-2, 237 note 9). 
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mentor distortion; or (2) because we have reason to doubt, not that the 
'given' is authentically given, but that in the form in which it is given 
it can have existence epistemically transcendent. Both reasons may lie 
at the root of the preference. The former reason, taken alone is hardly 
sufficient since the transcendent object may nevertheless be no more 
than a phenomenological 'construct'; the latter can have validity only 
in so far as our doubt concerning the existential form of the 'given' must 
have some firm foundation not as yet forthcoming. 

The defects of the analogical method so far noted are equally fatal 
both for science and for metaphysics; but it is often thought that while 
scientific method and results are legitimate, metaphysical method and 
results are not. Metaphysics is thought to short-circuit the patient work 
of the sciences by the use of analogies derived, not from the world as 
conceived by natural science, but from perceptual nature, or some im­
aginational prepossession, and so stretched as to be incapable of verifi­
cation. It "passes too quickly from the many to the One," seeking to 
determine the nature of the whole without due consideration of the 
natures of the parts and their modes ofrelational synthesis. The assump­
tion underlying this criticism is plainly that the method of metaphysics 
must be identical with that of the natural sciences, so that metaphysics 
itself can only be an indefinitely postponed ideal of perfected and synthe­
sized natural science. 

Yet we find philosophizing scientists engaged in reasonings identical 
in form though taking analogies derived, not from the world of common­
sense but from the special sciences - interpreting nature in general in 
terms of the current categories of this or that special science, physical, 
biological, or psychological, without waiting for the perfecting of these 
sciences, much less for their synthesis. The admonition to patience, and 
the criticism of their untimely results, must be directed to them equally 
with those who have by-passed the sciences and relied on commonsense 
analogies. And certainly, if this is to be the method of philosophy, its 
results can no more transcend phenomenology than can those of the 
sciences; and metaphysics must be abandoned as beyond the bounds 
of human capacity. 

It was, perhaps, this attempted reduction of philosophy to the mere 
synthesis of the sciences that led philosophers, under the influence of 
Kant and his successors, to claim for it a special function: that of a 
'criticism of the categories' employed by the sciences in the ordering of 
their data - thus making ofit a sort of 'transcendental logic' from which 
have developed, on the one hand, idealistic conceptions of metaphysics, 
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and on the other, various forms of positivism according to which phi­
losophy is a 'grammar of science' ( and latterly, a species of linguistic 
grammar), and metaphysics a rationalized superstition ( and thus finally 
nonsense'). I do not wish, however, to pursue these developments, or 
directly to discuss their value, but rather to re-examine some of the 
premisses from which, validly or invalidly, they have proceeded. 

First, let us turn our attention to the data on which all human know­
ledge is said to depend, and by reference to which alone in the end it 
is held to be verifiable. For the most part these have been taken to 
consist of certain presented 'objective contents' or 'sense-data,' though 
from time to time mention is also made of emotions, dispositions, abilities 
and the like. But one of the most astonishing things about empiricistic 
theories is their truncation, by which I mean their uniform omission from 
the data of experience of that which is most notable and immediate of 
all, in virtue of which alone experience itself can be actual, vi;:,. the 
agency by which objective data are apprehended, or the endeavour by 
which they are sought. Agency is, of course, no objective datum, and 
empiricists suffer from a bias in favour of the objective. This bias is 
doubtless derived from the over-riding importance in practice of a know­
ledge of objects; and under the influence of this naive prejudice agency 
and endeavour, which can hardly be wholly ignored, come to be con­
ceived as identical with a sense of more or less successful effort, which 
in turn is discovered to be no more than a complex of kinaesthetic and 
muscular sense-data, and thus included among 'objective contents.' 
But this is wholly to misconstrue the nature of agency and endeavour, and it is 
in virtue of this error that when empiricists think of the experient and 
of things experienced they take them to be no more than complexes 
of 'objective contents.' Thus, under criticism, they are led, first towards 
subjectivism by failure to find anything in things but 'objective con­
tents' intramentally presented, and then towards scepticism by failure 
to discover among such 'objective contents' any trace of an experient 
self. But, as Descartes rightly understood, it jg the agency of the experient 
that evinces its reality, and it is the agency of things, and not their 
passive 'objective content,' that distinguishes them from mere presenta­
t10ns, imaginations or phantasies. To omit these agencies from the data 
of experience is quite fatal for the philosopher. Realit}' is agency; to do 
nothing is to be nothing: for potency and actuality alike in isolation are 
unrealizable abstractions. It is by reason of its agency, indeed, that the 
object of knowledge is epistemically transcendent, and not by reason of 
its 'objective content' which is neither mental nor extra-mental, but 
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neutral abstractum. It is by relation with the agency of the cognitum, as 
other than the agency of the knower (with which it is also related) 
that the 'objective content' is 'realized.' To adopt the language of the 
theory: a 'datum' must be both offered and received: as offered it 
stands related to the agency of the cognitum; as received, to the agency 
of the experient - though since per se the 'datum' is nothing real the 
analogy of donor, gift, and recipient is remote and dangerous, if not 
wholly inapplicable. 

Problems arise, therefore, both with respect to the experient and with 
respect to his objects: with the experient, as to the source of the imper­
fection of his agency, as conatus rather than actio and as limited in scope 
by relation with a limited objective datum; with his oqjects, both as 
?assive objective appearance c.f agents, and as confined to those brought 
mto cognitive relation at this or that time. For though data, when con­
ceived as confined to 'objective content,' may be taken as incorrigibly 
'given,' and thus as setting no problem,1 when given their full amplitude, 
so as to include agency, or endeavour, cease to be mere 'facts of experience,' 
and are seen as problems demanding solution. We may even go so far 
as to_ say that analogical construction on the basis of merely oqjective 
data is supererogatory, and its inconclusiveness thus of no importance; 
but the solution of the problems posed by data taken in their full scope, 
because they are not mere data, but problems, is the proper work of philoso­
phy; and inconclusiveness in such solutions 1s a matter of essential philo­
sophical moment. 

Further, the manner and degree in which the solution of such prob­
:~s ~a~es use of analogy is not likely to be identical with t_hat_ in 

hich it is supposed to be utilized with respect to merely obJective 
data, 2 so that we must examine with some care, though broadly, the 
nature of the inferences involved in metaphysical transcendence of the 
sc~bl~dee?, as I have elsewhere claimed the socalled objective 'data' would be better de­
so - cu has abfata' - as shadows upon the p' ure 'transparency' of understanding. They do not 

·•• c manifi t h · L 'b · · phra , es t e real as set a cloak upon its reality or agency - they are, m e1 mzian 
'blin~e, oc~u!t qualities.' Not understood they are blindly received, and as such constitute 
A Prior:f(~ in .t?e fie!~ ?f intellectual vision. Cf my contribution to the Symposium: 'The 

• I sa .,reatzvi!)I, Politics, and the A Priori, Arist. Soc. Supp. Vol. XII., 1933). . 
from m y supposed to be utilized " for natural science and phenomenology never begm 

ere sense d t b ' '" ' b t already in • • a a, ~t always from perceptual syntheses of these, taken as ,acts ~ 
mordiai putirtue of their synthesis, problematical. Analogies cannot be drawn fr?m pn­
supererogat verulent. data. Their use of analogy, therefore, is not merely inconclu~1".e and 
pose~ that a:~io b~t 1n all st~ictne~s either incredible or supp~sitious: incre~i?le ir It IS sup­
uncritically d gies are available m the absence of all synthesis, and suppos1t1ous 1f they are 
even such dat rawn from commonsense or postulated associations of loose o~jective data, or 
and defencibt me!ely related as simultaneous or successive in time. What may be possible, 
matter with ;hkhth empirical data taken in their full scope as related to agencies is another 

We have yet to deal. 
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genuine, untruncated, empirical data-ablata (i.e. problemata) of du­
rational human experience. 

(ii) KNOWLEDGE AND REALITY 

Before doing so, however, something must be said concerning the re­
lations holding between knowledge and its modes and modalities and 
reality which is the essential object of'knowledge.' I will confine myself 
to what concerns the matter in hand. In the brief and very inadequate 
'reply'1 that seemed to be the only proper response to Professor Broad's 
generously conceived review-articles on Aeternitas to which I have 
already referred, I indicated as well as insight then allowed me the 
relation that holds between the development of a speculation and the 
ground of its acceptance as true: in effect that since only truth can be 
the criterion of truth, the grounds of belief are developed pari passu 
with the speculation itself. For well-conducted philosophical speculation 
is not, in my view, by ideal analysis and construction of the objective 
data of experience taken as verificatory norm - so that the system is 
first elaborated as a whole, or even completed stage by stage, as 'mere 
idea' or hypothesis, and then subjected to verification or rejection under 
comparison of its entailments with other empirical data. It is open to 
question whether this is an adequate description even of scientific method 
under scrutiny more than superficial, and I am sure that it misses 
the essence of metaphysical method. As I have said, investigation begins 
always from problemata, and not from data, or if you will, the datum is 
always problematic; and its aim is not primarily information by way 
of foresight of more data, but understanding or solution. Such under­
standing introduces the mind to what transcends experientia vaga, 2 and 
its credibility depends on the thoroughness of the understanding, not 
its agreement with more problematic data. Now, a problem is solved 
when its elements are ordered to intelligible form, with or without 
transcendence according to requirement, so that the more intelligible 
the theory or speculation the more perfectly credible it is. Thus, it is 
the formal nature of knowledge, implicit in all cognizance - even in 
the largely defective and ambiguous, i.e. problematic, pseudo-cogni­
zance of experientia vaga, though privatively - that determines the reso-

1. Mind, XL/I/. N.S., _PP· ~75-_78,_ Se~ l;>el~w, p. 10, note I_. The inadequacy ofmy expla­
nation arose from the lmgermg obJectivism of my standpomt at that time. 

2 Not 'vague' (as, ~ommo~ly tr~nslated) bu~ 'vagrant', ex~eri~nce. Experientia vaga is often 
very far from vague; mdeed, its evidence and vigour on occasion 1s for most men compulsive: 
and this because it is 'vagrant.' 
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lution of all problems. Each stage in successful investigation is a move­
ment from problem to understanding, from disordered, distorted, and 
pulverulent appearance towards the real in the 'order of the intellect.' 
Truth does not arise as a separate question to be independently determined by 
comparison of theory with 'fact,' or by any other form of extrinsic test. 
Resolution of problem is a movement towards truth, which thus reveals 
and certifies itself and falsity. Truth, in other words, lies not at the 
beginning of analytic inquiry (for then inquiry would be otiose) but 
at the end, not in problematical data but in understanding. Yet it is 
the very nature of truth that guides a well-conducted speculation to­
wards its pre-determined goal. And I suggest that even natural science, 
i.e. pure science, depends for its interim-truth, not on verification ( which 
does butwidenits problematical bases) but on approximation to mtelhg1-
bility. Empirical verification does but register the investigator's recog­
nition of the limitation and problematical character of that which he 
seeks to make intelligible. For if the 'facts' from which he starts are 
problematic, so also are the 'facts' by reference to which he pretends 
to 'verify' his theory. Dissatisfaction with experientia vaga is his spur, and 
this is founded on an implicit ideal of intellectual satisfaction already 
operant; for the recognition of defect implies the ability to transcend it. 

Such was my short, and admittedly inadequate, answer to the com­
plaint that neither Spinoza nor I as his expositor had given, or attempted 
to give, any reason why his philosophy should be believed;1 and I 
pointed out that the principle evoked constitutes the essence of the 
'ontological argument' for the real existence of'perfect being'; the ideal 
object of perfect understanding is the norm of reality, as perfect under­
standing is the norm of truth. Mere objective data are by definition 
intellectual 'ablata,' and complete data (involving agency) are problem­
atic, and thus no norm of reality. Nor is passive reception the norm 
of truth, but only of ignorance made manifest. 

Professor Broad was, of course, not unfamiliar with this kind ofreason­
ing which had been well-exploited by the school of objective idealists. 
The complaint most likely to be preferred against it is that the norms 
of perfect understanding and perfect being are too vague for discriminate 
application to the problems of knowledge and existence; and indiscrimi­
nately applied may be seriously misleading, since much exists (including 
our own minds) that is imperfect, and in the absence ofimperfect appre-

1 "The theory of Spinoza and Prof. Hallett can be made more or less intelligible by sympa­
thetic interpretation and the use of analogies; what is lacking is any attempt to show cause 
why one should believe it." (C. D. Broad, "Prof. Hallett's Aeternitas" (Mind XLII. N.S., 
p. 169)). 
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hension (e.g. of problematical data) inquiry itself would be impossible. 
Thus we are forced to have regard to, and respect for, 'facts' and data. 
That we have no complete knowledge of perfect being need hardly be 
denied - certainly it is not denied by Spinoza who affirms it in no 
measured terms;1 nevertheless, though he thus does not claim2 to have 
"the best philosophy" he does claim to have "a true one"; and though 
human knowledge differs toto coelo from God's perfect knowledge, 3 yet 
"the human mind has adequate knowledge of the eternal and infinite 
essence of God."4 It remains, therefore, to make clear the rationale of 
these claims, and in so doing to indicate both the nature of metaphysical 
method and its relation with the human predicament. 

The traditional definition of metaphysics is "the science of being as 
such,"5 i.e. of the nature of beings as being, as distinct from their natures 
as distinct beings. The reversal of the 'pyramid ofbeing' 6 which charac­
terizes Spinoza's account of the hierarchy of nature entails a modified 
contrast between metaphysics as the science of the concrete nature of 
the Real and knowledge of its appearances, aspects, modes, extraneous 
characteristics, etc. which are in some sense abstractions of that nature. 
To this is added what would seem to be lacking from the traditional 
conception: the derivation of the latter from the former in virtue of 1 ts 
own nature and potency. For Spinoza metaphysics is knowledge of the 
intrinsic, absolute, and perfect essence of the Real as the source of its 
extrinsic, relative, and partial perspectives and appearances. It is know­
ledge of the Real in se as distinct from, but the origin of, its parts ab 
extra. Prima facie, human knowledge of being in se would seem to be 
confined to self-knowledge, since what is other to the self would seem 
prima facie again, to be known only ab extra. Knowledge of the inseitas 
of an other must be dependent upon the community, the analogy, or 
the transeuncy of self and other. Similarly, knowledge of the inseitas of 
God seems primafacie to be equally dependent on one or other of these 
relations. It is thus that the human predicament in the Real becomes 
of central and determining importance for metaphysical methodology 
and epistemology, for on this will depend man's power and manner of 
self-and other-transcendence. 

1 Ep. xxxii. 
2 Ep. lxxvi. 
• Eth. I., xvii. Sch. 
• Eth. JI., xlvii. 
6 Cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1003a 21 et seqq. 
6 Cf. Aeternitas, p. 115, note I. 
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(iii) TRANSCENDENCE AND THE HUMAN PREDICAMENT 

The limitations of the human mind in the pursuit of knowledge of the 
rea~ have often been emphasized by philosophers in all ages, and es­
pecially by empiricists in the modern era taking their cue from Locke's 
attempt to "examine our own abilities, and see what objects our under­
standings were or were not fitted to deal with"1 before "we set ourselves 
upon enquiries" more remote concerning such objects. What has gener­
al~y been lacking, however, is an adequate realization that the human 
mmd ( to confine ourselves for the moment to this part of human nature) 
is not merely a possibly defective agency for the inspection of a world 
extrinsic to it, with respect to which it is a mere spectator ab extra, but 
is itself an effective part of that world, which is thus, to that extent, 
~ot extrinsic to it. Its cognizance, therefore, may not be merely lim~ted 
m extent or degree, but may also in form be infected with pseudztas. 
~°. other words, human cognizance may well vary in authenticity as 
it is concerned with the self in so far as it is apprehended in se, and as 
it is concerned with the other in so far as it is apprehended ab extra. 
Primafacie the self is 'given' as agent, the other as object; but self and 
other are 'given' in association, so that the agency of the self is modalized 
by the objectivity of the other, and the objectivity of the other by the priva!ivc 
nature of the agency of the self. If now we consider man not merely as mmd 
but as integrally psychophysical ( as we must, seeing that human nature 
is 'given' as agency distinctively both psychical and physical - for mov­
ing is not a form of thinking, or vice versa), the human predicament in 
nature is seen to be equally, or even more, important for philosophy 
than the mere limitations in extent and degree of the mind. Psycho­
physical man does not stand outside of nature to view it, but within 
nature as actively related to its other, which in turn is actively related 
t~ it. Thus man's knowledge of himself is defected by the otherness of 
~ other, and his knowledge of his other by the otherness of t~e. self 
with respect to it. His nature is 'given' as psychophysical agent hm1te~ 
a_nd modalized by an other; and his other is 'given' as responsive quah­
t~ed physical object (i.e. as we have argued, as psychophysical agent 
~iew~d. ab extra). The problem of metaphysics is thus, for man, the 
mtelhgible determination of this 'given' predicament, and the conse­
quent emendation of primafacie cognizance of both self and other• What 
must be the nature in se of the active psychophysical self, and of that 
which ab extra is projected, with respect to the psychophysical self, as 

1 Essay concerning Human Understanding, Epistle to the Reader. 
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~esponsive qualitied physical object? For to bypass this set of problems 
is not merely to be confined to a phenomenology of nature but, since 
the psychophysical self is no mere semi-blinkered spectator, but a func­
tioning 'part' of Nature, to be selfcondemned to imaginational figment. 
The scientist, for his special limited purposes, may rest content with 
phenomenological objects, which are his prime concern, but the philos­
opher whose ends transcend those of science, and concern the inseitas 
of things, their intrinsic being, does so not merely at his peril, but, 
by foregoing all hope of achieving those ends, is guilty of high trea­
son. 

This distinction of the sciences as phenomenological (i.e. as studies 
of things ab extra) and philosophy as metaphysical (i.e. as a study of the 
inseitas of things), if not absolute (save in so far as the sciences ignore 
or exclude the agency of their objects), is certainly crucial. Failure to 
take due account of the 'human predicament' blurs the distinction, and 
leads inevitably to the prevalent notion that the main work of philosophy 
is logical - indeed, negative: the exposure of 'category-mistakes' in the 
descriptions and inferences of the special sciences, which sciences alone 
are regarded as competent to investigate Nature. There is nothing that 
metaphysics can do, and what it pretends to do is 'nonsense.' It is true 
that dissatisfaction with the theory that the sole work of philosophy is 
logical in nature is not confined to those who have openly realized the 
importance of due consideration of the 'human predicament' in any 
theory of human knowledge and philosophical method. R. L. Saw, for 
example, in her well-intentioned essay, Tlze Vindication of Metaphysics, 
a study of what she takes to be Spinoza's doctrine, proposes to make 
good this very dissatisfaction by assigning to philosophy, in addition 
to its negative, or corrective, logical work, a range of positive theory 
comparable with the special sciences, and differing from them as con­
cerned, not with 'observation-statements,' but with certain analogous 
'existence-statements' which depend in no way upon observation. This 
is 'theology,' which is concerned with the uninvented, but inherited, 
idea of God (or perfect being) as existing but unobserved; an idea that 
is available to all men, and the authenticity of which is pragmatically 
established by the ethical advantages of belief in it, and supported by 
mystical experience. As we are aware of our own existence without 
observing the self, so also we are aware of the existence of God as creator 
and sustainer of our existence. We have only to set our minds free from 
preconceptions for this idea to "present itself unbidden," and "without 
sensible evidence"; and it is the work of'metaphysics' to clarify, ration-
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alize, and connect it properly with the deliverances of the observational 
special sciences.1 

This is not the place to question whether theology can be thus 'vindi­
cated,' or to point out the several difficulties inherent in such a theory 
of the status and authenticity of the 'science.' What is sufficiently clear 
is that, however one may sympathize with the doctrine as 'a cry of the 
heart' from one exiled in the wastes of positivism, it is remote indeed 
from any effective 'vindication of metaphysics.' The author is, of course, 
aware that her account hardly fits Spinoza's doctrine as he himself 
understood it, and expounded it in the Ethics and the Tractatus Theologico­
Politicus (where theology is expressly considered, and (in Chapter xiv.) 
~hecompletedivorceofphilosophy and theology insisted upon). H. Barker, 
Indeed, deprecates Spinoza's use of the term 'Deus' in the Ethics, on the 
ground that what is thus named "is not the 'God' of ordinary linguistic 
usage." 2 Whether Spinoza's 'Deus' is, or is not, the 'God' of theology, 
I will not undertake to say, but it cannot be doubted that his idea of 
the causa sui was not one that simply came into his mind "unbidden" 
by the mere exclusion of preconceptions (or, as a sceptic might say, by 
the mere presence of a prepossession in its favour), but by rigorous 
emendation of ideas which, even if phenomenologically incorrigible (if 
that is possible), are yet subject to metaphysical scrutiny by reason of 
t~e 'human predicament' which, ignored or denied, cannot but par­
!1ally cloud, distort, continuate, and truncate the inseitas of things. It 
is by 'the emendation of the understanding' that the idea of the causa 
sui is to be reached, not by unbridled reverie or intellectual submissive­
ness. And metaphysics is not another special science added to those 
fou?ded on observation, but the approfondissement of the sciences by which 
!heir projections of things ah extra are transcended by sound 'speculation' 
into th • • • • h d f t" e znseztas of thmgs m t e or er o crea 10n. 

Let us, then briefly examine in relation to the 'human predicament' 
thus indicated in the form in ~hich it is problematically 'given', the 
special problems inherent in the data of human experience, as they are 
concerned with the nature of the self or experient, on the one hand, 
~nd, on the other, with the nature of the others, or objective cognita, 
in the £ • bl • 11 ' • ' h d 0 rms m which they are pro emat1ca y given ; t e mo es of 
transcendence involved in their solution; and the real nature of man's 
metaphy • I d h • d • • Th sica predicament privatively expresse su specie uratzoms. at 

gr:u!ltla~ claim to include psychology in philosophy might have been expected, on the 
2 'N t at its objects are not observable, yet authentically 'known.' 

Otes on the Second Part of Spinoza's Ethics' (Mind, XLVII. N.S., p. 168.) 
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is, let us make formal examination of the inferences by means of which 
the metaphysical 'speculations' of Part I. are supported. 

(a) Self- Transcendence 
The finite selfis 'given' to itself as psychophysical conator epistemically 
and dynamically related with a responsive other viewed and operated 
upon ab extra, i.e. as reactive object. It is authentically (indeed, 'syn­
entically') 'given,' but as problem, not as incorrigible 'real' (i.e. as 
the actuality of wholly intrinsic potency-in-act). It is, we may say, 
'empirically real,' i.e. for itselfineluctable, but not 'intelligibly real,' i.e. 
eternal agent. Its agency, by which alone its reality may intelligibly 
be estimated, is defective, and in two connected ways: it is durationally 
conative, and it is limited in scope by the occult quality of its epistemic 
object and the relative dynamical irresponsiveness or inertia of its other. 
Hence its problematic character: for itself, even as defective agent, it is 
ineluctable (conor ergo sum); yet as such it is not intelligibly real. And 
this is a problem that demands solution, and not merely an entertaining 
conundrum to relieve the tedium of "dining and backgammon." For 
the empirical authenticity of the finite self must somehow be derived 
from its intelligible reality; and the principles of self-transcendence must 
provide the means by which this derivation is understood and validated. 

Now the finite self as intelligibly real, i.e. as eternal agent, is as such 
neither durationally conative nor limited by the relative irresponsive­
ness of an other ( epistemically as partially occult, and dynamically as 
relatively inert). Its relation with the complement in virtue of which 
it is finite must therefore be such that this complement is fully responsive 
to the limit of the finite agency of the self, and thus its harmonious 
alter ego - its agency identical, but as other reciprocal. Finite self and 
complement must, according to the finitude of the self, enjoy the con­
stitutive communitas1 of finite eternal agency. For as agents, and not things, 
self and other are not by union interfused, compounded, or resolved, but in perfect 
reciprocity realize their full distinctness. In love, self and other do not merge 
but perfectly reciprocate in unity of action. 

It follows that metaphysical finite self-transcendence is not by as­
cending analogy from a 'given' real, but by emendation of the durational 
conatus and objective epistemic ablation and dynamical inertia of an 
authentic but problematic datum, to the form of finite eternal agency 
and communitas with a complement. The empirically authentic potency­
in-act durationally actualized must be rooted in the intelligible agency 

1 See below, pp. 54--58 
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of the finite self as eternal, and the partially occult and relatively inert 
object of authentic perception and endeavour, must be a defective de­
rivative of an intelligible congruently reciprocating complement. The 
finiteness of the self remains under emendation, though that which is 
'given' is in essence a problematical many-in-one, and in existence a 
one-among-many, and under emendation points to a finite-infinite in 
the communitas of an infinity of finites. And by generalization of these 
relations the conception of a perfect integration of distinct finite selves, 
without mergence, in a being perfect in agency, vi;:. causa sui, is brought 
into view. 

(b) Other-Transcendence 
The other of the finite self is naively 'given' to the self as 'objective 
content' unintelligible and inert. It is with the other as perceptually 
'given', however, that we have to deal, and as so 'given,' according to 
its status, the other is more or less epistemically1 and dynamically re­
sponsive to the conatus of the self. Yet as object it remains partially 
occult and inert. Now this other is authentically (and indeed, 'synenti­
cally') 'given'; but as problem by reason of its simultaneous defective 
agency and authenticity. Its reality, therefore, must be determined by 
the solution of its problematical nature. Once more, therefore, we can­
not proceed by ascending analogy, but only by emendation in accord­
ance with metaphysical principle, viz. that the intelligible reality of a 
thing lies not in its 'givenness,' its objectivity, or even its durational 
conatus, i.e. its counter-conatus or inertia, but in its intrinsic eternal agency. 
The other, as it is in itself, is no object, occultly qualitied, irresponsive, 
spatio-temporally removed, but, adequately identified and distinguish­
ed, a finite agent, or community of finite agents hierarchically ordered, 
reciprocating with the hierarchical agency of the self. 

I have said that self and other are 'synentically' 'given' as problem; 
and it follows that the other-transcendence by which what is empirically 

1 I say 'epistemically responsive' rather than 'intelligible' in order to avoid the apparently 
paradoxical assertion that the 'intelligible' must be 'intelligent.' Y ct the paradox is only 
/1PPa:e?t,' since that which in itse[f, i.e. by reason of its own intrinsic nature and potency, is 
intelligible' must be conceived to be 'intelligent.' That which is only intelligible to another, by 
reas?n of a potency extrinsic to itself, cannot be argued to be intelligent. And Spinoza's 
om~za animata must certainly be read with this qualification. He does not suppose that chairs 
fn tables have minds though as human 'tools' they are extensions of human bodies, and no 
0°/!er pu~ely extrinsic', and are thus, in their degrees, ''.1nimatcd.' And _all objects arc capable 

ecoming human 'tools' or 'media,' and thus ccasmg to be mere mert buffers.' But, of 
~~~:se, what ~pinoza says is not th~t all '_bodies' (i.e. pieces ofm~~ter), but that all individual 
t es, are animated, i.e. 'minded' m various degrees (Eth.II., xm. Sch.). See below, pp. 117 

e seqq. 
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other to the finite selfis by that self understood, and relative to it operates 
as agent, reciprocates with the emendation of the empirical finite self 
by which its relation ,vith its other, epistemic and dynamic, is transcend­
ed to the form of communitas. This is what Spinoza calls the passage 
from 'reference to self' to 'reference to God,' and it involves the realiza­
tion by the self that the other, too, is self for Itself, and the self the other's 
other. And this universality of selfhood and otherness poses its own 
problem in view of the communitas of self and complement that the emen­
dation of the empirical 'synenticity' of self and other involves. For thus 
the agency, i.e., the reality, of each is referred to the reciprocity of its 
complement. Plainly, a transcendent source of finite agency alone can 
serve to resolve this problem; and in the end recourse must be had to 
the conception of a self-existent agent, or causa sui, self-actualized as 
macrocosmic uniquity of infinite microcosmic agents in eternal consti­
tutive communitas. And just as both finite self-transcendence and other­
transcendence are by emendation and not ascending analogy, so this 
final transcendent conception depends on no ascending analogy, but 
contra-riwise, what is empirically 'given' depends on descending 
analogy from it for any degree of intelligibility that may rightly be 
ascribed to it. 

(iv) ONTOLOGY AND ANALOGY 

So far, in the main, we have considered metaphysical method con­
ceived, in cartesian phrase, 'analytically,' i.e. as proceeding from authen­
tic, though problematical, empirical data towards intelligible being, not 
by ascending analogy, but by emendation so as to provide solutions to 
the problems involved in the simultaneous authenticity and partial 
unintelligibility of the 'given.' The immanent guiding principle of this 
emendation is plainly that of the causa sui, or self-exponential, as the 
norm ofintelligibility and reality. The common notion that metaphysics 
( and science) must proceed from pulverulent objective data by ascending 
analogy or hypothesis, towards intelligible constructions, to be 'verified' 
by reference to other similar data, is not only impossible (since from 
such data no analogy can be drawn), but even if It were possible it 
would be inconclusive since the verifying data would be of the same 
kind as those from which the process began. But metaphysics is not the 
apotheosis of the tentative. 

The 'analytical' mode involves a more or less steady movement from 
a multiplicity of empirical problemata towards solutions, vi;:,. under­
standing made possible by the formal nature of knowledge and its 
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objects, immanent in all cognizance, even in the largely defective and 
problematical pseudo-cognizance of the empirical human mind. Truth 
is thus not a final separate question, nor merely a 'given' character of 
certain 'objective contents'; it is progressive and accumulative with 
advancing understanding. Thus, as I have already said; truth lies nei­
ther at the beginning, nor exclusively at the end of such a process, but 
is immanent throughout, guiding the speculation towards its pre-deter­
mined goal; and even our dissatisfaction with the problematical nature 
of empirical data is founded on an implicit ideal ofintellectual satisfac­
tion thus operant in our most unsatisfactory ideation; for recognition 
of defect implies transcendence of that defect. Perfect intelligibility is 
the norm of truth to which all truth-claims must be referred; and in 
that regard mere objective data, as intellectual ablata, cannot compete, 
and authentic data, as but problematic, are at best but 'in the running.' 
The 'analytical' mode thus aims at conceptions which provide 'dia­
lectical space' for the paradoxes of durational experience and its objects. 

Finally, let us turn to the 'synthetical' mode of metaphysical method, 
i.e. as proceeding from essentially intelligible being, the causa sui, to­
wards the differential forms in which this finitely expresses itself, and 
in the end sub specie durationis, in and for empirical human apprehension. 
Here the procedure must evidently be exponential and retrogressive, 
as opposed to the emendational procedure of the 'analytical' mode. 
For 'the way up and the way down' cannot be 'one and the same,' 
so that our denial that 'the way up' is by ascending analogy does not 
conflict with an affirmation that 'the way down' is by descending analo­
gy, and not, as metaphysical rationalists have often been condemned 
as supposing, by rigid deduction alone.1 For though the durational 
expressions of the causa sui in the human perspective are empirically 
authentic, they are not fully intelligible, but problematic, and must 
thus be reached, not by conclusive deduction, but by more or less 
enlightening descending analogy. Doubtless, finite expressions of the 
. 1 Human metaphysics can be neither purely deductive and ~n~olo~ical, nor essentially 
md1;1ctive and analogical, nor again tran~cende~tal and humamst1c: its me!hod must co­
ordinate and sub-ordinate these methods m the hght of the more or less ambiguous human 
predicament. Neglect of the characteristic conditions ?f hu~an cognizance and extancy 
underlies the tacit assumption of man's cognitive and ex1~t~~tial neutrality, either in respect 
of form (by transcendentalists), or of content (by empmc1sts), or of formed content (by 
rationalists). This lies at the root of methodological dispute. Defenders of the purely deductive 
method have assumed a human power attributable only to creative intellect; defenders of the 
purely inductive method, on the contrary, have assumed human impotence attributable 
only to objectively 'given' events; defenders _of the transc_endental method have assumed 
that the receptive categorealizing mind and its categoreahzed data are the measure of the 
real - though Kant himself of course, went far beyond this assumption in his ethical doctrine, 
because here, at least, he ~nderstood that the 'real' is the active. 
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causa sui, merely as finite, are intelligibly involved in its infinite and 
eternal nature, and thus deducible, but this cannot apply to their du­
rational privations which must be analogically estimated with dubiety. 
This is the point of Spinoza's reply to the callow query of his young 
Catholic-convertite critic, Albert Burgh, as to how Spinoza knew that 
his philosophy was "the best among all those which have been, are, or 
ever will be, taught in the world." 1 - "I do not presume that I have 
discovered the best philosophy, but I know that I understand a true 
one." 2 For truth lies in the starting point of metaphysical synthesis 
and its eternal entailments, not in the durational prohlemata towards 
which, by descending analogy, metaphysics must proceed, and to which 
it can only asymptotically approach by deductive procedure. For only 
the unintelligibility of the unintelligible can be made intelligible. The 'best 
philosophy' would be that which most nearly approximated to the 
deduction of authentic empirical data by the most effective analogical 
movement - one which reduced them to the status of the creational 
nimbus of finite understanding; and this no durational man can, as 
such, achieve. But the 'truth' of the philosophy is not thus to be impugn­
ed; for it is not founded on analogy, but on ontological principle. What 
is founded on analogy is such intelligibility as may be imputed to pro­
blematic empirical data, which remain always as merely more or less probable.3 

In the 'synthetical' mode that which is the end and immanent im­
pulse and guide of the 'analytical' process is taken as the beginning 
and transcendentfons et origo from stage to stage of all actuality which, 
according to its status, must be constituted on the analogy, more or 
less defective, of its source. For only thus can the defectively actual be 
intelligible in the degree that pertains to its nature. The aim, of course, 
is to render authentic empirical data intelligible by identifying them 
with the metaphysically derived beings thus expounded. It is the relative 
success or failure in this aim that is the ground of our estimation of the 
speculation as 'better' or 'worse,' though not as 'true' or 'false' in prin­
ciple. I tis 'better' in so far as empirical data are byit rendered intelligible; 
'worse' in so far as they remain problematic in spite of its exposition. 
But the dubiety belongs to the pseudo-cognized data, not to the meta-

1 Ep. [xvii. 
2 Ep. lxxvi. 
s We are not even able to affirm with certainty that man himself is a 'primary part' of 

nature - much less to know the creative status of this or that empirical thing. Here we only 
approach to certain knowledge; with the causa sui and its eternal actuality, human knowledge 
so far as it goes may be self-certified. Nor can there be any durational end to the effort to 
preciser the analogy of finite durational being to the eternal causa sui and its multiplex actu­
ality, positive and privative. 
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physical doctrine in so far as it properly explicates the norms of truth 
and reality. 

Now, it is this insistence on perfect being, or the causa sui, as the 
norm of reality that constitutes the essence of the socalled "ontological 
'proof'" of the existence of God as it is advanced by Spinoza, and even 
by Descartes. The common objections to this, stereotyped by Kant, 
emanate from a false theory, either of ideas ( as with Locke), or of ideata 
(as with the natural realists), viz. that they are wholly and essentially 
constituted by 'objective content.' But 'objective content' 1s but ab­
stract ens rationis having neither mental nor extramental existence save 
as alternatively associated with mental or extramental agency, and 
modalizing it. An 'idea' is an objectively modahzed mental action, 
and its ideatum is an objectively modalized extramental action - the 
one actualizing the potency-in-act of the mind, and the other actualizing 
the potency-in-act of the extramental agent. The claim that 'existence' 
is not a 'predicate' superadded to those determining the objective char­
acters of the subject, in no way touches the ontological 'proof' as it is 
understood by Spinoza. For existence is neither a predicate nor anything 
else superadded to the 'objective content': everything has the existence 
or actuality that its potency-in-act commands under the conditions set 
by the actuality of its complement in nature (likewise commanded by 
its potency-in-act). It follows that what is infinite, and thus without 
complement, must fully actualize its potency, be fully actual, i.e. exist 
par excellence. This is the plain intention of Ethices 1., xi. Dem. et Sch.: 
"To be able to exist is potency (as is self-evident) ... therefore, either 
nothing exists or being absolutely infinite also necessarily exists" - a 
proof, a posteriori in form, since it seems to argue from the assumption 
that 'something exists,' but essentially a priori ( as he notes in the Scholium), 
since that something exists is the necessary pre-requisite of all investi­
gation. For what in no degree or manner exists cannot be investigated; 
and investigation without an investigator is not 'Hamlet without the 
Prince of Denmark' but lacking the whole dramatis personae. And though 
it may seem, prima facie, that in the 'analytical' mode we pass from 
imperfect to perfect being, by analogy as some say, by emendation as 
I have contended, we do so under the aegis of the very ontological 
principle which determines every stage in the passage, and finds full 
expression in the self-exponential conception of the causa sui. The perfect 
is not framed on the ascending analogy of the imperfect, but the imperfect 
understood on the descending analogy, more or less remote according to 

status, of the perfect. 
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Nor need it be denied that even in the 'analytical' mode adventitious 
aid from analogies may facilitate metaphysical emendation of the prob­
lematical 'given,' but only that such emendation is determined by, and 
dependent on, them.1 The true process of metaphysical analogy isfrom 
that which is intelligible (in the 'synthetic' mode), not from the essen­
tially problematical 'given.' From that, metaphysical procedure can 
only be by emendation. He who asks whether the intelligible, the self­
exponential, exists, "tries for truth truer than truth itself,''2 and seeks 
a chimera. 

1 For the nature of the defect that calls for emendation must first be sought by all the 
means available - among which analogy must not be neglected. E.g. the notion of'projection' 
upon the 'axes' or 'reference-system' of the finite self, which I have made use ofin the following 
chapters, is evidently framed on a mathematical analogy. But its e!11endation by 'reference 
to God' is not, as such, analogical; and its results are self-substantiated. 

2 R. Browning, The Ring and the Book, xi., 23. For ifwe ask, 'what is the source of the au­
thority of reason,' it is reason itself in us that asks, and cannot but reply: 

" ... I hav never doubted ofmy authority, 
"who am the consciousness of things judging themselves." 

(R. Bridges, Testament of Beaury, II., 696-7). 
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II. CAUSATION AND AGENCY 

It has sometimes been suggested that Spinoza would more correctly 
be regarded as the 'last of the medievals' than as among the first of the 
moderns. If, however, we consider his doctrine of causation ( a crucial 
concept in the transition from medieval to modern thought), though 
his insistence on the conative nature of causal transeuncy gives some 
support to this suggestion, his statement that "final causes are human 
figments" 1 seems definitely to rule it out. Indeed, we shall see that in 
this matter his position is neither medieval nor modern, but eirenarchi­
cal. Transeunt causality is neither coercive nor final, nor is it impotent, 
but conative - and conatus is a privation of real causality which is eternal 
action. 

A recent critic2 has questioned the common views that Spinoza "con­
fuses the relation of cause and effect with that of ground and consequent" 
or "resolves the former into the latter" or even "ignores or rejects the 
former altogether," on grounds that, first, the two relations are not 
entirely disparate - both involving necessary connexion, the obscurity of 
which in the former may be due only to the limitations of human 
understanding; and second, that though the connexion of any given 
finite mode with its Attribute cannot by us be clearly understood, we 
do know that each finite mode is, for Spinoza, determined in existence 
and operation by another finite mode, and this by another, and so in 
irifi.nitum. "Now when Spinoza had in view this series of finite modes, 
each coming into existence, lasting for a time, and then ceasing to 
exist, he surely must have thought of the relation of cause and effect 
in the ordinary sense."3 

Though these statements leave much to be desired as explications 
of Spinoza's position - being seriously infected by more modern views 
of causal transeuncy as impotent or extrinsically coercive, and oflogical 
implication as merely 'ideal,' they do undoubtedly contain sufficient 

1 Eth. I., A/1pend. 
9 H. Barker, 'Notes on the Second Part of Spinoza's Ethics' (Mind, XLVII. N.S., p. 175). 
3 Loe. cit., p. 176. 
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truth to offset, if not positively to correct, the saying of Joachim that 
"the term cause, in its more ordinary meaning, has no place in Spinoza's 
philosophy,"1 though it hardly suffices to meet the clause which follows: 
"nor does he intend it to be understood in a sense implying temporal 
sequence" - a view founded on Spinoza's doctrine of time as a mere 
"aid to imagination" 2 without a due regard for the principle that 
though all error belongs to imagination, imagination is not necessarily 
wholly false. 

The fact is that both those who conceive the causality of the finite 
mode to be temporal, and that of Substance or Attribute to be non­
temporal logical implication, have misconceived the standpoint of Spi­
noza - abstracting the confused and inadequate principles of lmagina­
tio, and the common notions of Ratio, from the concrete efficient 
principles of Scientia intuitiva. Spinozistic causality does not operate 
through an independent time; on the contrary, as I hope will become 
increasingly clear as we proceed, time is a subordinate product of eternal 
causality in the confused and mutilated projection of a finite mode 
self:.divided from its complement with which alone it issues from its 
substantial source. Yet finite modes as such are not related to their 
substantial source as logical consequents to that as ground, for "what­
ever follows from the absolute nature of any attribute of God is infinite 
and eternal"3 and the relations even of modes infinite and eternal to 
their source appears as logical implication only for reason, i.e. for human 
understanding in its effort to view things sub quadam specie aeternitatis. 
In deed and in truth they are the actualities of divine potency, consti­
tuting with it the indivisible divine agency. And the finite modes and 
their relations must be interpreted exponentially on the same princi­
ples. 

Before attempting more clearly to expound these matters, let us 
briefly examine the notions of 'natural cause' and 'logical ground and 
consequent' in order to exhibit their peculiar defects as ultimate princi­
ples of real production. For the purpose in view brevity and selection 
will be more effective than exhaustive analysis, nor will it be necessary 
to break new ground, but only to set forth certain long familiar issues 
in their broad intent unlikely to be disputed. 

1 Study of the Ethics of Spinoza, p. 53, note 1. 
1 Ep. xii. 
3 Etlz. I. xxviii. Dem. 
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(i) 'NATURAL CAUSE' INCOHERENT 

The uncriticai acceptance of time as a prior, and of serial natural cau­
sation as an ultimate dynamical principle, have always led to certain 
characteristic difficulties. Even Berkeley, who distinguished 'real cau­
sality' or agency from the relation of 'sign and thing signified' seems 
not to have realized that agency itself, interpreted as involving sequence 
in time between agency and deed, is open to the same difficulties as arise 
when we take what is a mere 'sign' as producing what is but the thing 
signified. Chief among these is the impossibility of conceiving how the 
cause produces the reputed effect. Hume noticed this objection, but 
concentrated his attention more directly on the prior question whether 
the antecedent produces its uniform successor, or, more precisely, what 
are our grounds for believing that it does so. His conclusion was that 
since by the very closest inspection no power can be discerned in the 
antecedent to form the source of a link of necessity with its successor, 
not even where the antecedent is an act of will and the successor the 
movement willed, causation can be no more than a product of 'the 
imagination,' or it may be a real relation eluding our rational reflection 
and apprehended only through feeling or by some sort of non-rational 
evidence.1 

Similar difficulties have always haunted the causal theories of em­
piricistic and positivistic thinkers; for spatial contiguity and temporal 
succession cannot, without the surreptitious or overt introduction of 
some factor which involves or insinuates agency, be made to yield a 
relation even seemingly causal. The antecedent and the sequent must, 
as such, be temporally separate, and thus distinct and disconnected; 
and however narrow the interval may be taken to be, this disconnexion 
baffles the search for a causal relation of distinct essences. The attempt 
to avoid this impasse by reducing the temporal gap to the ideal limit of 
a mathematical section, the antecedent lying on one side, and the 
sequent on the other, must fail because thus also antecedent and sequent 
must approximate to identity. The defence of 'natural causation' thus 
requires what ex hypothesi cannot be allowed, viz. the elimination of the 
temporal disconnexion of antecedent and sequent, the emendation of 
the pulverulence of time. Nor is this alone sufficient in the absence of 
some intelligible relation of essences between antecedent and sequent. 

_1 For this alternative see Kemp Smith, Philosophy of David Hume chs xvi-xviii App If 
this_was indeed Hume's view, his restraint in making it known, and' his failure to draw ~he 
obv10us conclusion, are perhaps natural but not the less regrettable. 
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For causation is not merely a process of durational transition, but in­
volves necessity which must be founded in the natures of the antecedent 
and sequent. It is little wonder, therefore, that empiricists and positivists 
who resist the introduction of principles that transcend the schemata of 
time and event reject the notion of natural causation, or, what is the 
same thing, reduce it to a function of probabilities of succession taken 
as statistically computed. 

In this connexion we must note also what is generally overlooked by 
those who take our knowledge as beginning from observed 'facts,' 
'events,' or 'data,' and proceeding to principles and theories, that the 
antecedent of any singular event taken strictly as singular is never a 
single event but an indefinitely great mass of events. Even if we seek 
to restrict these to those which are (in Lord Balfour's locution) 'rele­
vent' the antecedent must remain extremely complicated and mtel­
lectually unwieldy. This complication is commonly mitigated or con­
cealed by taking the events as singular in a special manner, vi;::.. as 
'instances' of a general kind, and thus named. When, therefore, we 
speak of one event as causing another we are apt to think of the kinds 
rather than the instances, and to suppose that one kind of event can be 
the cause of another kind. But kinds, being abstract universals, cannot 
be natural causes, and it is in their singularity that alone the instances 
can operate. Yet however firmly we may grasp this principle it seems 
impossible in this type of approach to avoid imputing to the instances 
causal relations abstractly conceived as if they were the relations of the 
kinds. But if a singular antecedent is to be properly causal its causality 
must likewise be singular. Its operation cannot be mere participation 
in the impossible operation ofits kind. Nor can this paradox be avoided 
by conceiving the kind, not as an abstract universal but as an indefinite 
set of singulars, and the causal relations of the members of two kinds 
as no more than statistically computable probability of succession. For 
if the members of the sets are genuine singulars the sequence of one 
pair of members of two sets cannot depend on the manner in which 
other pairs are related. Nor, it seems, do those who favour this way of 
thinking suppose this - their object being to discredit the notion of 
causation as operation rather than to make it intelligible. 

(ii) LOGICAL GROUND INEFFICIENT 

Difficulties arising from temporal transeuncy are, of course, absent from 
the notion oflogical ground and consequent, for implication is timeless. 
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Here we have to consider the nature of the relation of ground and 
consequent only in so far as it affects the question whether, and in 
what manner, this relation may serve as a metaphysical principle of 
real production without transeuncy in time. Can real production be medi­
ated by a logical nexus? By a 'logical nexus' in this connexion is meant 
an implicatory linkage of essences or, to use an unfashionable locution, 
of 'ideal contents.' Certainly it would seem that such grounds, though 
they may be called the 'formal causes' of their consequents, can never 
be their 'efficient causes.' Nor do consequents as thus conceived1 require 
causes that are efficient. 

This remains true oflog1cal implication as such however the relation 
may be conceived as itself being grounded - whether in terms of mere 
analysis of the logical ground, or synthetically by reference either to 
axioms and postulates explicitly or tacitly presupposed, or again to the 
requirements of a 'whole' which dominates the elements that form the 
ground and consequent of the implication. In no case is the 'following' 
of the consequent from the ground to be conceived as its 'production' 
by the ground, but merely as the explication or unfolding of the nature 
of the ground, either in isolation or in its normal or special setting. 
Nevertheless, it is in virtue of this relation that whatsoever posits or 
produces the ground must thereby posit or produce the consequent also; 
so that it would seem that though logical implication as such is unpro­
ductive, it may yet mediate production among the real things the concep­
tual essences of which are related as logical ground and consequent, 
or in so far as they are so related. 

In his two books on Spinoza, one dating from his earlier life and the 
other posthumous, Joachim is unwearied in pointing out that in re­
garding 'substance' as the ground of which the 'modes of substance' 
are the consequents, Spinoza fails to observe that a logical nexus never 
connects a 'whole' with its parts, but always parts within a 'whole.' 2 

This is a criticism, he says, that is aimed at "the very heart and vital 
centre" of Spinoza's philosophy; and we must agree that should it hit 
the mark it must be fatal. One difficulty about Joachim's account, 
however, concerns the nature of the relation of the 'whole' with these 
parts - a relation not to be conceived as implication. He speaks of the 
'whole' as 'dominating' its elements, and of the deduction of one element 

1, ~t ~ust be remembered that Spinoza's theory of the nature and relations of concepts is 
activistic, n?t o?jectivistic; so th:3-t the real groun? of ~very consequent is its efficient cause, the 
potency which 1t actualizes. Logical ground and 1mphcation are entia rationis. 

1 Study of the Ethics of Spinoza, pp. 230-31; Spinoza's Tractatus de Intellectus Emcndatione 
A Commentary, p. 69. 
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from another as resting upon the 'controlling conception' of the 'whole' 
- expressions that seem to imply some form of connexion between the 
'whole' and its parts or elements which in a logical reference can hardly 
avoid involving implication in some form or manner. If it is the 'whole' 
that determines its parts and their relations, surely the concept of the 
'whole' must be the logical ground of the concept of the 'implicatory 
linkage' of the parts or elements. Unless indeed, the 'whole' is but an 
ens rationis - the ideal expression of the implicatory linkage of a contour 
of elements - incapable of domination or control. 

Joachim would probably object that the 'whole' is not other than 
its parts which it implies, but is its parts as linked by implication: that 
it is in so far as the ground expresses the 'whole' that it implies the 
consequent as an expression of the same 'whole,' so that it is the 'whole' 
that 'dominates' the implication as its 'controlling conception.' If so, 
it would seem that his shaft misses the 'heart and vital centre' of Spino­
za's doctrine in so far as it concerns the relation of the finite modes 
to Substantia since this is Spinoza's own doctrine. 1 As to the relation of 
the infinite modes to Substantia the case is less clear, for here it might 
seem that infinite substance as such is regarded by Spinoza as the ground 
of which the infinite modes are the consequents. 2 It is here that the 
distinction between Spinoza's conception of causation and both that 
oflogical implication and that of natural or transeunt causation becomes 
most clear; and to this we must now turn our attention. 

(iii) SPINOZISTIC CAUSE: AGENCY AND 'coNATUS' 

The reader will not expect in this preliminary discourse more than a 
rough delineation of the general trend of what the whole book may not 
unjustly be said to be an elucidation, viz. the causal theory of Spinoza. 
It has often been regarded as one of the chief triumphs of scientific 
thought in the modern era that its interpretation of nature has eliminated 
all reference, not only to supernatural, but also to natural, agencies in 
favour of those uniformities or probabilities of co-existence and success­
ion that are styled 'laws of nature.' Agency, it is thought, conceived as 
observable 'effort' has no more power than any other observable datum: 
and conceived as unobservable 'power-in-act' cannot be more than 
mere unverifiable hypothesis. It is true that the words 'action,' 'agent,' 're­
action', 'reagent,' 'effort,' 'endeavour,' 'resistance,' and the like activistic 

1 Cf Eth. II. ix; xiv. 
• Cf. Eth. I. xxi. 
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terms remain in frequent use in scientific discourse, but only in a 'Pick­
wickian' sense, and by way of concession to linguistic brevity and style. If 
this exclusion of agency as an identifiable factor in natural process or an 
appropriate category of scientific thought, can be taken as characteristic 
of the modern era, as it well may be, Spinoza would have to be regarded 
as a medieval thinker, for in his view 'causation' is essentially agency 
- the actualization of potency. Though 'potency' as such cannot, of 
course, be found anywhere as actual, all that is 'actual' is such as the 
expression of potency. He would have regarded the notion of a mere 
'event' occurring without thereby expressing a power to occur, of a 
'datum' powerless to be given, as incomprehensible. Hume's famous 
search for the original 'impression' of power, 1 from this point of view 
at least, seems so naive as to be really disingenuous - very like a chemist 
analysing the lodestone in an effort to isolate the magnetism, or the 
physiologist seeking the soul in the brain. It was not Hume's 'rea­
sonings' 2 that were at fault, but his presuppositions. 

For Spinoza, then, the causality of a cause lies in its power or potency; 
but this potency is to be discovered, not among the actual properties 
of the cause as such, but only as actualized in its effects. The effect is 
the actuality of the potency of the cause; the cause is potency made 
actual in the effect. Thus the reality of a thing lies not merely in its 
actual being as datum or event, but in this as the expression ofits potency: 
it is its potency-in-act, i.e. its agency. And it follows, therefore, that 
causation is not essentially a temporal process from the potency of the 
cause to the actuality of the effect; indeed, essentially it is not temporal, 
for the potency of the cause is nothing actual save as the actuality of 
the effect. Fundamentally, causation or agency must be conceived sub 
quadam specie aeternitatis, for unactualized potency and impotent actu­
ality, mere datum or event, are alike abstractions and as such chimerical. 
This is not to say that there can be no derivative sense in which a dura­
tional process can be said to be causal or to involve agency in some form; 
but the manner in which this follows from the essentially non-temporal 
nature of causation or agency cannot be abstracted from the manner 
in which duration issues from eternity, and fruitful endeavour from 
perfect agency. 

Little further need here be said on this topic which forms, with related 
questions, one of the main subjects of our study. Let it suffice to say 
that nothing but misunderstanding, and resulting futile criticism, of 

1 Enquiry,§§. 50-57. 
2 Treatise, Appendix sub Personal Identity. 
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Spinoza's doctrine can arise so long as the presuppositions of the em­
piricistic approach to philosophy are applied to his statements and 
reasonings. It is this too common and fatal error that makes of the Ethics 
the most misapprehended important work of the modern era. From a 
jigsaw of mere 'events,' inactive 'data,' 'ideal contents,' and the like 
no knowledge of the real can be derived or constructed, and the empty 
results of this kind of thinking have value only as a supererogative 
establishment of this negation. The real issue between metaphysical 
rationalism rightly conceived, with its method of a priori analysis, and 
presentational empiricism or positivism, with its method of a posteriori 
synthesis, lies in the activism proper to the former, as opposed to the 
radical objectivism of the latter.1 The 'rationalism' so often and so 
easily refuted by empiricists is but a lay-figure on which to practice. 

In view of what has been said about the unreality of mere events, 
data, 'ideal contents,' etc. when divorced from the agency of which they 
are the acts, and especially of the 'quasi-medieval' character of Spino­
za's conception of transeunt causation, it may be necessary to exonerate 
him from any imputation of adopting the easy and empty ways of 
medieval 'natural magic,' i.e. that of positing for each individual or 
set of events or data a proper agency as the source of its occurrence. 
It was, perhaps, as a legitimate reaction from such fatuities that the 
notion of agency in nature came to be rejected in the modern era; and 
in this Spinoza is, of course, entirely 'modern.' Though for him that 
which is objectively presented is to be conceived as 'act' or effect rather 
than as agency or cause, the series of events or data is not to be conceived 
as resulting from a parallel series of postulated agencies; for that would 
be to confuse eternity with time - and indeed to place eternity in time. 
There is but one perfect, and infinite, agency the 'acts' of which, as 
expressing that agency, are derivative and constitutive agents to infinity; 
the durational flux which constitutes the projection of this eternal crea-

1 This 'objectivism' even infects the Kantian 'criticism,' with its method ofa priori synthesis, 
and makes of it no true eirenicon - at least in its theoretical construction. For though im­
~li~it_ly it draws upon agency (viz. the agency ~f 'judgement') this is rep!esented in objec­
tlv1st1c form (viz. as space time and the categories) as agency exhausted m act; so that the 
only possible result is a p~sitivis,tic phenomenalism - in itself a contradiction in terms. This, 
of course, is not the whole of Kant's doctrine, any more than Berkeley's 'idea-ism' is the 
whole of his doctrine (for Kant's ethical theory, and Berkeley's assignment of real agency to 
mind, are very different in character) but, in the main, the Kantianism that was influential 
in the development of the idealistic school was that which was emphasized in the Critique of 
Pure Reason. It may be added that Bradley's resort to 'feeling' in the account of the Absolute 
is but another example of the attempted objectification of the agency essential to the real by 
which the original empiricistic presuppositions even of this supposedly anti-empiricistic 
doctrine finally reveal themselves. The more stubborn the metaphysical effort the more 
certainly must it issue in activism. 
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tion in the reference-system of any of its elements exhibits this eternal 
agency as an indefinite complex of individual 'efforts' ( conatus) consti­
tuting the 'actual essence' of enduring agents ;1 and the atomic events 
and data distributed in a metric time, the product of sophisticated 
analysis, are but the 'flotsam, jetsam and lagan' that remain from that 
shipwreck of the intellect on the rocks of finite relativity that Spinoza 
calls passive 'Imaginatio.' 

In the last section it was said that the identification of Spinozistic 
'cause' with the relation of logical ground and consequent cannot be 
maintained because a logical ground lacks that real efficiency which 
the philosopher assigns to causes. This is, indeed, a much more damaging 
defect than that adduced by Joachim on the presupposition that there 
is no distinction between them, vi;::,. that all implication is of parts within 
a whole, and not from a whole to its subordinate parts. We have now 
to explain the manner in which Spinoza, not indeed reduces efficient 
causality to logical implication, but on the contrary elevates and vivifies 
the relation of logical ground and consequent to the status of efficient 
intellectual causality. This is not only characteristic of the Ethics, but 
is already fully manifest in his earlier work, the Tractatus de lntellectus 
Emendatione; and it was doubtless this identification, wrongly inter­
preted, that led Joachim to suppose that Spinoza had overlooked "a 
commonplace of Logic, a familiar and indisputable doctrine," 2 and 
that in spite of his own description of Natura naturans as a 'power,' and 
not an 'object' or 'thing.'3 More careful reflection on this notion of 
'power' might have been expected from so noted an Aristotelian scholar 
but for the strange failure of many generations of scholarly labour 
devoted to the works of Aristotle to elicit the importance of his doctrine 
of 'potency' ( ovvaµu;) and so to develop and apply 1t as to bring out 
its metaphysical implications. 

Let us begin with Spinoza's statement that "from the definition of a 
thing the intellect infers many properties which necessarily follow from 
it (i.e. from the very essence of the thing), and the more properties as 
the definition expresses more of the reality of the thing, i.e. as the essence 
involves more of the reality of the thing defined." 4 This makes the 
fruitfulness of the definition in determining the properties of the thing 
defined depend on its adequacy - a prmciple that condemns as in­
adequate any merely conventional definition framed to subserve some 

1 Eth. Ill., vii. 
2 Spinoza's Tractatus de Intellectus Emendatione, A Commentary, p. 69. 
3 Loe. cit. 
4 Eth. I. xvi. Dem. 
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special purpose, and from which, taken alone, few if any properties can 
be deduced. The statement quoted was objected to by Spinoza's eminent 
correspondent von Tschirnhaus on the ground that only one property 
can be deduced from the definition (e.g. the uniformity of the circum­
ference of the circle from Euclid's definition) 1 - an objection that does 
but reinforce Spinoza's estimate of the inadequacy of the definition. 
"A definition, said to be perfect, should explain the inmost essence of 
a thing, and beware of assuming in its place certain properties," 2 e.g. 
if the circle is defined as a plane figure such that lines drawn from a 
centre to its circumference are equal we have only a conventional 
definition from which, taken alone, few if any properties can be in­
ferred. Or agam, "in order to investigate the properties of the circle, 
e.g., I ask whether from this idea, say that it consists of infinite equal 
rectangles3 I can deduce all its properties. I inquire, I say, whether 
this idea involves the efficient cause of the circle."4 The adequate definition 
must state the mode of genesis of the definiendum, must be 'genetic:' we 
must say that the circle is the figure traced out by one extremity of a 
moving line the other extremity of which is fixed. It is not sufficient to 

1 Ep. lxxxii. According to A. E. Taylor ("Some Inconsistencies in Spinozism" (Mind, 
XLVJ. N.S., 1937, p. 145)) "you can deduce none." The uniformity of the circumference 
of the circle is deducible from Euclid's definition only as this is put into operation and actu­
alized as a 'circumference.' In this, perhaps, von Tschirnhaus was more just than Taylor 
since the definition is always more than a mere statement. But however that may be, what 
Spinoza contends is that such a definition is inadequate as a statement of the fundamental 
nature of the figure, though useful enough for the purpose in view. The same point is involved 
in Joachim's claim that inference is always from part to part under a dominant whole, and 
not from whole to part; or, as Taylor puts it "empty space," cannot produce "triangles, 
parallelograms, circles, hyperbolas" (Loe. cit., p. 140). But this, of course, is the negative 
aspect of what Spinoza was himself positively contending. For him Extension was not con­
ceived as 'empty space,' but as a divine potency actualized in infinite extended things and 
in their 'common properties.' Though the mathematician's 'circle' is an ens rationis common to 
this or that 'circle in nature,' its definition, if it is to be adequate, must state not merely the 
minimum properties requisite to distinguish it from all other figures, or to imagine it in order 
to facilitate 'constructions' (requirements for a Euclidean definition) - it must explain "the 
inmost essence of the thing" (De lntell. Emend.,§ 95). It must set forth the potency thus actu­
alized which, with a created thing, must include its 'proximate cause,' i.e. the potency by 
the actualization of which it comes into being. And this in the end must involve reference 
to the infinite and eternal original potency which is 'Extension.' But this is not to say that 
inadequate definitions arc wholly impotent. The common view of geometry, e.g., as a science 
of passive geometrical species that must be worked upon under investigation, however 
sufficient for the elementary class-room, is a mere crudity. The triangle has a will of its own, 
and dictates the operations of the geometer and their results (if not their occurrence). The 
properties are the properties of the triangle as defined, however inadequately, and not 
increments provided by the geometer. They are actualizations of the potency involved in, 
or imputed to, the definition with the axioms and postulates, or again, of the figure as a 
spatial determination, i.e. as Joachim would say, as a part of that 'dominant whole.' 

• De lntell. Emend., § 95. 
a I.e. the rectangles determined by the sections of all intersecting chords. ( Euclid, Elem. 

Geom., III, xxxv). 
• Ep. lx. 
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say that the radii are equal, for the proximate cause of the circle is the 
motion of the line, and this does not belong to the line as such. From 
such a genetic definition the equality of the radii and other properties 
can be inferred. 

That Spinoza chooses to explain his meaning by means of a geometri­
cal example (so as to avoid any dispute about the identity of the thing 
defined - for the circle is the same however it may be defined) shows 
that the principle is to be applied universally, though it "counts for 
little" with "figures and other entia rationis" but "for much" with "physi­
cal and real things. "1 It is the "inmost essence" or derived causal potency 
of the circle itself that is actualized in and determines all ofits properties, 
just as it is the divine potency that is actualized in and determines "the 
make of the whole universe," and the derived potency of its parts that 

is actualized in and determines them. 2 For Spinoza, therefore, the logical 
implications of the properties of things are themselves grounded in the 
potency actualized in such things, real or 'rational,' singular or 'com­
mon,' so that the genuine logical ground from which this or that conse­
quent follows is the potency as actualized in the one, which potency 
determines also the actuality of the other. The diverse effects or actu­
alizations of the same cause or potency are related by implication. The 
adequate apprehension of the 'ground' involves also the adequate appre­
hension of the 'consequent' - a relation which is or is not symmetrical 
according to the proximity or remoteness of the things thus related in 
the hierarchy of nature. It is in this sense that Spinoza may be said to 
elevate' the relation of logical ground and consequent to the status of 
efficient causality - not that the abstract ground in its mere actuality 
produces the abstract consequent, but that both ground and consequent, 
adequately apprehended, flow from the same potency, original or de­
rived. 

Finally, a brief comment on Spinoza's conception of inadequate 

1 De lntell. Emend., § 95. 
2 But not their temporal occurrence, duration, or number: for these depend also on the 

temporal occurrence and duration of other parts actualizing the original divine potency. 
Cf. Et?· I. viii. Sch. ii. Indeed, the divine potency ( Natura naturans) alone certifies eternal 
~ctuah~y ( Natura naturata); the potency of the parts conceived as 'selves' over against 'others,' 
i.e. their conatus cannot do this save under the licence or toleration of their 'others'; and the 
pite~cy of entia rationis is actualized only in the community of the singulars that participate 
t. er~m, and must be conceived neither as durational nor eternal, but sub quadam specie aeter­
mtatis. CJ_. Bosanquet, Logic,/., p. 227: - "Rose in the abstract does not exist. But it is a con­
ci:ete universal which has power in the context of the real world to which we refer it, to 
?1ctate the epoch, place and quantity of its individual embodiment." Here the phrase 'power 
m the context of the real world' stands in need of very careful explication if it is not to be 
supposed that the time, place, and number of roses is determined primarily by the power; 
the potency, of the 'concrete universal, rose.' 
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causation, to which incidental reference has already been made, must 
for the present suffice. Inadequate causality is that which belongs to 
finite things as 'imagined,' i.e. as durational - coming into being, 
enduring for a while, and then passing away. This causality is inadequate 
not because such things are 'modes' and not 'substances,' for the cau­
sality of the 'infinite and eternal modes' in Spinoza's system is not 
inadequate, but because as projected upon, or referred to, this or that 
finite mode as 'self,' both the finite selfandits 'other,' i.e. its complement 
in nature as inadequately realized, are durational, with potency-in-act 
reduced to conatus. How this comes about we shall see in due course. 
Thus, though a 'mode' 1s defined as "that which is in, and is conceived 
through, another," 1 the 'other' through which it is conceived, and in 
which it is, is never another separate mode to which it is temporally 
sequent, or even with which it is co-existent, taken as a mere fact or 
occurrent, as Barker assumed in his interpretation of Ethices I., xxviii.: 
"Spinoza had in view this series of finite modes, each coming mto 
existence, lasting for a time, and then ceasing to exist ... We are referred 
back from mode to mode indefinitely, and can never see, with full 
comprehension, how any particular mode is necessitated to be what it 
is .... The physical world ... is for us a mere chain of causes and effects 
or a complex of such chains."2 It is, in fact, because, and in so far as, 
we are apt to suppose that causes in nature are purely transeunt that the 
natural causation imagined is inadequate; and in so far as this is openly 
postulated - as by Hume - the causation as such must be denied. What 
Spinoza "had in view" was a situation far more complicated than any 
simple series of occurrents in time, viz. the dependence of the finite 
mode, whether adequately conceived as eternal, or inadequately as 
durational, upon its complement in nature, hierarchical or serial, by 
reason of its nature as a partial expression or actualization of the divine 
potency which is also expressed in or actualized as that complement. 
Thus when the finite mode is conceived, whether adequately or inade­
quately, we cannot but regard it as dependent on its 'other' for existence 
and operation. It is in so far as the preceding mode ( or natural cause) 
actualizes a potency ( i.e. conatus) originally derived from the infinite, 
one, and indivisible divine potency, and thus implies the actualization 
of the succeeding mode by way of necessary supplement (issuing from 
its co-derived conatus) that it can be conceived as in any manner or 
degree its cause. This principle is expressed by Spinoza as applied to 

1 Eth. I., Def. v. 
2 'Notes on the Second Part of Spinoza's £thus' (Mind, XLVII. N.S., p. 176). 
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the ideas of singular things in Ethices II., ix.: "The idea of a singular 
thing actually existing has God for cause, not in so far as he is infinite, 
but in so far as he is considered as affected by another idea of a singular 
thing actually existing, of which also God is the cause in so far as he 
is affected by a third, and so to infinity." It is the preceding mode, 
not as mere 'event,' but as the actuality of Deus quatenus finitus est ( i.e. 
the divine potency partially actualizing itself) that is the cause of the 
succeeding mode similarly conceived. We might almost go so far as to 
say that the relation of the serial modes is one of 'implication' rather 
than causation since 1t is the potencies actualized in the events that alone 
are properly causal. The causality of each lies in its conatus, derived 
from the divine potency which is indivisible and thus demands actuali­
zation in a hierarchy of finite modes, or, as projected upon or referred 
to this or that finite mode, demands durational modes in serial order. 
Thus, the temporal sequence of transeunt causes that holds the field 
in the world of Imaginatio is genuinely causal only as a projection in the 
finite reference system of the hierarchy of immanent causes actualizing 
the divine potency; its temporality is but an 'aid to imagination' in 
the arrangement of its mutilated content in a degraded projection of 
the eternal order of essences. 

What the serial order of natural causes requires, therefore, is not 
analysis into its elements of events and data, supplemented by construc­
tive synthesis, but the emendation of its fundamental relativity to finite 
reference systems. Mathematical physicists have made a beginning in 
the emendation of finite perspectives; but spatio-temporal relativity 
does not exhaust that which infects the concrete world of duration. 
Indeed, the most difficult part of the work of de-relativization remains 
to be done, though it is here suggested that Spinoza first clearly saw 
the need, and outlined the principles that must govern the 'general 
metaphysical theory of relativity.' 
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NATURE 

... That sustaining Love 
Which through the web of being, blindly wove 
Burns bright or dim as each are mirrors of 
The fire for which all thirst . . . 
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CHAPTER I 

'NATURA CREATRIX' 

It is to Aristotle that we owe the earliest and most far-reaching analysis 
of 'action' as a relation of 'potency' to 'actuahty,'1 though the results 
of his discussion are limited, both in so far as his conception of action 
is mainly confined to 'motion' and 'becoming,' i.e. to corporeal and 
temporal action, and also because the notion of 'potency' in his use is 
so abstract as to include the passive 'potency' of being acted upon, as 
well as the mere 'possibility' which comes of the absence of opposing 
causes or principles. It is by reason of the former limitation that he 
holds that actuality is prior in time to potency since potency must 
belong to something actual if it is to take part in action: "There is 
always a first mover, and the mover always exists actually. We have 
said that . . . everything that is produced is something produced from 
something and by something."2 Further, for him the actuality is 'sub­
stantially' prior, because it is the actuality for which the potency is 
acquired or exists, so that the 'end,' though in time it follows the exercise 
of the potency, is nevertheless prior as determining the nature of that 
potency. 

Again, by reason of his abstract conception of 'potency' he is led to 
deny that 'eternal things' "exist potentially" on the ground that what 
is said to be 'possible' either may or may not exist: "Every potency is 
at one and the same time a potency of the opposite ... Everything that 
is capable of being may ... either be or not be." 3 But an eternal thing 
is ingenerable and imperishable, and thus cannot be "potentially ex­
istent" but must exist actually. Hence the curious conclusion that though 
it is "ever active" and "untiring," and though 'action' is the actualiza­
tion of potency no eternal thing has potency.4 It is true, of course, that 

1 It is strange how little this part of Aristotle's doctrine has been exploited by Aristotelean 
scholars. This is not demon metier, but only one book in recent times comes to mind in which it 
takes a prominent place, viz. F. W. Bain's On the Realization of the Possible- an odd, polemical 
work in which, through excess of zealotry, genuine insight is turned to the futile uses of 
contemporary odium. 

• Metaph. 0 8. 
3 Loe. cit. 
4 It is true, of course, that nothing can be said to be 'possibly existent' in the absence of 
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the potency of an eternal thing is eternally actualized, and in this sense 
the existence is necessarily actual; but it does not follow that that eternal 
actuality is impotent (for thus it would be non-ens) but only that, as 
necessary, no eternal thing is merely 'possible,' i.e. capable of being 
generated or corrupted. That which is actual, whether eternal or tempo­
ral, necessary or contingent, is so by reason of the potency thus expressed 
- potency which is of itself or of another, and is expressed in itself as 
actual. The potency of 'God' is expressed in his actual existence, and 
his potency with respect to all the things which he creates is immanent 
therein. It would be an anomaly if that which is eternally actual had 
no potency for existing because it exists necessarily, potency being con­
fined to what is temporally actual because it alone can be said to be 
'possible.' 

Actuality, then, does not exhaust, and thus negate, potency, but 
expresses it, so that the potency is immanent in the actuality. Indeed, 
since a potency and its actuality are not, as such, in temporal sequence, 
any such exhaustion would negate the very principle of 'action.' The 
durational character of empirical temporal agency, or conatus, is the 
very symptom of its privation as action, and not of its perfection; and 
even here the agency is a continuous striving in which potency and act 
vary concomitantly throughout, both the varying potency and the 
changing action being durational and not temporally separate. 

Now 'creation' is action par excellence: it is the eternal action of an 
absolutely infinite agent, the potency of which expresses itself in an 
infinite and eternal actuality. It 1s not to be conceived as the production 
e nihilo of an indefinite assemblage and series of finite temporal beings 
- a conception which has been the source of most of the insoluble 
riddles which have perplexed, and must always perplex, candid thinkers 
who would at once maintain the perfection of the creator, and also the 
manifold (and indeed manifest) defects of his supposed creation.1 The 
place and status of such finite temporal beings in, or under, the created 
order remains to be considered in Part II.: here we must first consider 

some potency, but a thing is said to be 'possible' only in so far as this potency is not necessarily 
overcome by some opposing cause or principle. Thus 'potency' is intrinsic whereas 'possibility' 
depends on what is extrinsic. Alternatively, though actuality proves possibility, mere possi­
bility as such (viz. the absence ofincompossibility, intrinsic or extrinsic) cannot prove actuality. 
If, then, (pace Leibniz) it is held that there cannot be any unrealized possibility, this belief 
can only be founded validly on the relation of all possibilities with the source of all positive 
potency-in-act, viz. the infinite and eternal causa sui. 

1 Hardly to be met in these days by a mythical account of 'original sin' and punishment, 
though as we shall see, a rational account in analogous terms is the very essence of Spinoza's 
doctrine of imaginational life - 'self-reference' and 'bondage' being the analogues of original 
sin and punishment, and 'reference to God' the way of salvation or enfranchizement. 
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the nature of creation as such, and with respect to its finite derivatives. 
In order to do this certain root-conceptions must be elaborated. 

(i) POTENCY, AGENCY, AND ESSENCE 

That of which the existence is but an empty possibility without power 
to exist, in itself, in its source, or in its co-derived context, is not a 
possi hie existent. Again, the mere power to exist, power wholly unactual­
ized, is a chimera. All real potency is potency-in-act. & this principle 
may seem to conflict with the conditions of temporal development and 
durational striving, let us begin by considering its application in this 
durational sphere. 

( a) Durational Potency, Conatus, and Becoming 
The notion of the possession of power prior to its exercise is among the 
commonest of commonsense beliefs.1 It is swept aside, however, by 
'radical objectivists' who reject the notion of power in general on the 
ground that power is no object of contemplation. "It is impossible," 
says Hume, "that the idea of power can be derived from the contempla­
tion of bodies, in single instances of their operation; because no bodies 
ever discover any power, which can be the original of this idea" ;2 and 
he adds in a footnote that Locke's account of the idea of power as the 
product of reasoning is in direct conflict with that philosopher's own 
assertion that no reasoning can ever give us a new, original, simple 
idea such as the idea of power. As criticism of Locke this is fair enough, 
but it does not follow that because the idea of power is neither an object 
of contemplation, a complex idea or relation, nor the product of reason­
ing, it is philosophically nugatory. Nor, again, does this follow from 
Hume's assertion that the particular nature imputed to any supposed 
power must be gathered from that which is taken to ·be its empirical 
result. On the contrary, this is inevitable seeing that power and deed 
are the two poles of the single principle of action, the deed expressing 
the power. But empirical actuality is no mere 'given,' occurrence, or 
event: it is the issue of agency, i.e. of power in expression, of potency­
in-act. The event is the actuality of a power, and only thus transcends 

1 For the sake of the more naive or hasty reader it is perhaps worth while to note that this 
part of my speculation does not fall under the lash of Moliere's wit, the point of which lies 
in the futility of the attempt to find the 11atural cause ofa process in the actual-presence of some 
'virtue,' 'power,' or 'faculty' operating a tergo. The 'dormitive virtue' of opium is not among 
its actual properties, and as so conceived is nothing but the somnolence hypostasized, i.e. a 
potency falsely conceived as actual prior to its actualization. 

2 E11quiry, § 50. 
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the status of mere "objective ideal content' or 'presentation.' We do 
not reason to the power; it is intrinsic to the event which is its actuality 
or expression. Events neither merely occur nor are originally and ex­
clusively 'caused' by prior or other simultaneous events. 

Nevertheless, the manner in which this fundamental principle has 
embodiment in the durational sphere must carefully be elucidated if 
serious error and confusion are to be avoided. Commonsense takes the 
power of a thing to be a possession, unobservable indeed, but existing 
prior to the exercise which actualizes it. So the acorn is said to be poten­
tially an oak-tree - with the suggestion, and often the belief, that even 
the dormant acorn houses some non-empirical querci-potency. Now 
such a view must be inadmissible, not merely because in the absence 
of a context of moist humus and air it cannot grow into an oak-tree, 
but rather because until planted with this context, its supposed potency 
is not merely without actuality (for that is true of all potency qua 
potency), but is not potency at all because 1t is not in act. For only 
potency-in-act is real: inert potency is a chimera. 
. If, then, we inadequately conceive the development of the acorn 
mto the fully grown oak-tree as a series of momentary stages, we should 
have to say that each stage is the actuality of its own intrinsic potency­
in-act, and not that each stage bears the inert potency springing into 
action at the next.1 If, now, it seems that for the development of the 
tree no potency is available, this !aches results from the inadequacy of 
the conception of durational development as proceeding by isolable 
stages. For duration as such is continuous, not composed of temporal 
instants ;2 and the actual development of the acorn into the fully grown 
oak-tree can only be conceived as the durational actualization of a 
congruently developing potency-in-act. 

I turn next to the relation of the developing acorn with its necessary 
context of moist humus and air, and their distinction. Without this 
context the acorn must remain dormant and wither away; yet however 
this may be varied, if the acorn grows at all it grows into an oak-tree 
and no other. Evidently, then, the specificity of the querci-potency-in­
act lies in the acorn from start to finish, and not in the context. Yet 
this is no ground for supposing that this permanent specificity consti-

th: ;;us_ even durational agency is rightly con~:ived only sub q~adam spe_cie aeternitatis: e.g. 
S ational agency of vision is complete as v1s10n throughout its durat10n, for one either 
ees or doe h • s· ·1 k · . snot sec though the objects seen are c angmg. 1m1 arly, the potency of the oa 

ts querci-pot ' . 
2 E .. ency throughout its growth. 

• f, P,xtt. To say that between any two instants, however near, there is always a third instant, 
is ormally to admit this transcendence - not, as many have supposed, to dispense with it. 
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tutes an element of inert potency in the dormant acorn. The acorn is 
the fruit of a parent oak-tree, and part of the actuality of its querci­
potency-in-act, and until separated from it nourished from its context. 
Thus, on separation from its parent the acorn needs a substitute context 
of moist humus and air, without which its potency-in-act must lapse 
or change its nature.1 

It is in the light of this distinction and relation of agent and context 
that some of the egregiously jejune remarks of B. Russell on the notion 
of potentiality2 are best discredited. "The concept of potentiality," he 
says, "is convenient in some connections, provided it is so used that we 
can translate our statements into a form in which the concept is absent. 
'A block of marble is a potential statue' means 'from a block of marble, 
by suitable acts, a statue is produced.' But when potentiality is used as 
a fundamental and irreducible concept, it always conceals confusion of 
thought." 3 But the confusion of thought is plainly Russell's: the "suita­
ble acts" do not just happen, and the statue not merely is produced, 
but can be produced, though only by a sculptor exercising his potency. 
For no one supposes that the potentiality of becoming a statue (say of 
Apollo and no other) lies in the marble which is but the sculptor's context 
or material. Without the potent, active, sculptor it is not produced, 
and cannot be produced.4 It is no 'event' which just happens, but the 
issue of an action not its own, but to which it contributes a necessary 
context. It is the actualization of the sculptor's artistic potency-in-act. 
Not that the marble is wholly devoid of potency-in-act: its actuality 
evinces this. 

Thus, though there is no actual entity called 'potency' housed in 
this or that actual thing (for the notion of an actual potency is self­
contradictory), every actual thing is the actualization of potency. Its 
being issues not from a chimerical inert potency pre-existing in itself 
or another, but from potency-in-act - the reality of things lying in this 
agency, and not in any miraculous donorless 'givenness.' Reality is 
agency of which potency-in-act and actuality are the poles. And of 
these the potency is metaphysically, but not temporally, prior. Nor 

1 The notion of dormancy is, of course, relative. A compl~te~y dormant. acorn is dead, and 
thus no longer an oak-seed. yet even the dead acorn, though It 1s not querci-potent, actualizes 
its own proper potency-in-act. 

2 In his History of Western Philosophy. 
3 Op. cit., pp. 189-90 
• In other words, Russell's analysis or 'translation' illegitimately eliminates the concept 

of potentiality by using the verb 'is produced' where 'can be produced' is required. The querci­
potency-in-act lies in the developed acorn; the Apollo-potency-in-act lies in the sculptm 
- not in the marble. 



42 PART I.NATURE 

does the full actuality of any potency involve its negation as potency; 
it involves its reality as potency-in-act without which actuality is incon­
ceivable. 

Further objection may now be raised on the ground that an example 
has been chosen which conceals what is patent enough with durational 
beings such as ourselves, where powers never actualized are credibly 
imputed. We commonly believe that a man has the power to do many 
things that, in fact, he never does, and can never at one and the same 
time do - a belief that amounts to inexpugnable conviction - for what 
that may be worth. Our theory, it may be thought, renders this impossi­
ble, making of choice an illusion. It is the ethical consequences, perhaps, 
that chiefly seem to bring our theory into serious disrepute as undermin­
ing the notion of man's moral responsibility. The proper discussion of 
these matters must, however, be postponed to a later stage, but since 
these objections apparently have great weight with many, I will at once 
briefly add that they arise from an inadequate application of the princi­
ples involved. For potency-in-act is no force impelling the agent ab extra 
(for thus he would be no 'agent'), but his very essence, which sub specie 
durationis is 'economically' and ( according to individual status) morally, 
elective. I 

(b) Eternal Potency, Actio, and Being 
Little remains to be said concerning agency as such, from which all 
passivity is excluded. It is the actualization of potency undefected by 
opposition, and it is thus eternal, whether finite or infinite. Finite agents, 
however, are not self-existent, but depend on some 'proximate cause' 
~r potency, and in the end upon an infinite agent that is self-existent, 
i.e. upon a potency the actualization of which is wholly self-dependent, 
and for which essence and existence are indiscerptible, and discernible 
on~y by abstraction. This primordial infinite and eternal potency-in-act 
Spinoza calls 'Substantia,' 'God,' and 'Natura,' according to the require­
m:nts of his exposition, the distinction of potency and actuality in Natura 
bemg expressed by the use of the medieval locutions, Natura naturans 
and Natura naturata. With the terms 'Substantia' and 'God,' however, the 
emphasis is on the potency; while the actualities which necessarily and 
eternally "follow from" the potency are styled the 'infinite and eternal 
Modes of Substance' and the 'fashion or make of the whole Universe.' 2 

This infinite and ~ternal agency is 'creation,' which, as has been 

: ~ r~turn to this topic in Chapter VI, section iii. 
will repeat what I have elsewhere emphasized, that the translation of'facies' in Spinoza's 
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said, must not be conceived as the production of finite durational 
being e nihilo. The avoidance of this error is a matter of crucial im­
portance for the interpretation of Spinoza, and more especially in view 
of the long-prevailing tendency of both expositors and critics, under 
the influence of an habitual 'radical objectivism' to consider 'Substantia' 
as an indeterminate, but determinable, object or thing, rather than as 
agent. 

It is self-evident, says Spinoza, that "to be able to exist is a potency" ;1 

the simple converse, which is perhaps less obvious, but no less self­
evident, is that potency is essentially the power to exist, i.e. actually 
to be: eternal potency, to exist eternally; or durational potency, to 
continue in existence durationally, i.e. actually to become; and accord­
ing to the nature of the potency is the nature of the actual existent or 
persistent so determined. Now, a finite eternal being derives its potency 
from a proximate cause or power, and in the end from the primordial 
infinite potency or Substance, but Substance itself suffers no such de­
pendence: it is 'causa sui,' and thus self-existent or actual as eternal 
Natura. The potency and the actuality of Natura are identical in their 
distinction - for this is the very nature of agency. Further, potency so 
far as it is only potency is indeterminate, and actuality so far as it is 
only actuality is determinate; thus Substance, or infinite potency is 
wholly indeterminate, and thus involves no negation,2 hence as actual 
it is wholly determinate without negation as the eternal universe. "From 
the necessity of the divine nature there must follow infinite things in 
infinite ways,'' 3 viz. 'the make of the whole Universe.' The manner in 
which these infinite things constitute the indivisible whole will be dis­
cussed in due course: what is important here is that though the absolutely 
infinite indeterminate potency is logically prior to its absolutely infinite 
determinate actuality which 'follows from' it, this actuality does not 
have to come into existence, for by its very nature as independent the 
potency is eternally in act, and as such exists eternally. For its existence 
is not added to it: it is its actuality. This is the very essence of the 'onto­
logical proof' of the existence of God as advanced by Spinoza. A thing 
exists by reason of its power-in-act, and it fails to exist only when that 

often quoted phrase from Ep. lxiv. by 'face' is to be deprecated. 'The face of the whole universe' 
cannot but suggest the durational appearance of the world, but 'the make (facio) of the whole 
universe' is its eternal reality. 

1 Eth. I., xi. Dem (3). Cf. also: 'The potency of God is nothing but the active essence of 
God" ( Eth. II, iii Sch.). 

2 Ep. l., 
3 Eth. I., xvi. 
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power is deficient, by reason either of extrinsic opposing power, or 
intrinsic impotence. And by definition Substance can suffer neither 
defect. Indeed, the question of the existence or non-existence of Sub­
stance does not arise, for defined as infinite potency, it necessarily exists 
as causa sui, i.e. self-actualized. It is its nature in detail that alone can 
come into question. Thus if the 'ontological proof' is to be discredited, 
it must be by arguments other than those by which it has generally 
been assailed, and seemingly so easily destroyed. 

(ii) SPINOZISTIC SUBSTANCE AND ATTRIBUTE 

To these questions concerning the nature of Substance we must next 
begin to turn our attention. Spinoza speaks of Substance as "consisting 
of Attributes," indeed, of "infinite Attributes," 1 and he defines an' Attri­
bute' as "that which the intellect perceives of Substance as though 
constituting its essence." 2 I will not waste space in refuting the naive 
idea that the Attributes of Substance are to be thought of under the 
analogy of the qualities of a body, and that the 'tanquam' of the definition 
is to be rendered by 'as if,' so as to suggest that they are not truly attri­
buted. Substance is no qualitied thing, but infinite agency, and its 
Attributes are ways in which this infinite potency-in-act may be con­
ceived by intellect. Furthermore, all the conceptions of intellect ( as 
distinct from 'imagination') arc true and adequate. Yet Substance is 
not thence to be conceived as an indefinite plurality of Attributes, for 
in itself Substance is indivisible and indeterminate. Substance 'consists' 
of distinguishable Attributes only from the standpoint ofintellect, which 
is a 'mode' or actualization of the primordial potency, and which as 
occupied with thoughts must attribute thinking potency to its source, 
i.e. the Attribute ofThought. And Substance consists of infinite Attributes 
because Substance as thinking (or any other distinct) potency prompts 
supplementary conception under some other determinate Attribute 
involved in the inverse of Thought, to make good the indeterminacy of 
Substance. For example, intellect conceives Substance as an infinite 
power of thinking; but thought requires an object other than itself, so 
that Substance must be conceived as an infinite power actualized as 
other than thought (e.g. as infinite physical potency). Nor can intellect 
rest here (as the 'Experience'-philosophers have done), for a psycho­
physical potency is also determinate, and points towards what it 

1 Eth. I., xi. 
2 Eth. I., Def. iv. 
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excludes. And so to infinity: for each Attribute or parity of Attributes 
points to the inverse which, as determinate, it excludes.1 

Some have thought that this account of the Attributes gives to the 
Attribute of Thought status superior to that of all other Attributes, 
and that this argues a defect in the theory. That Thought has a unique 
place among the Attributes need not be denied, but only the implication 
that in Substance itself the thinking potency is superior to all others 
- for in it all are indeterminately identical. The primacy of Thought 
reflects only the relativity of the Attributes to intellect so far as the 
philosophic quest for understanding is concerned. 2 It is because we are 
thinking beings that we philosophize, and philosophy must thus find 
the intellectual standpoint unique. And the human intellect confines 
man to a psychophysical conception of Substance (with the necessary 
formal admission of what transcends that conception). What the divine 
intellect apprehends beyond the 'make of the whole universe' of ani­
mated body, and how it apprehends it, are questions that lie beyond 
the competence of the human understanding. 

It remains briefly to consider what has commonly been regarded as 
a fundamental objection to Spinoza's doctrine of Substance and its 
infinite Attributes: "No ingenuity and no straining of language are 
equal to the task," says Barker,3 of expounding "a combination of three 
inconsistent doctrines: (I) that the substance consists of the attributes, 
(2) that the substance is one, (3) that the attributes are many and all 
wholly different from each other"; and he illustrates by quotation from 
Pollock, Joachim, and L. Robinson (whose account, oddly, he thinks to 
be the right one in spite of its being not what Spinoza said, but what he 
thinks that he ought to have said) to show "into what straits commenta­
tors are brought in the attempt to do so." 

The difficulties are plain enough so long as Substance and its Attri-

1 Even with finite modes, there arc none of one Attribute only ( omnia animata). But neither 
are modes of more than two Attributes conceivable, for 'conception' is an intellectual action, 
and intellect is essentially bipolar. 

• The relativity of the Attributes to the modes of the other Attributes will have concomitant 
result with those Attributes. But since these relations necessarily transcend the competence 
of the philosopher as such (i.e.) as intellect, we cannot even say that the result is rightly 
described as 'giving superior status' - or indeed that it can be 'described', 'description' being 
an intellectual process. In so speaking we are, it must be remembered, thinking of intellect 
human in form, though without its durational defects; the divine intellect, i.e. the infinite 
potency actualized under the Attribute of Thought, may not, and indeed can not, be subject 
to human restrictions. For in Substance the Attributes are identical in their potential distinc­
tions. Man's knowledge of God, even when it is true or adequate, is after all human knowledge, 
and differs from divine knowledge as the Dog in the heavens from the barking animal - being 
the same in little more than name. 

3 H. Barker, 'Notes on the Second Part of Spinoza's Ethics' (Mind, XLVII. N.S., p. 283). 
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butes are ·conceived under the analogy, more or less idealized, of a 
'thing' and its 'qualities.'1 Even the account which Robinson gives (viz. 
that the Attributes are the real substances, and Substance but the single 
order which prevails in them all) 2 labours under the same false analogy. 
As we have seen, Substance is not a 'thing' but infinite potency-in-act; 
and the Attributes are not 'qualities' or 'characters' of a thing but the 
infinite potency-in-act as reflectively apprehended by intellect which 
is itself an actualization of that potency - and one that is implicitly 
self-transcendent. And why should not an identical infinite potency be 
truly conceived as having infinite equivalent forms? Why should not that 
which in and for itself is indeterminate be discernible by intellect as 
involving infinite determination? Doubtless it will be said that this is 
impossible because it involves a plain contradiction: genuine equiva­
lence would commonly be held, by the Principle of the Identity of 
Indiscernibles, to exclude multiplicity. What Spinoza asserts, how~ver, 
is not that the infinite forms of potency are indiscernible ( for as perceived 
by intellect they are certainly discerned as wholly different one from 
another) but that originally, and in themselves, they are equivalent, 
so that the primordial potency is absolutely indeterminate. Yet intellect 
is not thus involved in error: the discernible equivalent forms of potency 
are not intellectual figments. 

Spinoza's argument is, in fact, quite simple and evident: intellect 
must be conceived, not as the extrinsic spectator of Natura, but as a 
determinate actualization of the primordial indeterminate potency. As 
such it truly conceives this source as a potency-in-act of which both 
itselfand what is essential to it (viz. its primary ideatum) are determinate 
actualizations. It thus conceives that source as a determining potency, 
and thus as reflectively determinate (i.e. as being, say for man, thinking 
and extensional potency). But further, an absolutely indeterminate po­
tency cannot be adequately conceived as.finitely reflectively determinate, 
for every negation inherent in determination must be made good; hence 
intellect must conceive the primordial potency-in-act as constituted by 
infinite reflective determinations, or Attributes. And this is the nature 
of Substance, not in and for itself, but with respect to modal intellect, 
which is one of its determinate actualizations. In itself it is absolutely 
indeterminate, involving no negation, not even (as with modal intellect) 
negation made good. For the divine 'Intellect,' unlike the finite modal 

1 Though even here it would seem that contemporary physicists, with their alternative 
wave- and quantum-theories, are not prepared to agree that the writs ofElea run universally. 

2 Kommentar Zit Spino;;as Ethik, I., Exkurs I. Cf. also under II. vii. Cor. 
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intellect, from which it differs "as the Dog in the heavens from the 
barking animal," 1 the infinite Attributes are not merely indiscerptible, 
but indiscernible. Nor is this a limitation of the divine Intellect. 

'Generically' determinate intellect, then, being actual issues from 
thinking power in the primordial potency-in-act; and since this, as 
such, is indeterminate, intellect must also impute to it equivalent actu­
alization as other-than-intellect, so as to make good the negation that 
would otherwise be involved in its own 'generic' determinacy. This 
otherness, which for intellect is thus numerical, must, with the Attribute 
itself be conceived as self-transcendence to identity with indeterminate 
Substance. Thus, in Substance the Attributes are wholly identical, yet 
for intellect as the actuality of one of them they are wholly diverse 
- their self-transcendence as Substance being actualized as essential 
relation with an other. 

It is thus that the actuality of the infinite potency is congruent with 
that potency although the 'generic' diversity of the former seems prima 
facie incongruent with the indeterminacy of the latter. For though intel­
lect which actualizes the Attribute of Thought fully manifests infinite 
Thought-potency as such, it is never, as it were, in vacuo, but has 'ob­
jective reference.' That by which intellect is determinate, viz. its other, 
and in particular, for us, its 'primary object,' is as such essential to it 
as referent, though no part of it; and intellect which is the actuality of 
Substance is intellect with its essential 'object' as other or complement. 2 

And so for all the Attributes. 
Yet, finally, it may be objected that though intellect cannot be con­

ceived as actual save, primarily, as apprehending an object other than 
intellect, physical actuality, e.g., is not in analogous ease, but is self­
sufficient. Here there is nothing corresponding to the 'objective refer­
ence' of intellect by which it is self-transcendent. Certainly, the physical 
and the intellectual being wholly other, the self-transcendence of the 
physical is not by way of 'objective reference,' nor indeed by any way 
that lies open to intellectual apprehension humanly limited. N everthe­
less, this is no ground for the denial of the self-transcendence of the 
physical. It is now generally recognized that a man, e.g., is not a body 
plus a mind, but an animated body, or an embodied mind - not, as 

1 Eth., I., xvii., Sch. 
2 That intellect in man refers to the actuality of one other Attribute only is nihil ad rem, 

for the divine intellect cannot be thus limited since it is the actuality of the Attribute of Thought 
in its self-transcendence as Substance. Nor is it true without qualification that man is wholly 
secluded from the Attributes other than Thought and Extension: for as determinate, Thought 
-:tnd Extension not mer~ly involve or imply, but are, the negation of the remainder, which 
rs thus inversely operative. 
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Spinoza would say, a mode of Thought tied to a mode of Extension, 
but a mode of Substance actualizing these identical potencies - a single 
individual, a psychophysical actuality. And for Spinoza all physical 
things are animated in the degree of their individuality.1 Yet this unity 
of body and mind, even with man, could harldy be sustained if the 
body were not in some manner self-transcendent. And the limitation 
of the human intellect to psychophysical modes (known as such, and 
thus recognizing the limitation) is proper to man but not therefore to 
be imputed to the divine Intellect, which is not thus, as it were, bipolar, 
nor multipolar, but an all-embracing 'intellectual love' for which other­
ness is the very exposition of selfhood. 

1 Eth. II., xiii. Sch. 



CHAPTER II 

'NATURA CREATA' 

Creation, we have said, is the action par excellence in which absolutely 
infinite potency is exhaustively actualized: it is, therefore, eternal; nay, 
this is that primordial 'transformation without succession' which is the 
very essence of eternity.1 Natura creata is thus (it must again be urged) 
not to be confused with the 'common order of nature' involving the 
co-existence and succession of durational things or temporal 'events' 
which, though in some manner privatively related to the world as 
eternally created, by no means at any time, or epoch however extended, 
can be regarded as the actuality of absolutely infinite potency. Here, 
then, we consider the nature of the completely determinate actuality 
of a potency wholly indeterminate, i.e. an actuality which makes good 
the negation involved in the determination of every distinction and part 
by the complementary determination of its other. So far as distinctions 
of kinds of actuality are concerned, what has been said in the preceding 
chapter about the Attributes of Substance will at present suffice, so 
that here we shall consider mainly the structure of the actuality which 
flows from Substance itself under all the Attributes, without reference 
to their 'generic' distinctions. What is to be understood is the eternal 
'make of the whole universe,' or Natura naturata, which, according to 
Spinoza, is at once 'infinite, one, and indivisible,' yet also composed 
of infinite finite beings in their degrees. To God "matter (i.e. creative 
power) 2 was not wanting for creating everything from the highest indeed 
to the lowest grade of perfection; or, speaking more properly, • • • the 
laws of his nature were so ample that they sufficed for producing every­
thing which can be conceived by infinite intellect."3 

1 See Aeternitas, p. 234 et passim. 
2 The identification may strike the reader as bizarre 'matter' being traditionally conceived 

as remote from, or even as hindrance to rather than th.e source of, the 'form' to which alone 
reality is ascribed - 'pure matter' bei~g non-ens. Elsewhere (see Aeternitas, p. 115, note 1) 
I have noted the reversal, by Spinoza of the traditional order of essences, of which this is 
another example. For him 'matter ' ~ such is indeed nothing actual, but so far from being 
th~refore nothing real, it is the potei:cy, origir:al or derived, wh_ich is actualized as determinate 
bemg of every grade of perfection whether eternal or durational. 

8 Eth. I., Append. ' 
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(i) SPINOZISTIC MODE: MACROCOSM AND MICROCOSM 

Natura creata is thus at once an individual whole and exhaustively indi­
viduated in infinite parts all of which are in perfect and eternal com­
munity according to their status and amplitude. The infinite and eternal 
primordial potency or Substance requires (as it is the purpose of this 
chapter to explain) an indivisible but infinitely individuated actualiza­
tion in hierarchical order from the whole individual universe or macro­
cosm, through infinite constituent microcosms, from highest to lowest, 
each in its manner and degree actualizing the indivisible original power: 
for all the modes, both infinite and finite, are 'modes of Substance.' 
Spinoza's formal definition of 'mode' does not, perhaps, immediately 
bring home to the uninitiated reader the identity of 'mode' and 'actu­
ality': "By mode I understand the affections of substance, or that which 
is in another, through which also it is conceived,"1 the term 'aftection' 
being ambiguous in common use. Yet if we recall that to 'affect' a thing 
is to do something to it ( adfacio), and that Substance cannot be acted 
upon by another, it becomes clear that the only affection that can be 
attributed to Substance is its self-actualization. vVe have said also that 
the order of Natura creata is hierarchical, and this follows from the 
indivisibility of the primordial potency, and thus also of the macrocosm, 
with the infinitude of the microcosms of which the macrocosm is consti­
tuted, each of which in its degree actualizes the same potency which, 
to use a phrase of Bruno,2 is "wholly in the whole and wholly in every 
part of the whole" - like the sentence of the speaker which is heard as 
a whole throughout the auditorium but variously clear and intense. 

The contrast and analogy of macrocosm and microcosm in one form 
or another is of great antiquity, and has had many applications more 
or less philosophically respectable. For the most part it has been 'man' 
who has been styled the microcosm of the world, analogy being imputed, 
as by certain Stoics, between the physical universe animated by the 
world-soul or divine reason, and man as an embodied rational soul. 
Man, it was said epitomizes the universe, and the universe is man 
' . ' _writ large.' Such a doctrine, reinforced by, if not originating in, the 
m~erpretation of human knowledge as involving the incorporation in 
m~nd of the 'images' of the external things known, so as to make of 
mmd a world 'in little,' haunted minds of many medieval alchemists 

1 Eth. I., Def. v. 
2 See De lmmenso et Innumerabilibus, II, xiii; De la causa, principio, et uno, Dial. II. Cf. Aetemitas, 

p. 155, note l. 
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and astrologers, played an important role in the speculations of Renais­
sance thinkers such as Bruno, Campanella, and Paracelsus, was a funda­
mental source of the mysticism of Eckhart and Boehme, and suitably 
defined and rationalized became a root-idea of the monadic philosophy 
of Leibniz. There can be little doubt that it also has its special place 
and significance in the thought of Spinoza, though no longer as directly 
applicable to the durational nature of man and his sempiternal universe, 
nor as confined to man alone as a mode of Substance. For him it has 
application to Natura creata as the eternal 'fashion of the whole universe' 
exhaustively and hierarchically individuated as finite modes 'from high­
est to lowest' in the scale of being - 'man' being but one of these. 
Durational beings exhibit these relations at best only confusedly, and 
at worst hardly at all, by reason of the privation by which eternal agents 
are thus corrupted. 

With this corruption we shall deal at a later stage; here we are 
concerned with the structure of eternal Natura creata as an eternal 
macrocosm within which infinite eternal microcosms of all grades of 
perfection are at once distinct individual agents, and also woven together 
in perfect community to form the seamless whole. According to this 
scheme the finite actualizations of Substance constitute not an aggregate 
of externally related parts or sections but a perfect 'identity in difference' 
of microcosms congruent with the 'infinite, one, and indivisible' macro­
cosm. This must be so expounded as to reconcile the infinite diver­
sity of the parts with the indivisible unity of the whole; for so only can 
the infinite indeterminate potency find completely determinate actu­
ality. To halt at any stage would be to leave determination incomplete; 
to fail in adequate integration of parts at any stage would imply impo­
tence in the source; and to fall short of eternity would be to abridge 
the individuation and disrupt the integrity. 

(ii) THE INDIVIDUATION OF THE MACROCOSM 

The main questions that must be met in the account of the genesis of the 
finite individual from the infinite potency-in-act are (a) why an infinite 
source should entail the existence of finite individuals, and (b) what 
must be the nature of the individuality and finiteness thus entailed? 
The two questions are, of course, inisolable, and their short answer is 
that because the infinite potency is indeterminate, and its actualization 
involves determination, this must be exhaustive - not excluding any, 
but involving every, grade of perfection "from highest to lowest." Natura 
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creata must thus be perfectly determinate as a whole and throughout 
its nature: it must be an infinite macrocosm composed of infinite finite 
microcosms each, according to grade, more or less adequately expressing 
the whole. Such multiplex individuation cannot therefore consist of 
mere subdivision. The individual 'parts,' as finite expressions of the 
infinite 'whole,' must be so embedded in it that its integrity is not 
merely unbroken, but only thus fully actual. Again, creation being 
eternal, this exhaustive individuation must be conceived, not as ensuing 
upon the creation of the 'whole,' but as involved in this essentially. The 
macrocosm is a fully integrated hierarchy of microcosms, not superad­
ded, but exponential- each microcosm actualizing the infinite potency­
in-act more or less adequately according to its grade. Each is a finite 
eternal agent. Each is embedded in a complement of finite eternal agents. 
Each expresses the 'whole' and is thus inisolable from that complement. 
This is the interpretation to be placed on Spinoza's characteristic phrase 
"Deus quatenus tantum humanae mentis essentiam constituit, " 1 which many 
have found so puzzling2 - as eternally created a man is not an independ­
ent 'thing,' but an agent actively integrated with a congruent com­
plement of agents; and this total stage in the hierarchy of Natura creata 
(subject to what transcends it, and governing what proceeds from it) 
is the divine actuality at that stage. 

The finite mode, or microcosm, then, is a created agent, not by subdi­
vision of the creative potency congruent with a segmentation of the 
macrocosm, but by causal derivation congruent with hierarchical sub­
ordination. Conceived ( per impossibile) as isolated, it would be a partial 
and derived expression of the divine potency; but as such its supposed 
isolation cannot stand, for the same undivided divine potency is likewise 
expressed in its complement, and the microcosm must thus be conceived 
as integral with that complement in so far as it is congruent, and as 
thus constituting a stage in the creative self-exposition of the primordial 
potency. Its finiteness is intrinsic, not extrinsic. 

We are thus led to consider the manner in which the nature of each 
microcosm, in its grade, must be conceived as analogous with the nature 
of the macrocosm. This is a topic discussed in some detail in Aeternitas, 3 

: ~xamples of :his kind of locution may be fo~nd i~ Eth .. I!., ix_., II. xi. Cor., et passim. 
436_7 .g., Barker ( Notes on the Second Part of Spmoza s Et~zcs, M!nd, XLVII. N. ~-, pp. 

11 ); who suggests that 'Deus qualenus tantum humanae mentzs essentzam constituit' (which he 
ca 5 . Deus qualified") is not Deus at all, but simply 'man,' i.e. the periphrasis is a mere 
~ueShon-begging device. I will add that Barker's special difficulty about the 'reference' of 
1 e~\to :Deus qualified' and 'Deus unqualified' arises from failure to distinguish, 'Deus 
qu; S1 ed from durational man and thus does not arise at this stage of our inquiry. 

ee pp. 206-15. ' 
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and to which symbolic expression was guardedly attempted in my 
Benedict de Spinoza, The Elements of His Philosophy.1 Here we may confine 
ourselves to the general principles involved. It must be admitted that 
Spinoza himself offers no ad hoc account of the required analogy, the 
nearest approaches to it being found in the Lemmata following Ethices 
II., xiii., and the letter to Oldenburg of November 20th, 1665.2 In both 
places, however, what is under consideration is the manner in which 
continually changing bodies can be conceived as constituting an indivi­
dual tota Natura not subject to change; and though clues to the analogy 
of macrocosm and microcosm may perhaps be gathered from this, 
direct light is hardly likely to be forthcoming from such objectivistic 
physical reflections. More promising is the discussion in the letter to 
Oldenburg of the manner in which the human mind is a part of Natura 
(i.e. of the 'infinite intellect'). Though the treatment runs very largely 
on lines similar to that of body (mind being the 'objective essence' of 
body) yet it offers a more pregnant clue to the true solution: "I hold 
that (the human mind) is also a part of Natura, for I posit in Natura an 
infinite thinking potency which in so far as it is infinite contains in itself 
by way of knowledge (objective) the whole of Natura, and its thoughts 
proceed in the same way as Natura itself, which is, indeed, its object 
(ideatum). Thence, I hold the human mind to be this potency, not in 
so far as it is infinite, perceiving the whole of Natura, but in so far as it 
is finite, namely, in so far as it perceives only the human body; and in 
this way I hold the human mind to be a part of an infinite intellect." 
It follows that the human body is, for the human mind, the whole of 
Natura, and if this is in any sense or degree true, the human body can 
be no mere sector of Natura, but a finite expression of its wholeness. 3 As 
the durational body exists only as 'affected' by other bodies, so the 
eternal microcosm exists only as integrated with its complement in 
Natura, and is therefore Deus quatenusfinitus est- a stage in the hierarchical 
actualization of the primordial potency-in-act. It is a self-transcendent 
finite-infinite. 4 

1 Athlone Press, 1957, pp. 36-39. . 
2 E/1. xxxii. But cf. the caveat: "I do not know how the parts are really mterconnected, 

and how each part accords with the whole; for to know this it would be necessary to know 
the whole of Nature and all its parts." Fully detailed knowledge may be beyond, but the gener­
al principles lie well within, human competence. 

3 The same principle is implicit in the propositions Ethices II., xiii. and xix. between which 
the Lemma/a are interposed. The mind knows only the body, but knows it only as 'affected,' 
for it exists only in relation with an other which 'affects' it, and with which its nature is so 
far integrated. 

4 Sub specie durationis, of course, the finite mode is no finite-infinite, but a finite-indefinite 
both in duration and in amplitude of relation. 
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The microcosmic parts of the macrocosm, then, though finite are 
nevertheless actualizations of the infinite, undivided, potency which is 
exhaustively actual only in the macrocosm. Because this potency is 
infinite, the parts are infinitely multiplex; but for the same reason each 
part, actualizing in its own fashion a potency unlimited, must be con­
ceived as framed on the analogy of the macrocosm, and thus its limitation 
as finite self made good by community with its complement therein. 
Each part of the macrocosm is at once a finite agent analogous in nature 
with the whole - but this, not in isolation from the other parts, but 
one with them in the degree of its analogy. Its finiteness lies not (as 
with 'objective things') in its exclusion of and from its other but ( as with 
agents) in its co-operation with its other, i.e. in the degree ofits actualization 
of the infinite potency, its grade of being in the hierarchy of .Natura. 
And all grades are eternal in the "infinite, unique, and indivisible" 
.Natura. 

(iii) THE 'coMMUNITAS' OF THE MICROCOSMS 

The next question that must be met is that of the nature of the inter­
relations of the infinite microcosms. These are, of course, determined by 
the mode of individuation of the macrocosm in which they are rooted. 
Prima facie they are paradoxical because the microcosm is at once a 
'part' and also an 'expression' of the nature of the macrocosm. We have 
seen how the paradox may be resolved by the substitution of a hierarchy 
of more or less adequate expressions for a collection of segments - differ­
ences of grade maintaining the discernible identity, and community the 
indivisibility, of the original potency. The finiteness of the microcosm 
must be such as to involve inadequacy of expression without exclusion 
of analogy with the macrocosm. Mere division, mutual exclusion, ex­
trinsic limitation, of self and other cannot even inadequately express 
the unity, self-containedness, intrinsic infinity, of the macrocosm. Nor, 
as a 'part' of the macrocosm can it be a mere grade in its actuality, but 
a grade in intimate relations with all other grades in the eternal hierar­
chy of Natura. 

These conditions can be fulfilled only because eternal actualities are 
no~ 'things' conceived on the analogy of presentable spatio-temporal 
obJects,_1 mutually exclusive and only extrinsically related, and thus 
susceptible to unification merely by aggregation in a collective unity, 

1 The term 'ob· , • b" Th ' b" ' . h ~ect 1s, of course, am 1guous. e o ~ects of knowledge need not (and 
in t e end cannot) be 'objects' in the sense of presentable spatio-temporal things. 
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but agents, so that if they are finite their complements in the infinite 
agent are intrinsically related to them so far as they are congruent, and 
thus, though their congruency is limited, not merely superadded. For the 
complement too is microcosmic. 

We ask, then, what must be the nature of the relations of the infinite 
ontologically distinct but fontally related microcosms? As finite agents 
their relations must, in some manner, be extrinsic, but as expressions 
of the infinite agency equally, in some manner, they must be intrinsic. 
If the problem should seem to be insoluble, the reader may reflect that 
an analogous situation is evident with durational agents, or conators, 
for here the nature of the agent at once involves relations with its field 
of endeavour, and distinction from it. Social relations are at once intrin­
sic and extrinsic to the individual, and in general the conator strives 
with an extrinsic other, which thus permeates the self. Both heredity 
and environment are operative in determining the individual character. 
And these relations are perfected where the finite agent is eternal and 
eternally complemented, for in so far as the eternal microcosm and its 
eternal complement of microcosms are congruent in agency, the self 
at once co-operates with the other, and is constituted by it. If it is 
objected that this implies the indiscernible identity of all microcosms 
in the macrocosm ( a common objection urged against Spinoza's doctrine 
of finite individuality) the objection can only arise from a misinterpre­
tation of the nature of real being as 'thing' rather than agent -for while 
indiscernible 'things' are identical, it is the agreement of agents alone 
that enhances their individual efficiency. Wherein, then, it may be 
asked, lies the finiteness of the microcosm, seeing that it is constituted 
by its other? I reply, it is constituted by its other only in so far as they 
are congruent; and since the differentiation of the macrocosm is essen­
tially hierarchical, this congruence is limited. All have something in 
common, but none everything. It is thus that they are finite in their 
grades; for the incongruence of the other, and its congruence with 
respect to the self are indiscerptible in its microcosmic nature. 

Now, this identity in congruency of the eternal microcosms is what 
I have called their 'communitas,' using the Latin form in order to dis­
tinguish their relations from those of empirical durational individuals 
which are privative expressions of it sub specie durationis. In common use 
the term 'community' signifies the character of a plurality bound as 
one, and in this sense it is used for the common ownership of property, 
the fellowship of a political or social group, the inhabitants of a locality, 
a racial or professional class, and so on. Here, however, the relations 
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of the members, though based on a common character which is enhanced 
thereby, are largely extrinsic and superadded to the natures of the mem­
bers by whose endeavours they are sustained. They are expressive, 
rather than constitutive, of their conative natures. But eternal finite 
agents cannot be conceived as devoid in any degree of constitutive 
communitas in the hierarchical differentiation of Natura creata. Their finite­
ness is thus both qualified and realized by their communitas one with 
another throughout their determinate being - a communitas by which 
each is itself what it is as involving its complement according to the 
degree of its analogy with the whole. And the macrocosm is thus the 
perfect synthesis of the distributive communitas of its infinite microcosms, 
and the communitas of the infinite microcosms the exhaustive analysis, 
stage by stage, of the unity of the macrocosm in the eternal actualization 
of the infinite primordial potency. 

If, now, the microcosm is considered in its aspect as finite intellect, 
we can understand that it is by reason of this communitas of each with 
its macrocosmic complement that Ratio, Spinoza's 'second kind of know­
ledge,' which is concerned with the 'common properties' 1 of finite singu­
laria, i.e. the communia in which they participate, can be regarded as 
adequate, and as viewing its objects sub quadam specie aeternitatis ; 2 for 
each microcosm is, as it were, a hierarchical synthesis of communia at 
its level in Natura creata. For though the 'common properties' in ab­
straction from the beings to which they are common "constitute the 
essence of no singulare,''3 all singularia, as eternal, are constituted by the 
communia in which they participate, and are thus, as we have seen, self­
transcendent finite-infinites. The finiteness lies in the degree, the infinity 
in the amplitude, of the communitas. 

Finally, returning to our more general account, we can now see that 
because each microcosm is cons ti tu ted by its communitas with its congruent 
complement in Natura,4 it follows, further, that its integrity lies in the 
finite analogy with the infinite whole which it enjoys in the eternal 
efflux of creation ( or, a:.. Spinoza expresses it, "as referred to God"). 
Nevertheless, this complement is, with abstracted reference to the self, 
that self's other ,and in so far as this relative otherness is abstracted from 

1 Eth. II., xxxvii. -xxxix. (Cf also:/., Ax. v., Il.,Lem. iii.). With these references I need hardly 
warn the reader that a 'common property' is not an abstract universal, but a concrete, though 
common, possession of singularia. 

2 Eth. II., xli, xliv. Cor. ii. 
3 Eth. II., xxxvii. 
4 I.e., its complement in so far as it is congruent w;th the self. For the complement of the 

finite microcosm, in itself, indefinitely transcends it in P ,tency. I• is thus that the self is finite. 
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their fontal relatedness as co-creata, the communitas, too, must suffer ab­
straction and privation, to the impoverishment of both self and other. 
I say 'in so far as,' for complete abstraction would necessarily mean 
complete isolation, which spells nonentity. The abstraction, privation, 
and impoverishment are the less as the microcosm stands higher in the 
hierarchy of Natura. As referred to the microcosm in abstraction from 
the common Jons et origo of both self and complement the communitas of 
self and other takes the form or appearance of pseudo-communitas, the 
pseuditas of which issues from, and is in proportion to, the degree of 
finiteness of the microcosm. Nor are the resulting natures and relations 
merely fictitious, but genuine appearances, authentic 'projections' of 
the parts of Natura creata in eternal communitas under an abstracted 
'moment' of the dialectic of finite creation.1 

If, once more, the microcosm is considered in its aspect as finite 
intellect, we can understand also that lmaginatio, Spinoza's 'first kind 
of knowledge,' cannot be simply excluded from the finite intellect - not 
even in its perfection as a part of the infinite intellect - but only duly 
subordinated to Ratio and Scientia intuitiva. For it is a species of know­
ledge, not of ignorance, and is thus bene fundata, though not adequate, 
and its objects, taken at their face value are genuine, but eccentric, 
appearances of eternal creata. Thus Imaginatio and its objects are not 
wholly excluded from Natura creata, though they bear abstracted respect 
to its microcosmic parts. But for these parts, as eternal creata, they are 
duly subordinated under the dialectic of finite creation.2 Now the 'com­
mon order of nature' and its striving durational parts issue from the 
failure of this due subordination under the unilateral self-reference of 
the finite agent - a privation, partial, indeed, according to the grade 
of perfection of the microcosmic self, which so far as it remains undetect­
ed, makes of appearance an objective reality more or less sophisticated. 

1 This 'projection' under finite self-reference is what I shall call the 'emanation' of the 
durational world of genuine appearance as privatively implicated in the eternal creation 
of finite individuals by the infinite and eternal potency-in-act. This subject belongs more 
properly to chapters III-V below, where it is more fully considered. 

2 This explains the persistence of imaginational objects in spite of the rational assurance 
of their inadequacy (Eth.II., xxxv. Sch., IV., i. Sch.); and it may also help to relieve the surprise 
often occasioned in the tyro by Spinoza's commendation of Imaginatio and its objects, e.g. in 
the Tractatus Theologico-Politicus where Imaginatio in the 'prophet' is extolled for its ethical 
effectiveness, and in the Ethics where power and virtue arc attributed to it when it is 'free' 
( Eth. //., xvii. Selz.), and where its objects are recommended to the 'free man': "pleasant 
eating and drinking, with sweet scents and the beauty of green plants," "ornament," "music," 
"sports," "the theatre," etc. - he should make use of these, and delight in them as much as 
possible ( Eth. IV., x!v. Car. ii. Sch.). On Spinoza's account of two human conceptions of 
'actuality' see Eth. V., xxix. Sch. 
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By this partial disintegration and bifurcation derived finite eternal 
potency-in-act is degraded to durational conatus, eternal actuality to 
vicissitude, and eternal communitas to variant temporal sociality. To the 
problems involved in this descent we must next turn our attention. 



CHAPTER III 

'NATURA EMANATA' 

We turn, then, to the consideration of the imaginational, penumbra! 
'nimbus' of finite creation, its nature, its status, and its privative potency 
as the source of the spatio-temporal 'common order of nature.' For, as 
has been said, though Natura creatrix is the Jons et origo of the prima facie 
world of common experience and perception, this is no creatum, no 
eternal actuality, but an emanatum or projection of .Natura aeterna upon 
the reference-system of the microcosmic part, whereby .Natura naturata 
is at once relatively pulverized and debilitated to durationality. Doubt­
less, it is because the 'common order of nature' is thus a derivative of 
eternal .Natura creata that it transcends mere 'mechanism,' that it ex­
hibits a durational production of novelty which modern 'creationist' 
literature is apt to mistake for genuine creation; but the potency by 
which, as Whitehead1 has said, the "flying dart" is "hurled beyond the 
bounds of the world," the "throbbing emotion of the past" passes into 
"a new transcendent fact," has its source beyond the 'world' and the 
'past,'2 because these are but eccentric projections of Natura creata and 
aeternitas, for in mere 'events' and time, as such, there is no potency. 
The anxiety of the modern world to 'take Time seriously' (in the phrase 
of Samuel Alexander )3 has overreached itself in the acceptance of time 
as an absolute prior in which all existence is located or moves; but as 
well might we take the ever present liability of man to disease as belong­
ing to the original ground of human existence, and its prophylaxis as 
the very nature and essence of human life-process-as if'life' were defina­
ble as struggle with disease. To 'take disease seriously' means not merely 
to provide preventive measures, much less to work a cure, but to trace 
it to its source; so also to 'take Time seriously' is not to erect it as an 

1 Adventures of Ideas, p. 227. 
2 And in the 'common order of nature' all time is conceived sub specie praeteriti. Even the 

'present' is conceived, not as the moment of temporal action, but as temporally actual, i.e. 
done (factum) and thus already past; and the 'future' as the temporal 'place' of what will 
have been done, i.e. as future perfect. Nor is any other conception of time possible so long as 
we confine our attention to events and their order as mere actualities actualizing nothing, 
as mere 'facts.' 

3 Spinoza and Time, I. 
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ineluctable absolute prior with a prophylactic 'creativity' to make it 
tolerable, and to undo its incidental mischief, but to probe to its meta­
physical sources for the eternal creativity whereby it emanates, sustains 
itself, and is actual. The 'philosophy of creativity' is no more than the 
'empiric's cure' - the nemesis of the pathological objectivism of the 
modern mind which takes no account of man's immersion in nature, 
and the consequent metaphysical relativity of his prima facie objects. 

Further, just as the pseudo-creativity of spatio-temporal nature de­
mands the exhibition of that world as emanatum, so also does its entire 
nature as 'given fact.' For we regard that only as primarily 'given' 
which eludes understanding, i.e. which cannot be intelligibly derived 
from elements more primitive and more truly so described. So far, 
therefore, from verification by reference to perceptual experience being 
the sole safe road to truth (or, indeed, a road to truth at all), the tempo­
ral perceptual experience of the finite percipient hself requires deduction 
from an intelligible which carries its own certitude: temporal 'fact' must 
be exhibited in its derivation from eternal agency, i.e. reality. In the 
nature of things the deduction of the empirically extant from that 
which is in itself intelligible must, for the finite mind, at once immersed 
in and seeking to apprehend nature, be more difficult, complex, and 
perilous than its simple unquestioning apprehension. Small wonder, 
therefore, that radical empiricism, which takes as 'given' that which 
is intellectually occult, is the most popular of philosophical doctrines: 
for it thus avoids a problem which, once faced, demands an unpost­
poned solution, and concentrates upon a set of problems, essentially 
insoluble, but indefinitely patient of procrastinatory and piecemeal ap­
peasement, under cover of the principle that to be 'given' is to be real 
'beyond a peradventure,' i.e. that that is real par excellence which is 
intellectually occult.1 

The symbolical deduction referred to above2 however inadequate 
and prima facie misleading if the distinction of 'thing' and 'agent' is 
overlooked, may also be used, by referring the elements of this or that 

1 Even a mitigated empiricism which confines human knowledge to what falls within 
human experience, and holds that that alone is real which forms a coherent whole under the 
categories of the human understanding, must be rejected as an error falsely founded on a 
mere truism. That all human knowledge falls within human experience is patent, but it 
affords no ground for supposing that as knowledge it cannot transcend human experience 
and the categories of human impotence. As well might it be argued that since a man's actions 
belong to his nature, no man can operate beyond his own nature, and in accordance with 
prin~i~le~ not properly applicable to himself. For knowledge is not a 'thing' but an 'action'; 
and It Ism virtue of its agency that the microcosm is at once an individual and a part of the 
indivisible macrocosm. 

2 P. 53. 
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individual to the elements of its other, to suggest the manner in which 
the world of change and durational effort is related to eternal Natura 
creata. The microcosms which at once in their community constitute 
the macrocosm, and in their singularity are its more or less perfect analo­
gues, thus bear to it a double relation: the creative, as all things are 
'referred to God,' and the emanative, as all are 'referred to self.' In the 
former relation each is identical with the whole up to the limit of its 
community with its complement in the macrocosm, i.e. in the measure 
of its selective partiality or microcosmicity; in the latter relation each is 
distinct from all others in its macrocosmic complement by reason of its 
microcosmiciry, wholeness, or individuality, so that they stand related to 
it as others, and involved in it only by projection upon its own reference­
system. And in virtue of the validity of both sets of relations, and of 
their incongruity, the microcosm comes to be involved in a sort of 'dia­
lectic.' It is at once an abstractum of the whole and also one of its parts 
to which all others are referrible. The resolution of this 'dialectic' lies 
in the nature of creation, and is complete only in Natura creata; with 
this or that microcosm the incongruous relations remain more or less 
unsynthesized, and their incongruity unresolved. We shall see in due 
course that this is the very arena of morality which is thus momentous 
as involved in creation itself: 

It is with the microcosm taken as mind that this situation is for us 
most notably apparent; for thus to the finite mind there are available 
at once both adequate rational knowledge of'itself and God and things,' 
and also, side by side with this, inadequate imaginational knowledge 
of itself and things and even of God. According as the one or the other 
takes precedence in the finite mind, the 'dialectic' of finite creation is, 
for it, either avoided by immersion in the life of the senses, or faced 
in the 'intellectual life,' and if not resolved, at least mitigated and de­
prived of its sting.1 

So much, then, byway of defence of the procedure here to be adopted: 
mere sorting, analysis, and construction of empirical 'data,' however 
ingenious and however ample in scope, cannot in the absence of meta­
physical transcendence of the eccentric conditions of temporal appre­
hension serve the most stubborn purposes of human thought. And since 
there can be no sure passage from the merely 'given,' either by analysis 

1 As we shall see in due course, Spinoza also envisages a pseudomorality for those immersed 
in the life of the senses based on the operation of political sanctions; a morality of obedience 
for those not adequately gifted with rational discernment (vide the account of 'prophecy' in 
the Tractatus Theologico-Politicus); and a 'beyond-morality' of full enlightenment and self­
realization for such as can participate in the 'intellectual love of God' ( Eth. V., xxi-xlii.) 
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or construction or even analogy, to its emended intelligible nature, this 
can only be sought by descent from the perfect, and perfectly intelligible, 
by the use of analogy, analysis, and construction, to the penumbra! 
limits of intelligibility in experientia vaga.1 

In thus turning to the aetiology of the 'world of commonsense,' its 
durational sources, and (in the following chapter) its spatio-temporal 
elaborations and sophistications, we reject a outrance the special status 
commonly assigned to it as the ultimate criterion of veritable existence. 
We seek its sources in the intelligible order, not its rationalization as a 
spatio-temporal order of 'events' under categorial 'laws' or equations, 
supplemented or not by naive additions of 'emergent qualities,' 'vital 
forces,' 'creative energies,' or the like, to be accepted with 'natural 
piety' in a spirit of intellectual appeasement. 

(i) THE 'BERGSONIAN' INCHOATION 

It has been said that our symbolical deduction is likely to be seriously 
misleading if its elements are taken to be 'things' and not 'agents'; for 
thus it will be, and has often been, said that the synthesis of the micro­
cosms in the macrocosm involves their suppression as individuals. On 
the contrary the community of agents is based on their individuality. 
But the mischief of ignoring this distinction does not end here but is 
especially potent in dealing with the passage from the eternity of the 
created macrocosm and microcosms to the duration of the eccentric 
projections of these on the reference-system of this or that microcosm, 
and the resulting durational existence of the microcosm itself. 

We are only too apt to conceive duration, and even eternity, as 
objective 'forms' in which events are temporally or simultaneously 
distributed, or a sort of 'space' through which enduring things pass 
and eternal things stand. But duration, like eternity, is a mode in which 
agents exist and operate. "By eternity I understand existence itself in 
so far as it is conceived necessarily to follow from the definition alone 
of the eternal thing" ;2 "Duration is the indefinite continuation of ex­
istence." 3 An eternal agent exists and operates eternally because the 
potency which it actualizes suffers no extrinsic dependence or frustra­
tion; similarly a durational agent exists and operates durationally in 
so far as the potency which it actualizes is actualized only in dependence 

1 Questions relating to the human predicament and metaphysical method are more fully 
discussed in Prolegomena I, above, PP· 1-21. 

2 Eth. I., Def. viii. 
3 Eth. II., Def. v. 
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upon the co-operation of other agents and is frustrated by their opposi­
tion. While the eternal agent acts, the durational agent endeavours - its 
'action' is 'effort' ( conatus), and this effort and its actuality in relative 
success or relative failure determines the existence of the agent as dur­
ational. The age-old riddle as to how time is contained in eternity is 
seen, therefore, to be wrongly envisaged, and thus incapable of an 
intelligible, or indeed any, solution. 

Primafacie, few theories may seem to be more remote from that of 
Spinoza that of Henri Bergson - in nature and procedure as it is among 
the most radical of empiricisms. Yet in spite of the apparently dis­
couraging results of his early concentration upon the philosophy of 
Plotinus,1 and his obtuse misinterpretation of that of Spinoza as mecha­
nism, 2 there is much to be learned from his discussion of the distinction 
between duration, or 'real time' as he calls it, and the 'spatialized time' 
of commonsense and science. Indeed, the disparity of the two doctrines 
may well be conceived as the product of the variant incidence of an 
essentially identical principle within an empiricistic schema on the one 
hand, and a metaphysical or transcendent schema on the other. Self-con­
fined within the empirical range of the finite enduring consciousness, 
Bergson was philosopher enough to push his analysis back to the very 
limits of utter naivety, and to discover the sophisticatory origin of our 
commonsense and scientific exposition of this "pure duration" under 
the "aid" of "time, measure, and number" - or, as he expresses it, 
"as spatialized"; but because he does not go further and understand 
that naive duration is no metaphysical ultimate, but a distorted and 
privative projection of eternity on the eccentric reference-system of the 
microcosmic part of the eternal macrocosm, he is forced to elaborate 
the conception of a 'pure duration' the 'successiveness' of which is 
'qualitative' and 'spontaneous.' He rightly sees that genuine efficiency 
cannot be temporal - a relation of unrelateable 'simultaneities,' and 
he is fain to understand it as an ultimate 'given' order of spontaneous 
qualitative 'emergency.' Yet, lacking metaphysical transcendence, such 
spontaneity can no more be identified with real efficiency than can 
mere precedence in spatialized time. Mere spontaneity of durational 
emergence 'cries aloud' its identity with inefficiency. 

What, then, is the principle which has been suggested to be identical 
in these two opposing doctrines? It is that 'time' as a durationless 

1 Cf. 'Some Reminiscences by the Jatc.J. H. Muirhead' (Philosophy XVII., 1942, p. 344, 
note I. 

2 Essai sur les Donnees Immediates de la Conscience, J8ieme ed., pp. 159-160. 
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enumeration of 'simultaneities, a 'neutral order of externality,' 1 a 'fourth 
dimension of space,' or the physicists' 't,' is but the generalized measure 
of the related durational existences of things as referred to other parts 
of the eternal macrocosm - or if this is to go too far in the interpretation 
of Bergson's doctrine, at least that duration belongs to the existence of 
living beings, whereas time is applicable only in reflection upon 
existence that is past, that has ceased to be. 

Bergson, it will be remembered, makes use of this principle to elaborate 
the conception of what he calls 'pure duration' - "the form which the 
succession of our conscious states assumes when our ego lets itself liue, 
when it refrains from separating its present state from its former states . 
... In recalling these states, it does not set them alongside its actual 
states, but forms both the past and the present states into an organic 
whole, as happens when we recall the notes of a tune, melting, so to 
speak, into one another .. A mutual penetration, an interconnexion and 
organization of elements, each one of which represents the whole, and 
cannot be distinguished or isolated from it except by abstract thought."~ 
And this "is the account of duration which would be given by a being 
who was ever the same and ever changing"3 - indeed, we are led to 
assume that in his view this is also the account which in principle we 
should have to give of our own duration if we had no idea of space to 
mislead us into setting our states side by side in "a continuous line or 
chain, the parts of which touch without penetrating one another." What 
is, perhaps, less clear is why, if the duration we immediately experience 
is so entirely non-spatial, we should be liable to be thus misled by the 
idea of space. This suggests that our duration is not 'pure' in Bergson's 
sense, but already implicitly, and perhaps explicitly, spatialized in our 
immediate experience. Certainly, it possesses both present and past, 
though unseparated. Our experience, as living, "need not be entirely 
absorbed in the passing sensation or idea; for then • .. it would no longer 
endure." It may well be admitted that our duration is more or less tem­
poral as we take it as experienced in the 'specious present' or under 
sophistication as it is rationalized for the purposes of metric science, 
but the notion of a 'pure duration' wholly exempt from temporality 
is a chimera - an empiricistic 'ideal limit,' asymptotic approach to 
which points to passage beyond duration to eternity. And it is from 
eternal existence that we must proceed in the exposition of existence 

1 Cf. ~eternitas, p. 31, et passim. . 
8 Essat sur Les Donnees /mmediates de la Conscience, l81eme ed., pp. 76-77. 
8 Loe. cit. 
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durational, and thence to its measurement under the categories of time. 
In thus describing Bergsonian 'pure duration' as a chimerical ideal 

limit, however, stress is being laid on the impossibility of at once main­
taining the distinction in it of 'present' and 'past,' and also making this 
distinction the mere product of the spatializing intellect. This is not to 
deny that duration as a mode of existing and operating is wholly distinct 
from spatialized time which is a sophisticated hypostasis of the co­
existences of durational efforts. Duration is imaginational; but time is 
only an aid to imagination in comparing durations. Again, in describing 
'pure duration' as an empiricistic 'ideal limit' we do no more than 
allow that in so far as effort is directed to an undifferentiated other, 
the distinction of 'present' and 'past' remains congruently vague (as 
when one first begins to emerge from anaesthesia).1 

Duration, then, is the mode of existing and striving under relative 
impotence and frustration that belongs to a finite agent and its comple­
ment as 'prqjected' upon its 'axes,' i.e. as referred to itself - or rather, 
in so far as this self-reference shortcircuits, truncates, and inadequates 
the creative potency-in-act (for the total inadequation of causality can 
spell only non-being). As created, as "referred to God,'' all are eternal 
agents in their grades, actualizing the primordial potency-in-act, and 
known as such by intellect; but so far as the reference-system of the 
microcosmic 'part' of the macrocosm is eccentric, all suffer privation 
of agency (without elimination) to the form of durational conatus, and 
as such appear as the objects of Imaginatio. For not only is their eternal 
agency impoverished by reduction to durational conatus, but also the 
objective transparency of the intellectual apprehension of perfect agency 
is stippled by those intellectual opacities which are the empirical 'objects' 
of Imaginatio and are the inverted complements of the privations of 
agency. These occult data are, in truth, intellectual 'ablata,' and are 
imaginationally realized only in so far as their objective opacity is 
supplemented by their conatus. 

By such paths, then, the finite self discovers itself as if placed in a 

1 The example may remind us of a further defect in the doctrine of Bergson, viz. that it 
seems to draw no distinction between duration and the consciousness of duration - or at 
least that it attributes duration exclusively to consciousness. This idealistic trend finds no 
place in Spinoza's distinctive doctrine (for the objects of lnzaginatio are partial, fragmentary, 
and eccentric rather than illusory). Indeed, it has sometimes been wrongly supposed that for 
Spinoza it is the duration of the body that limits or clouds the eternity of the mind (Cf. Eth. 
V., xxi.-xxiii.). For him everything that in any degree or manner acts, thereby exists in the 
manner and degree of its agency - the adequate agent eternally, the inadequate agent, or 
conalor, durationally. Atomic 'events,' being impotent, cannot eventuate, much less endure. 
To take them, therefore, as incorrigibly 'given' as the bases of all genuine knowledge, and 
its verificatory norms, is to build not upon sand but upon a chimera. 
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more or less pulverulent world of striving things with which it holds 
unceasing commerce of co-operation and frustration, upon the issues 
of which must depend its survival and wellbeing as durational, and upon 
the 'patience' of which its temporal emergence must depend. Its imagi­
national life is durational because existence means agency, adequate 
or inadequate, and inadequate agency can, as such, be none other than 
the piecemeal relative success or relative failure of a continuant conatus. 
Duration is nothing but the mode of such existence, as eternity is exist­
ence unfrustrated. 1 

So much, then, for the aetiology of durational existence as such. But 
it has been said that save as an empiricistic 'ideal limit' 'pure duration' 
is a chimera; for the very conditions of its emanation involve it in tem­
porality, though not to the point ofreduction to mere spatialized metric 
time. In what form, we must next inquire, is duration genuinely ema­
nated? 

(ii) THE PERCEPTUAL WORLD 

We have seen that the Bergsonian emendation of perception seeks to 
"bring us back into our own presence" 2 from a world that is distributed 
in moments or 'simultaneities' external to each other: to lead the mind 
from the naive realism of commonsense back to the 'solipsism' of imme­
diate experience.3 Having rejected the empiricistic approach in favour 
of metaphysical deduction, we have now to reverse our procedure and, 
having passed from eternal agency to durational conatus, to show how 
from this 'solipsistic' inchoation we pass to the apprehension of a world 
of common experience, viz. of spatio-temporal conators in more or less 
imperfect active relation. For the ordinary world of common experience 
is plainly not a durational permeation of private conscious states with 
their vague imperfectly differentiated object, but a world of qualitied 
spatio-temporal agents taken as objects common to all minds. In con­
sidering the aetiology of the prima facie perceptual world, therefore, we 
have to reflect on its nature as composed ofperseverant objects enduring 
for various periods in a common metric time, their objectivity being a 
function of their qualitied spatio-temporality, and their agency a limited 

1 GJ. E_th. I., Def. viii.; II., Def. v. 
2 Essai sur Les Donnees Immediates de la Conscience, !Bieme ed., p. 101. 

. 
8 "ll ny a dans l'espace ni duree ni meme succession, au sens ou la conscience prend ces mots.'' ( Op. 

czt., p.91). Reference has already been made to the implicit idealism or panpsychism of 
Bergson's theory. But, unlike Berkeley who assigned 'real causality' to mind, Bergson never 
wholly ema~cipates himself from empiricistic 'objcctivism' in his account of the 'real duration' 
of the cxpcncnt. Thus the promise of the original title of his essay is disappointed. 
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durational conatus. Thus the factors to be considered here must be those 
of (a) temporalized duration or perceptual time, (b) perceptual space, 
(c) sense-quality, and (d) conatus. 

{ a) Perceptual Time 
We have seen that the agency of the self-referent microcosm is emanated 
as durational conatus with respect to its complement thus projected as a 
relatively durational other with which it has durational commerce as 
a privative expression of their eternal communitas as created or referred 
to God. Further, that this primitive durationality of existence cannot, 
in Bergson's sense, be 'pure duration.' This follows from the very nature 
of conatus the actualization of which is necessarily piecemeal: for doing 
is actualized as deed which, under the frustration envisaged, falling short 
of full actualization by reason of the counter-conatus of the other, must 
remain as static done in a past which is superseded by the persistent 
present of conative duration characterized by perseverant doing. Thus 
that which is accomplished is temporal - an order of past actualities 
emitted serially and stillatim from a doing which is durational, and 
which defines the present. And only the past ( and the present and the 
future conceived sophistically sub specie praeteriti) is temporal. The pres­
ent is no mere punctual meeting place of past and future thus sophisti­
cally conceived, but the active durational source of the temporal order 
which does but measure its continuance in terms ofits accomplishments 
under conditions of dependence on, and frustration by, its emanated 
other. That action is confined to the present is thus no wonder since 
the present is so defined- not as a moment of time but as the very source 
of time, and itself not temporal but durational, and an emanation of 
eternity. The objective perceptual world is thus wholly past just be­
cause the potency which it actualizes so far as may be in face of the 
frustration by, or dependence on, an other, is subject to the privation 
of self-reference. The potency is durationally operant; its actuality lies 
distributed in a duration temporalized in congruence with the multi­
plicity of acts involved in the congress of self and other. For duration 
is essentially serial and persistent, and time past is its measure in terms 
of its serial actuality. Doing, in itself, is not temporal, but only deed; 
and only the false assumption of the real priority of time makes us 
think of action as confined to a temporal 'present,' instead of defining 
it under self-reference. 

Thus, while the duration of the self! is an effort generating, in relation 
1 It may be well to warn the reader that by 'sclf'refcrcnce is made not merely to percipient 
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with the counter-effort of the more or less responsive other a seriate 
past stillatim, in relation to which the durationally opera~t effort is 
~efle~tively dated as 'present,' the duration of perceptual objects is 
1magmed as a temporal and impotent series of moments or events - their 
~elation to the active duration of the generating self and other being 
ignored or deleted. And this abstraction is further imaginationally cor­
roborated as the objects are taken as common to many percipient selves, 
and their duration communized sub specie praeteriti on the pattern of their 
original time-relation to each other in the eccentric perspective of the 
individual percipient. Times as present and future are chimerical. 

The temporality of all percepta is thus the product of the durationality 
of the percipient in its relation with its partially occulted complement 
as multiplex perseverant object. The conatus of the self and the reciprocal 
more or less counter-conatus of the other are mutually involved in the 
active duration of self and other. It is thus that the duration of the 
self is temporalized as a past of accomplishment relative to the other, 
and the duration of the other temporalized as a past of accomplishment 
relative to the self, though in each case the 'accomplishment' may be 
either by way of co-operation or frustration, or both in due measure. 
Thus the whole comes to be sophistically conceived as occupying a 
common time-sequence - the mutual active duration of self and other, 
from which the related distillations of time proceed, being taken as 
continuous common occupation of a time-order. But indeed, as we have 
seen, the 'occupation' of the 'present' as durational is wholly different 
from occupation of the past as temporal, and only appears the same 
through the reflective dating of the 'present' sub specie praeteriti.1 This 
is but a by-product of the radical objectivism that seeks to understand 
the real as 'fact,' as something given and done, and not as agent, self­
giver, and potency-in-act. 

The temporality of the objects of perception must therefore never be 
taken as a metaphysical prior, nor as an empirical datum. Taken as 
given it cannot be other than problem demanding solution denied to 
it as given. And taken as metaphysically prior, its necessary purification 
from relation to the percipient self by abstraction from his durational 
'present' (from which it is distilled) ,reduces it at last to a mere 'dimension' 
1;1ind (as he~e), and by 'other' not merely to percepta. 'Self' and 'othe~• have unive~sal applica­
tl?ll; res~cctively to things themselves under reference, and to the_ t~mgs from which they are 
d1stmgu1Shed. Thus duration and time are not confined to perc1p1ents and percepta as such. 
. 1 The socallcd 'specious present' is a duration-datum combining past and future elements 
m an exten~ed present only when speciously read in terms _of spatialized time? and so read 
prcse~ts an msoluble problem. It can be interpreted only m terms of the action by which 
conat1ve duration gives birth to time past. 
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of space, or some 'neutral form of externality' without temporal 'sense.' 
Extension of the form of the past to cover present and future, and the 
generalization of the distinction of past and future as 'ear lier' and 'later,' 
yield, not an objective time independent of the beings that occupy it, 
but a mere 'senseless' 't' lacking the very essence of time. So also it is 
the imagination of the future as 'future perfect,' thus divorcing temporal 
occurrence from durational effort, that renders insoluble the problem 
of durational freedom. 

In short, then, the fontally inchoate durational existence of the self­
referent microcosm in its relation with its partially alienated comple­
ment, is limited and serialized in congruence with the multiplex privation 
by which its self-reference impoverishes the eternal communitas of all as 
referred to God, i.e. as eternally created. The durational effiux of eternity 
is temporalized by the impedance of conative actualization by which 
a metric past of time is distilled from the otherwise dateless duration of 
conatus. Just as eternity is the mode of existence of the microcosm as 
referred to God, in its communitas with its co-created complement, so 
duration is its mode of existence as self-referent, in its intercourse of 
strife and love with its alienated complement. Durational existence 
belongs, as Spinoza says, to the 'ajjectiones' of self and other, i.e. to the 
confused remainder of the eternal communitas of self and complement. 
And this otherwise indefinite duration is serialized, limited, and measured 
in accordance with the relative conatus of the fragments to which the 
eternal macrocosm of microcosms is reduced by the distributive1 eccen­
tric self-reference of the microcosmic parts. In the next chapter some­
thing will be said about the manner in which this limited perceptual 
temporalization of duration is sophistically generalized and de- activated 
to the form of pure time, a 'neutral order of externality,' a fourth 
dimension of space, or the physicists' 't,' under the misguided impulse 
to totality; here we are concerned only with the inevitable native tempo­
ralization of emanant duration at the naive perceptual level by reason 
of the conditions governing the emanational 'nimbus' of microcosmic 
being under distributive self-reference as it exploits its individual whole­
ness in distinction from its genetic partiality, as it is thus involved in a 
dialectic of emanation and salvation, inescapable and momentous, but 
intelligible only in the light of its synthetic creative source. Untran­
scended perceptual apprehension can no more, nay far less, lay bare 
the concrete nature of things than can study of the two-dimensional 
circle, ellipse, parabola, and hyperbola reveal the three-dimensional 

1 See below, pp. 197-201 passim 
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cone of which they are the sections. For the distortion issuing from 
metaphysical projection is far more profound than that produced by 
geometrical projection, reducing constitutive communitas to partial strife, 
eternal fruition to dated durational process, action to endeavour, and 
the limitation of physical potency to space more or less occupied by 
qualitied others. 

(b) Perceptual Space 
The reader will be familiar with the bold speculation advanced by 
Berkeley: "When I excite a motion in some part of my body, if it be 
free or without resistance, I say there is Space. But if I find a resistance, 
then I say there is Body: and in proportion as the resistance to motion 
is lesser or greater, I say the space is more or less pure. So that when 
I speak of pure or empty space, it is not to be supposed that the word 
space stands for an idea distinct from, or conceivable without, body and 
motion. Though indeed we are apt to think every noun substantive 
stands for a distinct idea that may be separated from all others; which 
hath occasioned infinite mistakes. When, therefore, supposing all the 
world to be annihilated besides my own body, I say there still remains 
pure space: thereby nothing else is meant but only that I conceive it 
possible for the limbs of my body to be moved on all sides without the 
least resistance: but if that, too, were annihilated, then there could be 
no motion, and consequently no Space."1 Obviously, it is easy enough 
to object that the theory thus advanced is circular in that it seeks to 
derive space from bodily motion conceived as motion in space; and the 
objection remains valid in the absence of any alternative account of 
physical motion devoid of the spatial factor (e.g. in terms of physical 
conatus). What is chiefly lacking from the philosophy of Berkeley is a 
critical account of the nature and status of the percipient's own body, 
for in the absence of this it is almost inevitable that his body should 
be taken as merely one among the many objects composing the physical 
universe, and perception conceived as mentally resulting from, or con­
comitant with, the interaction of other bodies with it - the usual 'ex­
ternal' view of perception, as a physical and physiological causal chain 
plus a psychophysical miracle. Then, on Berkeley's principles, the other 
bodies are desubstantialized as mere collections of 'ideas' - but not, at 
least overtly, the percipient's own body, though this should similarly be 
reduced to a collection of 'ideas' in his mind. This hiatus in Berkeleys' 
analysis is at once excusable, and essential for its success: excusable, be-

1 Principles of Human Knowledge I., § 116. Cf also De Motu, § 55. 
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cause in the very act of perception the percipient must always fail to identify 
as an object his own body so far as it is engaged in the very act (e.g. a 
man in seeing does not see his own eye); and essential, because the 
desubstantializing of the percipient's own body would destroy the origi.:. 
nal sources of the theory of 'ideas.' 

It is plain, therefore, that if Berkeley had concentrated his attentio11; 
as much on the nature and status of his own body as he did on that of 
external bodies he would have been compelled very seriously to modify 
his account of the latter. In particular, his doctrine of perceptual space 
might have become really significant, since the motion of his own body 
in the act of perceiving space, empty or occupied, would be no perceived 
objective locomotion in space, but a physical 'doing' or conatus deter­
mining relative locomotion in the reference system of another percipient 
(or the percipient himself in some other act of perception, e.g. he sees 
his hand move during the exercise of the effort to move it). 

In order to expound the aetiology of perceptual space we must, there­
fore, first of all clearly distinguish two views of perception: the 'external' 
view (which is seriously misleading and essentially false, which is the 
source of problems imaginary and thus insoluble, concerning the rela­
tions of body and mind in perception) and what has elsewhere1 been 
called the 'diaesthetic' view, which takes the standpoint of the percipient 
himself in the very act of perception. And plainly this is the true view 
which alone can yield perspicuous results under analysis. Now, in order 
to exploit the possibilities of the diaesthetic view, it is of first importance 
to recognize the confusion that may arise from the multiplex nature of 
the human percipient, both physically and mentally. The almost uni­
versal failure to do so is responsible for the general attempt to investigate 
perception as if it were an asymmetrical relation of two objects, a 
conscious sense-organism and an external thing, in which the latter 
affects the former, which again affects the mind with which it is associ­
ated, or in some other way conditions the affection of that mind - that 
it is, as has been said, a physical and physiological causal series followed 
by a psychophysical miracle. But in all strictness, in the very act of 
perception the sense-organism is not a physical object of perception at 
all, and we are only led to suppose that it is because though (e.g.) the 
eye does not see itself as a physical eye when it looks out, yet the finger 
can feel it there as a physical object, and the eye can see it reflected 

1 Cf. 'On Things in Themselves' (Philosophy XIV, 1939, pp. 155-79) with other references 
therein named. On Berkeley's 'immaterialism' I would venture to direct the attention of the 
reader to my article: "Dr. Johnson's Refutation of Bishop Berkeley." (Mind, N. S. LVI 
1947, pp. 132-147). 
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in a mirror as a physical object. And so for all the senses. To understand 
pe_rception as it is in the very act, the objective sense-organism as per­
ceived by another or by the self in a different act, must be eliminated 
as object, though not as agent. It falls on the side of the percipient agent 
as a vigilant physical concomitant. It acts but does not appear as ob­
ject. 

Abstract now the simplest of all forms of percipience, that of touch, 
intra- and extra-organic. To external perception there is, let us say, a 
tactual sense-organism capable of locomotion, with the muscular and 
articular percipience normally associated therewith. The percipient 
himself, quatenus tactual percipient, will perceive nothing of all the 
objective elements in this description: of the finger, the arm with its 
muscles and joints, nor therefore of its locomotion towards the external 
object. His percipience will be confined to what we may perhaps call 
the 'objective tactual contents': a series of these terminated by a dis­
tinguishable 'content' concomitant with a resistance encountered. Of 
the locomotion of the limb, as locomotion, there can be no such 'objective 
tactual content,' though the relative suavity of the series may be noted 
as distinct from the abrupt introduction of the terminal 'content.' For 
no perception of locomotion, as such, is possible save as that of bodies 
distributed in space, so that any attempt to derive the perception of 
more or less occupied space from that of locomotion, as suggested by 
Berkeley, cannot but be circular. But this is not to say that the pcrcipi­
ent's physical effort, and the resistance thereto, while he is perceiving 
these 'objective tactual contents,' though imperceptible as object, plays 
no part in the perception of more or less occupied space, nor that the 
non-objective character of conatus involves the agent's unawareness of 
it. For agency is of the essence of being, and a conscious being is actively 
conscious, and thus consciously active so far as its consciousness extends.1 

1 Injustice to Berkeley it must be noted that he too has resort to this effort in order to dis­
tinguish real from apparent motion, i.e. motion relat!vely a?solute from motion absolutely 
relative. The motion of the pedestrian and the road 1s relative, nevertheless the pedestrian 
really moves along the relatively stationary road in so far as the relative motion is refcrrible 
to the effort of the former. In other words, that motion is relatively absolute which involves 
physical effort overcomina resistance, and in the absence of such resisted conatus the motion 
would be absolutely relati~e. But the notion of motion absolutely relative is paradoxical since 
where there is relative motion something must be assumed to be in motion not absolutely 
relative, but at least relatively absolute. And this motion must be assigned to this or that body 
as proper to it, i.e. as the actualization of its potency with respect to that which resists it. 
That there is no motion absolute sans J1hrase follows from the very nature of the finite durational 
conator as not located in a prior space but itself the origin of its space, which remains private 
only so l?ng as the agent ignores his dependence on a complement of similar agents. That is 
to say his proper motion is relative to a fulcrum taken to be at rest. A body, like Spinoza's 
'flying stone' ( Ep. lviii.), without fulcrum or resistance encountered would neither "strive" 
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Our abstracted tactual percipient, then, is primarily aware of varia­
tions of resisted conatus in the course of the presentation of the series 
of 'objective tactual contents' with its terminal 'content'; and though 
these variations ofresisted conatus are not, as such, objectively presented, 
yet in association with what is objectively presented, viz. the 'tactual 
objective contents,' and under the urge of the practical need to arrange 
these in an order of related existents co-existently enduring, and thus 
not merely temporally serial phantoms (for they are concomitant with 
the resistance which, opposing the agent's own conscious effort, is, as 
such, with it involved in the conscious agency of the self), the varying 
conatus and counter-conatus of self and other is objectified as an order 
of co-existents over against the percipient self; and this order is more 
or less occupied space. Under the stimulus of resistance, or physical 
counter-conatus, physical conatus is objectified as relatively vacuous space, 
and physical counter-conatus as relatively rigid and immovable body 
qualitied by the 'tactual objective contents.' It is thus that 'distance,' 
more or less freely directional, is derived, and thus that the circularity 
of Berkeley's account is avoided. The 'free motion' of the body that is 
for him the essence of space, and the 'resisted motion' of the body that 
is the occupation of space by body, are not locomotion and locomotory 
retardation respectively, but physical conatus variously resisted, and thus 
more or less concomitant with the serial and terminal 'objective con­
tents.' Because there is no unresisted conatus there is no 'pure' space; 
because there is no irresistible conatus there is no fully occupied space; 
the vacuum and the plenum are but chimerical 'ideal limits' of space 
more or less occupied, itself but an auxilium imaginationis. 

Objection may, perhaps, be raised against the use of the term 'ob­
jectification' for the relation of space (with its characteristic passivity 
and impotence) to active conatus. The defence of the usage is as follows: 
if, per impossibile, we suppose a completely isolated durational conator, 
such a being would not imagine itself as confronted with a space wholly 
empty. Thus what is objectified is not agency as such, but always under 
privation. By reason of this privation every conatus is opposed by counter­
conatus, so that its space is more or less occupied, and as so occupied not 
wholly impotent. Thus it is the privation of conatus that is objectified 
as space so far occupied, and the privation of the counter-conatus that 
is objectified as space so far unoccupied. In other words, the relative 

~or have a proper motion. Meeting resistance it would strive against it, and thus, if conscious, 
'.t would not regard itself as "completely free." (Though Spinoza's example is thus faulty, 
1t serves the purpose to which it is put). 
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in a mirror as a physical object. And so for all the senses. To understand 
pe_rception as it is in the very act, the objective sense-organism as per­
ceived by another or by the self in a different act, must be eliminated 
as object, though not as agent. It falls on the side of the percipient agent 
~s a vigilant physical concomitant. It acts but does not appear as ob­
Ject. 

Abstract now the simplest of all forms of percipience, that of touch . ' mtra- and extra-organic. To external perception there is, let us say, a 
tactual sense-organism capable of locomotion, with the muscular and 
articular percipience normally associated therewith. The percipient 
himself, quatenus tactual percipient, will perceive nothing of all the 
objective elements in this description: of the finger, the arm with its 
muscles and joints, nor therefore of its locomotion towards the external 
object. His percipience will be confined to what we may perhaps call 
the 'objective tactual contents': a series of these terminated by a dis­
tinguishable 'content' concomitant with a resistance encountered. Of 
the locomotion of the limb, as locomotion, there can be no such 'objective 
tactual content,' though the relative suavity of the series may be noted 
as distinct from the abrupt introduction of the terminal 'content.' For 
no perception of locomotion, as such, is possible save as that of bodies 
distributed in space, so that any attempt to derive the perception of 
more or less occupied space from that of locomotion, as suggested by 
Berkeley, cannot but be circular. But this is not to say that the percipi­
ent's physical effort, and the resistance thereto, while he is perceiving 
these 'objective tactual contents,' though imperceptible as object, plays 
no part in the perception of more or less occupied space, nor that the 
non-objective character of conatus involves the agent's unawareness of 
it. For agency is of the essence of being, and a conscious being is actively 
conscious, and thus consciously active so far as its consciousness extends.1 

1 Injustice to Berkeley it must be noted that he too has resort to this effort in order to dis­
tinguish real from apparent motion, i.e. motion relat!vely a?solute from motion absolutely 
relative. The motion of the pedestrian and the r?ad 1s relative, neve~theless_ the pedestrian 
really moves along the relatively stationary road m ~o f~r as th~ relative motion is referrible 
to the effort of the former. In other words, that motion 1s relatively absolute which involves 
physical effort overcoming resistance, and in the absence of such resisted conatus the motion 
would be absolutely relative. But the notion of motion absolutely rel_ative isyaradox:ical since 
whez:e there is relative motion something mus~ be a~sumed to be ~n motion _not absolutely 
relative, but at least relatively absolute. And this motion i:1ust be assigned to this or that body 
as proper to it, i.e. as the actualization of its potency with respect to that which resists it. 
That there is no motion absolute sans /Jhrase follows from the very nature of the finite durational 
conator as not located in a prior space but itself the origin of its space, which remains private 
only so !~mg as the agent ignores his dependence on a complement of similar agents. That is 
to ~ay his proper motion is relative to a fulcrum taken to be at rest. A body, like Spinoza's 
'flymg stone' (Ep. lviii.), without fulcrum or resistance encountered would neither "strive" 
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Our abstracted tactual percipient, then, is primarily aware of varia­
tions of resisted conatus in the course of the presentation of the series 
of 'objective tactual contents' with its terminal 'content'; and though 
these variations ofresisted conatus are not, as such, objectively presented, 
yet in association with what is objectively presented, viz. the 'tactual 
objective contents,' and under the urge of the practical need to arrange 
these in an order of related existents co-existently enduring, and thus 
not merely temporally serial phantoms (for they are concomitant with 
the resistance which, opposing the agent's own conscious effort, is, as 
such, with it involved in the conscious agency of the self), the varying 
conatus and counter-conatus of self and other is objectified as an order 
of co-existents over against the percipient self; and this order is more 
or less occupied space. Under the stimulus of resistance, or physical 
counter-conatus, physical conatus is objectified as relatively vacuous space, 
and physical counter-conatus as relatively rigid and immovable body 
qualitied by the 'tactual objective contents.' It is thus that 'distance,' 
more or less freely directional, is derived, and thus that the circularity 
of Berkeley's account is avoided. The 'free motion' of the body that is 
for him the essence of space, and the 'resisted motion' of the body that 
is the occupation of space by body, are not locomotion and locomotory 
retardation respectively, but physical conatus variously resisted, and thus 
more or less concomitant with the serial and terminal 'objective con­
tents.' Because there is no unresisted conatus there is no 'pure' space; 
because there is no irresistible conatus there is no fully occupied space; 
the vacuum and the plenum are but chimerical 'ideal limits' of space 
more or less occupied, itself but an auxilium imaginationis. 

Objection may, perhaps, be raised against the use of the term 'ob­
jectification' for the relation of space (with its characteristic passivity 
and impotence) to active conatus. The defence of the usage is as follows: 
if, per impossibile, we suppose a completely isolated durational conator, 
such a being would not imagine itself as confronted with a space wholly 
empty. Thus what is oqjectified is not agency as such, but always under 
privation. By reason of this privation every conatus is opposed by counter­
conatus, so that its space is more or less occupied, and as so occupied not 
wholly impotent. Thus it is the privation of conatus that is objectified 
as space so far occupied, and the privation of the counter-conatus that 
is objectified as space so far unoccupied. In other words, the relative 

nor have a proper motion. Meeting resistance it would strive against it, and thus, if conscious, 
!t would not regard itself as "completely free." (Though Spinoza's example is thus faulty, 
1t serves the purpose to which it is put). 
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impotence of the other is objectified as space so far unoccupied, and the 
relative impotence of the self that is objectified as space so far occupied; 
and the contrariety of 'agent' and 'object' is thus reconciled. It is the 
relative impotence of self or other that is objectified as space more or 
less occupied; and the principle remains valid when we distinguish 
between the privations by which the eternal agencies of the microcosms 
are reduced to conatus from the original relative limitations of those 
agencies. For there is neither isolation nor opposition in the communitas 

of eternal agents. 
So far we have restricted our attention to the relatively simple case 

of exploratory tactual perception. A brief inspection of the manner in 
which the principles educed have modified application to the more 
highly complex, discriminating and summary visual perception must 
be attempted by way of essential elaboration. For exploratory tactual 
perception, we have seen, the other serves as 'buffer' opposing the 
conatus of the self, while the percipient's own body operates as exploratory 
'tool.' No other, of course, is merely the self's opponent, but it is only 
in so far as the other so acts that it is tactually perceptible. By a 'tool' 
is meant a body more adequately taken as not merely opposing but 
in its measure also co-operating with a self, but the notion may well 
be extended as descriptive, not of an other, but of the percipient's body 
itself as a whole and of its members. It is by reason of the mutual 
opposition of the parts of the body that the 'kinaesthetic objective con­
tents' are perceived, and the self is aware of its exploratiory movements 
in the perceptual space that objectifies the conatus that meets no insuper­
able alien opposition; but it is also by reason of the mutual co-operation 
of these parts that tactual exploration is possible. The body as a whole, 
too, opposes itself to its fulcrum in its co-operative effort. Thus the body 
as a whole, and also in its several members operates as an exploring 
'tool,' as well as making use of others as extensions of the self. In so 
far as the other is wholly co-operant it operates less as a mere 'buffer' 
and more perfectly as a 'tool,' and in the limit as a 'medium' or 'field 
of freedom' - a limit only attainable under reference to God in the 
communitas of eternal Natura. Thus, a 'tool' may be regarded as a hybrid 
between the 'buffer' and the 'medium.' 

In his account of vision in the first discourse of La Dioptric, Descartes 
compares visual with tactual perception by the use of the example of 
a blind man exploring his vicinity with a stick, which he uses as a 
sort of extended limb. The 'objective tactual contents' are thus located 
by him at the ferrule of his stick and not his hand. Distance is thus 
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measured by him by a new scale, and for his 'diaesthesis' there is an 
interval of space between his hand and the 'buffer,' viz. the length of 
the stick (known to him by independent tactual exploration). Now, 
Descartes suggests that we have here an analogue of what occurs in 
vision, though now the stick is no body that can be independently 
explored: it is "l'air," or as we might say 'the ether of space' (or what­
ever takes its place in a more adequate or subtle theory). This is a 
'tool' so co-operant as to approximate closely to a 'medium,' but at 
the same time so far removed from being a 'buffer' that its length cannot 
be directly measured. Just as the blind man 'feels' the kerbstone that 
lies beyond his convenient reach with his hand, so the observer sees a 
star far beyond the limits of his optical organ, or any possible move­
ment of it. His eye "touches the Great Nebula, and rests upon Orion" 
through the optical quasi-medium. 

Auditory perception provides an intermediate type in which the ex­
ploratory 'tool' is a column of air, which approximates more nearly to a 
co-operant 'medium' than the blind man's stick, though less than does 
the visual 'ether.' Pure or empty space, the perfect objective medium, 
is but an ideal limit and unattainable, for, as we have seen, there is 
no unopposed conatus, and the ideal 'medium' is, indeed, not 'pure' 
space ( and thus, in all strictness, not a 'medium' in the objective sense 
at all) but the communitas actionum of eternal microcosms in the eternal 
macrocosm. All actual 'media' are thus in varying measure 'tools' for 
perceptual agency, and thus in the measure of their efficient co-opera­
tion, for 'diaesthesis' permeable space. The diaesthetically perceived 
occupants of space, on the other hand, are in varying measure 'buffers.' 
And though we can hardly style the body itself its own 'tool,' yet in so 
far as it falls short of the transparency1 in' diaesthesis' requisite for unclou­
ded perception, it partakes of the same nature. 

Of the complication of the perceptual space so far considered as 
'directional distance' between two conators taken as simple and other­
wise isolated, no more than a brief note need here be added. It is often 
claimed that perceptual space is not mere 'distance' but is tridimensional, 
and though this is a somewhat too precise description of its nature, at 
least it must be allowed that it is distance varying in direction more or 
less freely, and thus is vaguely voluminous. This would appear to be 

1 'Transparency' is a term both objectivistic and analogical, applying originally to certain 
objects of vision. As here used its activistic counterpart is physical 'freedom,' just as that of 
'objective content' is physical 'restraint.' 'Tool,' 'buffer' and 'medium,' too, are commonly 
objcctivistic in use; their conativc counterparts, essential to their objectivistic use, are 'co­
operant,' 'opponent' and 'communicant.' 
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connected with the multiplex nature of the physical self, more or less 
concomitant with the multiplicity of physical others with which it is 
free in its degree, and alternatively, to enter into active relation - a 
freedom which is objectified as a certain relaxation of directional rigidity 
of relation. 

(c) Perceptual Quality or 'Objective Content' 
Perceptual time and space, then, are variant functions of the congress 
of the conatus and counter-conatus of selfl and other - emanatory products 
of the communitas of eternal self and complement as that constitutive 
relation is eccentricized and clouded by the unilateral self-reference 
of the microcosmic self. We have now to inquire into the aetiology of 
the 'objective contents', qualifying the occupants of perceptual space­
time. How is 'objective content', distributed as perceptual quality2 of 
the occupants of space-time, an emanation of conatus and counter-

conatus? 
Here we must distinguish two inquiries: ( l) Why are spatio-temporal 

contours qualitied, and (2) what is the aetiology of the qualities actually 
perceived, viz. colours, sounds, tastes, etc. Attempts have sometimes, 
though rarely, been made to derive the perceived qualities of things 
from their spatio-temporal characteristics; rarely, because the all­
pervading empiricism of the modern period has preferred to regard 
them as 'given' and thus beyond the reach of inquiry into origins. 
Though qualities and spatio-temporal characteristics are doubtless 
co-derivative, the task of deducing the former from the latter (as colour 
from superficial texture, or sound from vibrations) would seem to be 
bootless, so that hesitant empiricists speak of them as 'emergent,' and 
resolute materialists as 'epiphenomena!.' Certainly qualities or 
'objective contents' though necessary for the discernment of spaces and 
times transcend space-time. Nor, though such 'contents' are neces­
sarily spatio-temporal, can space-time be deduced from them. We must 
have recourse to the very sources of emanation: the self-referent pro­
jection of the eternal communitas of Natura naturata. 

That quality is in some manner a derivative of communitas is suggested 
even in the 'external' view of perception, where an external thing is 

1 The reader is reminded that by 'self' here is meant, not mind, but the body itself taken as 
self-referent. 

2 What we have here in mind is what has commonly been distinguished as 'secondary 
qualities' - the 'primary qualities' being better regarded as spatio-temporal conformations 
or modalities, since they are perceptible only as themselves 'secondarily qualitied.' Qualities 
such as 'impenetrability,' 'hardness and softness,' 'roughness and smoothness,' etc., as wt"ll 
as 'life' in its various forms, arc, perhaps, better regarded as forms of counter-conat11s. 
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imagined as operating on a sense-organism, directly or through a 
medium, producing therein some modifications partaking of the 
natures of both sense-organism and external thing; which modifi­
cations are in some manner correlated with the perceiving of the ex­
ternal thing. In this 'external' view the correlation of psychical and 
physical is of the perception of the thing with a physical complex ( or 
the neural end-effect of such a complex) confusedly combining the 
sense-organism and the external thing. Whence the inference would 
appear to be that the 'object perceived' is neither the external thing nor 
the sense-organism simpliciter, but their confused, abstract, resultant. 
Nor can this be avoided save by denying that there is correlation of 
perception and physical complex or end-effect, but only (by God's 
good pleasure as Descartes suggests) of perception and external thing. 
And this broad principle is even applicable to the true 'diaesthetic' 
view of perception, mutatis mutandis, where both the spatio-temporal 
form and the 'objective content' or quality are functions of the conative 
interaction of self and other - as Spinoza would say, of the ajfectio of self 
by other, based upon partial communitas. The 'object' of 'diaesthesis' is 
an ajfectio confusing the dijferentiae of partially estranged self and other 
on the ground of their communia. 

What, then, is this complication of self and other that results in 
'objective content' or quality spatio-temporally distributed? Spinoza's 
general principle that Jmaginatio is of aj}ectiones has, indeed, commonly 
been interpreted as having reference chiefly to this factor of objec­
tivity, and to time as auxilium imaginationis, but not to space ( Extensio 
itoo often being identified with 'pure' or empty space). For him the 
maginational object, metaphysically the emanation of the communitas 

of self and complement, is phenomenologically the product of the 
congress of the partially estranged self and other. But he makes no 
attempt in detail to derive quality from communitas eccentricized to 
conatus and counter-conatus, and the same is in large measure true with 
respect to time and space. For us, however, broadly speaking, space 
issues from the relative impotence of the other, as time from the relative 
impotence of the self. Now quality, it would seem, issues from their 
'diaesthetic' co-operation, 'externally' imagined as 'resonance' of self 
to other - opposition, impotence, and co-operation being inseparable 
factors in the depletion of communitas under finite self-reference. But 
inasmuch as co-operation is, while opposition and impotence are not, 
positive transcripts of communitas, the relation of quality to conatus and 
counter-conatus is less remote than that of space or time. In this view the 
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quality of a perceptual object is its communitas with the self under re­
duction or partial occultation concomitant with spatio-temporal 
otherness by reason of self-reference. Just as space is emanated by the 
relatively impotent resistance of the other to the conatus of the self, 
under the condition of their formal congress; and time is emanated by the 
relatively impotent conatus of the self in its context of enduring others, 
under the condition of tlzeir common dependence; so quality is emanated, not 
from mere co-operation (for communitas is perfect co-operation without 
objectivity - a 'union of hearts'), but from co-operation of self and 
other under the conditions of their formal opposition and relative independence 
and impotence. Thus, under unilateral self-reference the self is no longer 
constituted by its communitas with its complement, but is partially co­
operative with its other, and thus so far apt for the capture of its essence, 
both formaliter and obJective. 

It is the manner in which this is accomplished, however, that is of 
chief importance; complete capture would entail constitutive com­
munitas without 'objective content'; total failure would entail complete 
occultation; thus the capture must be only partial, but not sectional or 
specifically abstract, but communitas of communia supplemented by a 
nimbus of qualitative a.ffectiones, or confused dijferentiae as the privative 
manifestation of occulted communitas. For at all stages of the finite 
dialectic of creation1 that which is occulted must declare itself by in­
version, totally, defectively, or privatively. We have already seen the 
operation of this principle with the infinite Attributes2 where the dis­
tinctive nature of each is the inverse complement of all that it excludes, 
and thence derives its genericity. With quality or 'objective content' the 
application is special, but the principle the same; what is occulted in 
the context of the self-referent self is not thereby wholly excluded, but 
makes inverse appearance as objective nimbus. It is thus that its absence is 
positive!), 'felt.' 3 It is thus that what appears as empirical datum is, 
indeed, intellectual ablatum, and philosophically no verificatory norm 
but essential problem. 

To the second of the two inquiries respecting perceptual quality or 
'objective content,' viz. the aetiology of those actually perceived, the 
reply must necessarily be laconic. Just as the nature of the Attributes 

1 See ch. V. 
2 See above, pp. 44-45 47. 
3 I.e. 'imagined' as int~llectually occult. For to be aware of intellectual limit is to have 

passed b<;yond it, not intellectually but imaginationally. No 'example' of this can be cited, 
but as famt analogues there are the 'felt silence' after clamour, and the dim green corona 
around the scarlet patch. 
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transcending the human intellect cannot be deduced from the natures 
of Thought and Extension, though each is the inverse of the totality of 
all others, so also the qualities that emanate as inversions of the occulted 
agency of the self's complement alienated by its self-reference cannot 
be deduced from the nature of eternal communitas. Only their intel­
lectual indeducibility can be deduced; for their manifestation is the 
work, not of intellect but of Imaginatio which is a confusion and pri­
vation - not a division or abstraction - of intellect. Imaginational 
objects, spatio-temporal and qualitied, are eccentric, fragmentary, and 
confused projections of eternal agents, not figments or mental phantoms; 
hence the ineluctability of such objects, noted by Spinoza, in face of 
intellectual criticism and firm knowledge of their phenomenality1. 

( d) The Conatus of Perceptual Things 
Finally, and summarily, the empiricistic account of our recognition of 
agency in the perceived world must, in principle, be rejected, viz. that 
we impute conatus to objects on the analogy of our own experience of 
active endeavour - recognizing that we are ourselves similar objects of 
perception (to other percipients, or fragmentarily to ourselves) and 
also directly aware of our agency, we conclude that other objects the 
objective behaviours of which are comparable with our own, are also 
agents. This must be rejected on the ground that it is based on a mis­
interpretation of the nature of perception. For 'diaesthesis' the active 
self is no object of perception like the other, and the analogy must 
therefore fail. The question as to how we emancipate ourselves from 
the solipsism of our naive durational flux - what we experience when 
from the native percipience of spatio-temporal qualitied objects we 
return, in Bergsonian phrase, "to our own presence" - cannot be eluci­
dated by analogy. On the contrary, at every stage discernible in the 
development of that durational flux we are recognisably related to an 
active other. Nay, since in the eternal communitas of Natura naturata each 
microcosm is constituted by its communitas with its complement, this is 
already implicit in the solipsism of conative naivety, for which agency 
is limited. And the development to native objective percipience does 
but prescribe its limits in terms of the counter-conatus of an other ob­
jectively manifest as spatio-temporal qualitied object. To be aware of 
agency that is no more than conatus is to be aware of counter-conatus. 

' Eth. II., x:~xv. Sch.; IV., i. Selz. 



CHAPTER IV 

'NATURA SOPHISTICATA'1 

In the foregoing chapter we have been concerned with the world pre­
sented to the human percipient in "experientia vaga" without ostensible 
rationalization, yet congruent with the 'aptness' of the percipient's body 
to be 'affected' by, or to 'affect,' what is other, already tacitly rational­
ized as spatio-temporal and qualitied. This world is perceptually naive, 
but issues from durationally conative sources that are naive in a more 
radical sense: what I have styled "the 'Bergsonian' inchoation." We 
come now to the consideration of some general features of further os­
tensible rationalizations of the world of experientia vaga, undertaken as 
a result of well-founded intellectual dissatisfaction with this prima facie 
world: the worlds of 'scientific philosophy' and of phenomenology, 
resulting from critical analysis and intellectual reconstruction of the 
so-called 'given' world, and aimed at the discovery of the Real by 
rationalization without metaphysical transcendence. For obvious reasons, of 
competence no less that of space, the treatment must be general and 
selective: no truly exhaustive consideration even of all the characteristic 
worlds of science, based on various special sciences and special assump­
tions, can here be contemplated. The discussion will, therefore, be 
limited to certain broad principles commonly involved in such specula­
tions, with a somewhat more direct consideration of one which, coming 
from a trained philosopher, is less likely to ignore fundamental philo­
sophical difficulties than those which issue from eminent scientists in 
their reflective moods. 

(i) THE WORLD OF SCIENCE 

Since it is the avowed end of science to give an 'objective' account of 
the world of nature, and even, surpassing this, to reduce it to ma the-

1 The distinction which I draw between the true rationalization of "vagrant experience" 
and its 'sophistication' corresponds broadly with the two accounts given by Spinoza in the 
Ethics and in the Traclalus de /ntellectus Emendatione of the nature of Ratio, the 'second kind of 
knowledge.' (See my Benedict de Spinoza, The Elementsqf His Philosophy, pp. 73-5, 85). It is not sug­
gested that, on its own ground, natural science is 'sophistical,' but only when taken as ultimate. 
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matical form, we shall here be concerned mainly with the 'world of 
physics' in which these aims are most notably advanced. "If philosophy," 
says Broad, "is to take into account empirical facts - and it is extremely 
difficult to see what it will be able to tell us about the existent unless 
it does -it can hardly neglect the most fruitful and thorough investigation 
of certain large branches of empirical facts that has yet been made" ;1 

and he goes on to say that "natural science starts with certain assump­
tions, and, as it goes on, it develops certain general conclusions about 
the real world. For instance, it starts with a position not far removed 
from naif realism, and in its progress, it draws a distinction between 
the reality of primary and secondary qualities, and develops a causal 
theory of perception." 2 By 'reality' here it is evident that Broad means 
a certain sort of spatio-temporal objectivity, 3 the correlative psycho­
physical 'observer' being taken as the mere spectator of the 'real.' Under 
this assumption physics tends to construct a world from which all 
qualitative and conative factors are eliminated, while plainly, step 
by step, making use of them. 

This characteristic of natural science, it will be recalled, is expounded 
by Bergson as definitive: "Science tears asunder" the two elements of 
the "mixed idea of a measurable time" "when it undertakes the close 
study of external things." It "retains nothing of duration but simulta­
neity, and nothing of motion itself but the position of the moving body, 
i.e. immobility." And he suggests that while this abstraction is legitimate 
in dealing with external things, it is wholly illegitimate in dealing with 
internal phenomena "in their developing" as they constitute the "free 
person," and must be replaced by the opposite abstraction of "pure 
duration" from extensity. We must regard the free agent as "a wholly 
qualitative multiplicity, an absolute heterogeneity of elements that pass 
over into one another." 4 But Bergson's admission of the legitimacy of 
eliminating duration from the external world of science betrays his 
mentalistic bias; for thus the reality of that world, such as it is, would 
be dependent upon the exponential agency of durational minds which 
alone would properly be 'real.' 

1 Perception, Plrysics, and Reality, p.vii. The reference is, of course, to physics. 
2 Loe. cit. Italics mine. 
8 Op. cit., p. 8. Objects eluding human perception, such as lightwaves and electrons, are 

allowed as 'real,' but these are still 'objectively' conceived. In our view, it will be remembered, 
by 'reality' is meant agency. Such reality as belongs to conatus and quality and space-time 
emanates from agency, i.e. actualization of potency which, as such, is eternal - nay, defines 
eternity. 

' Essai sur les Donnees lmmediates de la Conscience, p.176. What is this but an 'objectivistic' 
caricature of conatus? 
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(a) The Elimination of Action and Quality 
Scientific philosophy, however, attempts no such preliminary derivation 
ofspatio-temporality from the qualitative duration of active mind, and 
cannot, therefore, escape by the Bergsonian way. Starting from the 
spatio-temporal qualitied world of experientia vaga, it seeks to reduce all 
agency to process, and all quality to quantitative order, regarding the 
residue of agency and quality at each stage of rationalization as but a 
problematic remainder urging it to a further effort of reduction. In the 
end it is the aim of natural science to substitute for qualitied active 
objects, mathematical equations or formulae, and so to reduce biology 
to chemistry, chemistry to physics, and physics to mathematics that is 
'applied' only in the sense that its amplitude is limited by the analytic 
process by which it is reached in the passage from empirical 'facts.' 

Here, let it be noted, we are not concerned with the techniques of 
the natural sciences as such, but with the philosophical speculations 
founded on their generalization. No 'special science' can wholly dispense 
with quality and agency; and philosophy is not 'general science,' nor 
its method scientific. It is true that Broad (who may be regarded in this 
reference as a 'scientific philosopher') shows some disposition to call a 
halt to this process ofreduction by the suggestion that the spatio-tempo­
rality of the tactual quality, unlike that of vision, is a manifestation of 
real physical spatio-temporality - though only in the sense that real 
space-time is qualitied by some real counterpart of the tactual sensum. 
Apart from some uneasiness about the notion of 'pure' space-time, it 
is difficult to supply a motive for Broad's willingness to suppose the 
reality of a qualitas occulta which in other connexions he rejects as un­
scientific1 ; and it is, perhaps, the lingering objection to such a supposition 
that makes him unwilling to press the 'instrumental theory' of perception 
even to the case of touch. 2 

Scientific philosophy, then, seeks to give a quantitative spatio-tempo­
ral account of agency and quality, though, when very closely pressed, 
it may admit that real space-time is not necessarily like that of common 
perception. The equation x2 +y2 =r2 is not perceptually circular, but 
is a pure form of circularity - the 'formula' or 'little form' to which 
perceptually extended circles conform. But though it might be argued 
that it requires no quality for its discernment, by the same token it is 
difficult to regard it as a real existent. Mathematical objects are but 
entia rationis, and so far as scientific procedure leads to them it leads 

1 Perception, P~vsics, and Realiry, p.325. Cf. pp.251-260. 
9 Op. cit., p.260. 
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away from the Real to a Natura soplzisticata. The true way of philosophy 
is by metaphysical transcendence, not scientific rationalization, of ex­
perientia vaga. 

So far the futility of the attempt to abstract space-time as quantitative 
determinatum from all qualitative content, and the 'unscientific' character 
of the attempted imputation of some qualitas occulta regarded as a real 
counterpart of perceptual quality to fulfil a formal office that cannot 
be eliminated without eliminating space-time itself as measurable quan­
tity, has been emphasized. But the parallel attempt to elaborate a 
conception of 'cause' from which all activity has been exorcized is 
equally characteristic of scientific philosophy, and equally futile. While 
quality is rejected because, although observable, it is non-metric, agency 
is eliminated from 'cause' because it is not even observable. "Activity 
is everywhere a mere qualitas occulta, the mere turning of a causal law 
connecting observable or inferrible states of two substances at different 
times into a quality of one of them."1 This conception of agency as a 
quality, empirical or occult, is but another example of the radical 
objectivism which ignores when it does not deny the reality of things 
by nature unobservable. Broad searching for agency among the qualities 
of things is reminiscent of Hume seeking the self among its perceptions. 
Causal agency is not a quality of the antecedent in a temporal sequence, 
or indeed anything merely objective or observable. And this is true even 
of durational conatus which is not to be conceived as an object of a 
'sense of effort' (which is reducible to kinaestlzesis); and this is the root 
of the inadequacy of transeunt causality, and explains why temporal 
succession, not defines, but is defined by, durational conatus. 

( b) Cause and Probability 
Agency is thus eliminated by scientific philosophy because it is conceived 
as a pretended objective factor that, unlike quality, is unobservable. 
In its view causality is some kind of spatio-temporal order: a causal law 
subsists between two events or systems of event when they are so related 
that the occurrence of the one renders probable the occurrence of the 
other in sequence. "Causal laws are laws about the strengthening of the 
probability of the occurrence of one event by the occurrence of another," 2 

not laws of "absolute certainty." The significance of this doctrine must 
not be confused with the principle that effects are concealed or modified 

1 Op. cit., p.325. Cf also pp. 79-90where the limitations of science are uncritically transferred 
to philosophy. 

2 Perception, Physics, and Reali!Y, p. I 56. 
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by the operation of counteracting causes, so that causal laws are best 
expressed as laws of tendency. ·what is asserted is that the causality of an 
event, simple or complex, is nothing more than its probable relation to 
other events - not any power inherent in the 'cause' by which it tends to 
determine the 'effect.' 

In so far as this doctrine signifies the congruence of transeunt causali­
ty and probability it is in reasonable harmony with Spinoza's deprecia­
tion of the former as 'inadequate,' and with his account of contingency 
as rooted in partial ignorance. But the identification of causality with 
probability is another matter. Doubtless, if we confine ourselves to the 
imaginational world of qualitied spatio-temporal objects (with or with­
out the attribution of conatus), objective contingency will be found to 
be prevalent, though not wholly intelligible; but this can be no ground 
for the inference that in the eternal macrocosm of microcosms any place 
can be assigned to ontological contingency. Nor does the denial of 
ontological contingency imply that contingency is a mere figment. 

Again, the theory begins by denying that events are connected with, 
or have power over, one another, but proceeds to impute to them an 
order expressible as 'causal laws,' which however contingent, at least 
implies some measure of regularity. But the thinker who is engaged in 
reducing causality to probability of sequence will be hard put to it to 
explain how any sequence can be 'probable' when all events are other­
wise independent of one another, and impotent. Hence the question is 
commonly burked under the plea that the order is 'given' ( and thus 
beyond inquiry into origin). And indeed, the only alternative available 
would be reference to a deus ex machina. But if inquiry into the origin 
of the 'given' is to be eschewed, all inquiry into origins must cease 
(since all objects, as such, are 'given' or complications of 'given' factors) 
- a result acceptable, of course, to positivists, but stultifying to all who 
seek to understand the nature of things. Yet what is positivism but 
credulity sanctioned by ill-supported dogma masquerading as princi­
ple? That there are intellectual dangers in the inquiry into origins may 
be freely admitted, but the safety (such as it is) of refusal is too dearly 
bought at the expense of confinement to objects 'given' in perception, 
a~d thus truncated from what cannot be so 'given,' yet cannot be ignored, 
viz. the psycho-physical percipient in the diaesthetic act. Here at least 
an inquiry into origins is avoided, not at peril but fatally. 

~ow, it is easy to understand that if things are actively related by 
their own conatus and counter-conatus, i.e. as coordinate derivatives of 
a common active source, the production of any change may be objectively 
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contingent though imaginationally expressing (through the privation 
suffered under self-reference) an order eternally necessary. And this 
would harmonize with Spinoza's account of contingency as imagina­
tional, with the entailed denial that underived (and therefore absolute) 
transeuncy is causal (i.e. active) at all. For the world of Imaginatio is 
not composed of objects wholly loose (in which there could be no con­
tingency), butofobjects which, as such, are inadequately connected (and 
thus so far contingent); but it is nevertheless a self-referent projection 
of a world intelligible, of microcosms in eternal communitas, and thus 
essentially necessary. Too often it has been supposed that Spinoza's 
doctrine of contingency implies that nothing in nature answers to the 
mind's imagination of the contingent, and that the world is a closed 
system of necessity; whereas in truth necessity belongs to eternal Natura 
naturata which transcends space-time, quality, and conatus. Contingency, 
on the other hand, belongs to the imaginational world characterized 
by these factors, and that world, as it is 'given,' is no mere figment, but 
a privative, eccentric, projection of the macrocosm on the reference­
system of the self-referent microcosm. 

(ii) 'ALEXANDRIAN' SPACE-TIME 

The spatio-temporalization of naive conational duration that results 
first from the elimination of agency, in the reduction of the world of 

' perception to that of mechanics, and finally, from the elimination of 
quality, to pure mathematics, lies at the root of the tendency of philo­
sophizing scientists to move towards an ultimate mentalism. It is because 
the method of science reduces, step by step, the essence of nature to 
mathematical form, or formula, that Jeans (e.g.) is inclined to make 
'God' the perfect mathematician, and the world of nature his mathema­
tics.1 Inasmuch, however, as this mathematical description of nature is 
held to be superior to the perceptual view, the suggestion is that it is 

1 "As experimental research advances, the fundamental laws of nature become simplified 
more and more, and ... we find this simplicity residing neither in the physical facts, nor in 
their pictorial representations, ~mt solely in th~ mathematical formulae whi_ch describe the 
pattern of events. These seem simple to our mmds because they are expressible in the kind 
of mathematics to which we take naturally, and studied for the pure intellectual interest we 
found in it before we saw it would help us to understand nature - in brief, in pure and not in 
applied mathemati~s- 1:hus the pure mathematician_ finds it ~uch easier to interpret gravita­
tion in terms of his science than does the mechanic or engineer. But the pure mathematician 
deals with the mental sphere, the mechanic and engineer with the material. Thus the relativity 
theory of gravitation, because of its close association with pure mathematics, seems to carry 
us yet further along the road from materialism to mentalism, and the same may be said of 
most of the recent developments of physical science." ( Physics and Philosophy, pp.200-201. 
Italics mine, to emphasize a too common error). 
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the former that has been 'reduced' in common experience to the latter, 
and not the latter that scientific philosophy 'reduces' to the former. 
Nevertheless, when spatio-temporal qualitied objects are resolved into 
mathematical formulae and equations something positive seems to be 
lost, or at least to become latent, and it is recognition of this that led 
a philosophical realist like Samuel Alexander to pay greater respect to 
quality, and greater regard to its aetiology, than did men like Jeans and 
Eddington (who openly espoused a mentalistic reading of nature). It 
is thus worth our while to examine the nature and success of Alesxan­
der's attempt to interpret the essential nature of the world by sophisti­
cation of the empirical appearance without metaphysical transcen­
dence. 

( a) Space, Time, and Space-Time 
Whether we think of its categorial or pervasive character, or of its 
variable 'empirical' things, according to Alexander, alike all parts of 
the experienced world and "all experience is ultimately expressible in 
terms of Space-Time."1 In view of what has already been said about 
the dependence of space and time on agency and quality, it behoves 
us to examine with some attention the account which Alexander offers 
of the primordial Space-Time which is held to give birth to a world 
which seems to contain so much more. 

Space and Time, we are told, are "presented in ordinary experience" 
as extension and duration, in the former of which "bodies occupy places," 
and in the latter "events occur at times or moments." 2 Bodies move in 
space which, though places are discernible in it, is continuous and 
infinite. 3 Time is durational and involves succession of instants, yet 
is continuous and infinite. 4 "Space and Time, then, are presented to 
us as infinite and continuous wholes of parts. I shall call these parts 
points and instants, availing myself of the conceptual description of 
them, and meaning by their connectedness or continuity at any rate 
that between any two points or instants another can be found." 5 

Further, Space and Time are not isolable but intimately connected, 
so that without their interrelation neither can be real: Time would be 
resolved into a 'succession' without continuity (and thus no succession 

: Space,_ Time, and Deity, I., p.343. 
Op. cit., I., p.37. 

3 Op. cit., I., p.39. 
4 Op. cit., I., pp.39-40. 
6 Op. cit., I., pp. 43-44. See above, p. 40, note 2. 
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even), and Space into a 'continuum' without discernible parts (and 
thus no continuum). Space saves Time from being a mere 'now'-at-no­
time; Time saves Space from being a mere 'here' -at-no-place. Thus 
what is presented to us in experience as infinite and continuous is not 
Space and Time, but Space-Time. 

Alexander's view may thus be conceived as a refinement upon the 
conception of space as localized, and time as continuated, by qualitative 
occupation: it is not quality but the spatiality of quality that continuates 
time, and not quality but its temporality that localizes space. Succes­
siveness is the characteristic of time that distinguishes it in our experience 
from space which also is continuous; but successiveness alone, without 
continuity, is chimerical, just as is continuity alone without distinction 
of parts. By combining space and time both are realized; by their 
divorce both are destroyed. But by their combination must be under­
stood, not that every point occupies an instant, and every instant is 
occupied by a point: every point must be repeated at many instants, 
and every instant repeated at many points. Thus neither points nor 
instants are unique, but only point-instants. 

Must we say, then, that the continuity of time is spatial, and the 
punctuation of space temporal? Is duration the spatial extension of 
temporal instants, and are the points of space distinguished solely by 
their relative dates? Alexander expressly excludes this interpretation of 
his theory : the correlation of space and time is not 'one to one' but 'one­
many'; each point is, as we have seen, repeated at many instants, and 
each instant at many points; and it is by reason ofthis that space ensures 
the continuity of time, and time the punctuation of space. It is because 
space endures that time is continuous, and because time extends over 
space that space is punctuated. Thus the two continua, of successive 
instants and of co-existent points, coalesce to form the integral contin­
uum of unique point-instants that is Space-Time. 

The questions that arise, therefore, are: ( 1) how does the duration 
of space and its points ensure the continuity of time and its instants; 
and (2) how does the extension of time and its instants over space and 
its points ensure the punctuation of space? 

(1) By the 'duration of space' is meant that the same point is repeated 
at many successive instants. But the continuity of space is not a relation 
between the repetitions in time of the same point, but between different 
points at the same time; and how can the continuity of different points 
at the same time involve the durational continuity of the repetitions of 
the same point at different times? Repetition of the same point, it will 
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be said, means not mere repetition but the occurrence of a new point­
instant with the same 'space co-efficient.' But in that case it is not time 
that is continuated but space-time in so far as it is spatial. 

Furthermore, how is a spatial point to be identified empirically 
throughout its 'repetitions' in time? Not in terms of space or space­
time, for all distances and directions and motion are relative. This point 
here, or that point there, can only be identified by an act of indication 
or pointing, or by its occupation, and the unchanging duration of this 
act or quality gives no assurance that the point indicated or qualitied 
remains identical. It is not the continuity of the spatial points that 
continuates the instants of time as a duration, but the continuity of 
the duration of the act or occupancy that continuates the points suc­
cessively marked as indicated or occupied. And these points are em­
pirically indistinguishable save as so identified. 

(2) By the 'extension of time over space' is meant that the same instant 
is repeated at many adjacent points. Here we are on somewhat firmer 
ground empirically since we can identify the present instant ( at least 
'speciously') at, or in, which a region of space is presented as more or 
less occupied by 'objective contents' or qualities. More simply, we per­
ceive many points at once.But we do so only if the points are discernible; 
and since they occur at the same time, their discernibility cannot be 
the result of the successiveness of time. Only points having different dates 
could be said to owe their discernibility to time's successiveness. Nor 
is it open to Alexander to say that points perceived at the same instant 
may well have different dates (being at different distances from the 
percipient), for though the knowledge of this may be 'empirical' in 
his broad use of the term, the discernibility of the points does not depend 
on this. Certainly it can be contended that only points of space that 
endure can be empirically discerned but it does not seem to be by the ' . 
successiveness of their duration that they are discerned, but by their 
'objective contents' or qualities - unless indeed these occupants are 
functions of their duration. But if so, what function? Relative length 
or brevity seems to be the sole possible function of duration per se, and 
variations in this are patently not sufficient to constitute qualitative 
diversity. Repetition of the same instant, it will be said, means not mere 
repetition but the occurrence of another point-instant with the same 
'time co-efficient.' But in that case it is not space that is punctuated 
but space-time in so far as it is divided into temporal instants. Thus, 
th~ugh d~cernible points may also differ in date, that we can discern 
pomts havmg the same date would seem sufficient to discredit the theory 
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that the punctuation of space is referrible to the successiveness of time 
with which space is integrated. 

Such suggested inconsequences in the initial account of the structure 
of Space-Time, and of the mutual dependence of its factors, are not, 
however, fatal to Alexander's speculation, for as he does not fail to re­
mind us he is not seeking to prove the existence and mutual dependence 
of space and time, but to analyse what is given empirically, viz. Space­
Time. The reader may, perhaps, have noted with some surprise that 
we have spoken without cavil of discerning points of space and instants 
of time, and of perceiving space and time, as if these operations were 
possible even when the points, instants, and continua are unoccupied 
by 'objective content' or quality. Alexander defends this on the ground 
that even when space and time are "empty of qualitative events or 
things" they are none the less "full" : "Space is full of Time, and Time 
is full of Space."1 That is to say, Space-Time (and its point-instants) 
has its own empirical concrete nature. And it may well be admitted 
that the occupation of space and time in no way objectively modifies 
the extent or the duration - indeed, subjectively an unqualitied space 
or an uneventful time are thereby rendered the more drearily extended 
or enduring. Nevertheless, the timefulness of unqualitied space and the 
spacefulness of uneventful time can hardly be cited as a sufficient manner 
of positive empirical manifestation. Of what are we aware when we 
suffer an empty time or enjoy an empty space? Not, I think, of a time 
full of empty space, and again, of a space full of empty time; but rather 
of a time full of fruitless effort, and of a space devoid of obstruction to 
effort, respectively. And what continuates the empty time is what con­
tinuates the empty space, viz. the effort. Similarly, the punctuation of 
space is determined by the obstructions to effort, and the successiveness 
of time by the privative nature of conatus. A wholly empty space would 
not be punctuated (or even spatial), nor a wholly empty time successive 
(nor even temporal). All actual times and spaces are more or less occu­
pied, and it is thus that their epochs and regions are perceptible as 
objects. But their aetiology is conative. 

( b) Space- Time and Quality 
In passing from the consideration of the nature of Space-Time to that 
of the nature of the world of empirical qualitied things Alexander was 
faced by the serious problem of indicating how the qualities of things 
at once are involved in, and additional to, their spatio-temporal founda-

1 Op. cit., I., p.65. 
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tion or matrix. For experience requires that they should be conceived in 
both ways yet without paradox. For the clue to the solution of this 
problem Alexander looked to the relation which, in his view, holds 
between the body and the mind of man - a relation which he conceived 
to involve "a simpler problem in itself than the relation oflower qualities 
of existence to their inferior basis."1 Consciousness or mentality is the 
quality of a set of connected processes that we call 'mind.' This set of 
connected processes, however, must not be conceived as other than 
spatio-temporal, since we find, by experience and reflection, that it 
occupies the same places and times (with some correction for time) as 
the processes constituting a certain part of the body, with which, there­
fore, it must be identical. Thus mentality is a quality of this set of spatio­
temporal processes. "That which is experienced from the inside or enjoy­
ed as a conscious process, is as experienced from the outside or contem­
plated a neural one."2 This does not mean that mentality is the inner 
enjoyed nature of the outer contemplated qualities of the neural region 
as the physiologist perceives it; nor that mentality is a special form of 
the vital quality which we inwardly experience as belonging to other 
parts of the body. These various qualities are distinct as attributed to 
spatio-temporal process-systems of hierarchically distinct complexity, 
and thus themselves form a hierarchy. Only material things can be 
vital, and only living things mental. 

The distinction of 'enjoyment' and 'contemplation' is, I think, a 
sound one provided that it is properly applied. In perception, e.g., the 
percipient enjoys the perceiving and contempates the perceptum; but 
'perceiving' is not a spatio-temporal object like the perceptum, but an 
action. Nor, as we have seen, does the percipient perceive his own body 
in diaesthesis, or therefore enjoy the perceiving of it. It may be objected 
that though he does not enjoy the perceiving of his own body, he does 
enjoy the body itself inasmuch as he is aware of its presence. To this 
it may be replied that he does not enjoy it as a spatio-temporal object, 
though in a certain sense he 'enjoys' its vital agency ;3 and indeed, it 
must be seriously questioned whether it is possible to enjoy what is 
spatio-temporal, or only its agency. Thus, though we may impute men-

1 Op. cit., II., p.3. 
2 Op. cit., II., p.5. 
3 'In a certain sense' only, for 'enjoys' is here used analogously: it would be better to say 

t?at am.a?- lives the vital agency of his body. He may ~ontemplat~ t?e muscular and kinaesthe­
tic quaht1es of his body, and enjoy the contcmplat10n, b~t this 1s not to enjoy (or even to 
contempla_te) the body's vitality. Yet 'living' is:' sort ofc11Joymcnt, since even in its stt·ictrst 
sc~sc to tl!JOY agency is to be an agent, and we enJoy our consc10us agency because we arc con­
sc10us agents. Conscious enjoyment is conscious being, and vital enjoyment is vital being. 
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tality to the neural processes we do not enjoy them as mentally qualitied; 
and further, the contemplation of the neural processes belongs, from 
the very nature of contemplation, to some other mind or mental action. 
Nor again can we identify the mental action that we enjoy with the 
spatio-temporal neural processes, for percipience is not a kind of spatio­
temporal motion: this is the object, and not the essence, of perception. 

Next, Alexander seeks to generalize the relations of body and mind 
as applicable, mutatis mutandis, throughout the whole hierarchical order 
of spatio-temporal complexity and qualitative diversity.Just as mentali­
ty or consciousness is a quality of neural process of the proper degree 
of spatio-temporal complexity, so the other qualities belong to spatio­
temporal complexes of various degrees. The difficulty, however, about 
this transition is that, apart from mentality and vitality, the qualities 
of empirical things are objects of contemplation and not enjoyed agen­
cies ( or even contemplated muscular and kinaesthetic contents or quali­
ties). The identity of mind and body was more or less intelligible in 
terms of two modes of apprehension, and that of 'life' and organism 
might be allowed to pass through the somewhat analogous distinction 
of organic 'vigilance' and behaviour, but the identity of colour (e.g.) 
with its spatio-temporal foundation or matrix cannot be analogously 
mediated, and the emphasis now falls on the 'emergence' of the quality 
from the spatio-temporal complex, and as an object of contemplation 
over and above the space-time complex - not alternatively with it 
under different modes of apprehension. This laches in the generalization 
is, of course, traceable to the ambiguity attaching to the notion of 
'enjoyment' in the case of mind: for mind is not enjoyed as a spatio­
temporal complex with the quality of mentality, but as mental agency. 
And I will add that no physiologist can be conceived as contemplating 
the mentality of a set of neural processes. 

The paragraphs in which Alexander announces his use of the terms 
'enjoyed' and 'contemplated'1 are not open to cavil,2 but when in the 
following paragraph he goes on to describe an 'act of mind' as an 'event' 
with a mental character, it is difficult not to suppose that he is thinking 

1 Op. cit., I., pp.12-13. 
2 Save that an 'act of mind' is said to be an 'enjoyment,' whereas it would be truer to say 

that mental 'action' (i.e. acting) is enjoyed-for the 'act' of mind is the perception ofan object 
(i.e. what the action accomplishes), and this is not an enjoyment but a contemplation. But 
the confusion of agency and act under the ambiguity of the term 'action' is too common to 
cause surprise, and too ~ischievous to be ~Ilowed to pass without comment. I will take this 
opportunity also to c_a~tl at the almost umversal habit among present-day writers of using 
the abstract term 'activity' where the concrete term 'action' is plainly required. Such solecisms 
unmistakably reveal the general failure of the modern mind to understand the nature of 
ag~ncy. 
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of an object with a quality, and not of a kind of agency. Similarly, 
when he speaks of mind and its object as being 'compresent' in the 
world, the same suggestion is inevitable in spite of the emphasis on the 
different modes in which they are experienced. 

Alexander was, of course, well aware of the difficulties involved in these 
expressions, and he sought to meet them by suggesting that 'acts of mind' 
which for us are 'enjoyments' may well become objects of contemplation 
for superior beings ( called 'angels') whose 'qualities' transcend mental­
ity1 upon which they are based: "consciousness is contemplated by an 
angel in the way in which life which is next lower to us is contemplated 
by us" ;2 and "the quality oflife is apprehended in ourselves by the organic 
and kinaesthetic sensations. " 3 'Life' as contemplated, however, would com­
monly be said to be a certain kind of organic behaviour, and this is 
what is chiefly considered by Alexander himself in his paragraphs on 
the subject.4 Are we, then, to understand that it is enjoyed as "organic 
and kinaesthetic sensations," i.e. presumably as such sensings (varying 
with the qualities of their sensa) ?5 And does the 'angel' contemplate 'acts 
of minds' after the analogy of vital behaviour or that of muscular and 
kinaesthetic sensa? The latter is most strongly suggested, for intelligent 
behaviour does not require an angelic percipient - we can contemplate 
this ourselves. But so also, it might be suggested, do we contemplate our 
own muscular and kinaesthetic sensa, though not their sensings - for we 
enjoy the sensa only in so far as they qualify the sensings, not as 'objective 
contents.' There is an obscurity here which Alexander does not appear 
to resolve; but in any case it must seriously be questioned whether we 
do, or can, contemplate 'life' at all as an object. Life must be lived as agency 
in order to be "apprehended"; and 'mind' must be enjoyed as agency 
to be apprehended even by an angel. And this is true oflife and mind even 
in others - they are apprehended only in so far as self and other enter 
into active vital or mental relation.6 

(iii) POINTER-READINGS - THE NEMESIS OF SOPHISTICATION 

We have seen, at least in part, that the result of the application of scienti­
fic method to the analysis of the perceptual world is the progressive 

1 Op. cit.,/., p.19. 
2 Op. cit., II., p.105. 
3 Op. cit., II., p. J 70. Italics mine. 
• Op. cit., II., pp.61-67. 
5 Op. cit., II., p. 128. 
8 Such relation being the privative projection in the eccentric reference system of the self 

of the constitutivccommunilasofthe eternal microcosm and its complement in the macrocosm. 
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elimination of its various prima facie constituents and characteristics, 
and the substitution of others more precisely metrical and thus apt for 
rational manipulation: secondary-qualitied molar bodies progressively 
give place to primary-qualitied atomic parts, and 'natural causation' 
takes the place of active endeavour. But the demands of the method 
are not thus satisfied, and as biologically qualitied cells and organisms 
give place to chemically qualitied molecules, and these to physically 
qualitied atoms, so the 'billiard ball' atoms are resolved into electrons, 
protons, neutrons, and the like, and these to atomic electric charges 
or quanta, wave systems, and fields of force, etc., while 'natural causation' 
is interpreted as mere probability of sequence statistically determined. 
Insatiably the method proceeds to devour its own offspring in the 
recognition that nothing in the natures of its final products is known 
save its quantity as indicated by the pointer on the graduated scale 
of some apparatus, while the probability of a sequence can be measured 
only by the application of the mathematical laws of chance. We thus 
arrive at the conclusion frankly set forth by Eddington, that science 
is the study of the linkages of pointer-readings with pointer-readings1 

- indeed, 'linkage' seems too strong a term for the concurrences which 
science studies. And so the perceptual world is at last reduced to a 
mathematically related system or congeries of pointer-readings on gradu­
ated scales. And if it is objected that at least the pointers and scales 
remain outside of this projected world the scientist will not hesitate to 
reply that these too are themselves but bundles of pointer-readings on 
scales. "Actuality has been lost in the exigencies of the chase," 2 for 
only pure mathematics can thus dispense with pointer-readings (and 
all analogous empirical objects), and this, though exact and unimpeach­
able, provides us with no expression of the nature of existing things 
as actually existing, but only with relations of entia rationis. 

It is to the credit of Eddington that he recognized all this as indicating 
the limitations of scientific knowledge, and thus of the defects of scientific 
method as applied to the problems of the nature of real existents with 
which the philosopher is concerned- though like many another scientist 
turned amateur philosopher his attempt to make good the deficiency 
by bringing in the mind of the observers as the existential 'stuff' of their 
pointer-readings is less creditable in a thinker of his acumen. The theory 
of 'mind :stuff' as the 'building material' for the physical world, 
and of the 'brain matter' as a 'partial aspect' of a 'whole mental 

1 The Nature of the Physical World, ch.XII. et passim. 
• Op. cit., p.319. 
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state,'1 even with the caveat that by 'mind' is meant more than conscious 
mind, and by 'stuff'not 'substance' in the sense that we speak of'material 
substances,' is no more than a resort from problem to paradox. For 
plainly the only 'stuff' of pointer-readings is numbers, for they are the 
objects and not the qualities or modes or expressions or determinations 
of mind. The problems of the relations of pointer-readings to real ex­
istents must be met on the very ground of the pointer-readings themselves 
which have significance only in so far as they are recognized as registered 
by some instrument or apparatus framed for some specific purpose. 
Pointer-readings on the galvanometer are measures of electrical poten­
tials to which the instrument is framed to be resonant; on clocks they 
mark time-intervals, on barometers atmospheric pressures, and so on; 
and only with these measurables in view can the world reasonably be 
conceived as in any way related to pointer-readings. 

Presumably no one has failed to notice this very obvious consideration, 
but many seem not to understand its significance, just as many philoso­
phers have failed to allow for the mediation of the percipient's body 
by way ofresonant screen in the perception of its other, and like Edding­
ton with the pointer-readings have attributed the work of the body to 
the mind, and thus suffered shipwreck in some form of mentalism. 

What, then, is the function of the scientist's measuring apparatus, 
and how does it stand related to the measurable and its measures? 
It operates as a selectively resonant system to which the supposedly 
independent measurable is referred, and against which, as thus referred, 
it is compared - the comparison being registered by a pointer along a 
scale. Essentially this is the 'blind man's stick' over again, though in his 
case it is not measurement but perceptual presence that is achieved. His 
stick is a telescoped sense-organ or exploring 'tool'; and the apparatus of 
the scientist is also his 'tool' made as little a 'buffer' and as much a 'medi­
um' as may be necessary. It is a tool or extension of the percipient's body 
by means of which resonance with the inferior ranges of the privatively 
hierarchical nature of the other, eluding direct perception, is established, 
and vicarious perception with its inevitable limits and privations secured. 
From the nature of the apparatus only relative quantities are registered 
on the scale by the pointer, and the nature of the perceptum remains 
perceptually occult. And thus however well the apparatus may be 
operating as 'medium' in respect to quantity, it remains a 'buffer' with 
respect to nature, and is therefore only a 'tool.' If it were pure 'buffer' 
it would be useless from lack of resonance; if it were pure 'medium' 

1 Op. cit., p.276 et seqq. 
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it would be otiose since then the percipient's body would equally well 
serve its purpose. Scientific apparatus is thus essentially an auxilium 
perceptionis, means by which the imperceptible constituents of the other 
are brought within the range of metric science, and without which 
these inferior ranges of being can at best make durational appearance 
by summary obversion as secondary quality. 

Thus, just as the percipient's body, though diaesthetically occult, 
must not be taken as outside of nature, but as selectively co-operating 
with and obstructing the agency of the other, so that the perceptum 
confusedly combines factors culled from the physical natures of both 
self and other, and the nature of the other per se can only be apprehended 
by metaphysical transcendence of its otherness - so also the apparatus 
of the scientist does not lie outside of the field of investigation as a mere 
'transparency' or perceptual 'medium' (save, perhaps, ideally in respect 
of quantity and metric relation), but selectively co-operates with and 
obstructs the agents of its field so that its pointer registers on its scale 
the measure, not of what is wholly its other, but at best of that to which 
it is resonant, and in the degree of its resonance. But in so doing it 
manifests to the observer, not the nature of the resonant factors, but 
only their relative strength and metrical relations - for that which is 
imperceptible to him in the field must also be imperceptible in the 
apparatus. Thus however perfect the apparatus may be made, it remains 
but a 'tool,' and no pure 'medium'; that is to say, its nature is involved 
with that of its field as the 'stuff' (in the Eddingtonian terminology) 
of its pointer-readings. It measures the strength of its field against its 
own strength, and even the metric relations of the factors involved, 
but not otherwise manifests the nature of that field or its factors, either 
with or in abstraction from its own. And furthermore, even if the appara­
tus is so perfect as to introduce no factors alien to its field, so that its 
measures are direct and incorrigible ( i.e. metrically 'transparent'), it 
would still be but the observer's 'tool' or apparatus - an extension of 
his body - so that its pointer-reading is the measure of a 'stuff' occult 
for his perception save in respect of measure and metric relation. In 
pure mathematics alone, for which measure and metric relation are 
all-embracing, and there is no 'stuff' but numbers and other entia rationis, 
can this abstraction be tolerable. But the objects of pure mathematics 
are not 'pointer-readings,' and it is thus that it is at once the least 
obscure of the sciences and ontologically the most empty; and as we 
proceed down the scale of being towards this limit of non-being, though 
the bodily resonance may be increasingly amplified and metrically 
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perfected by the utilization of scientific apparatus, yet the nature of 
the measurable resonant factors becomes increasingly abstract as ever 
lower ranges of existent come under investigation. And by no means 
is the eccentricity of projection, and the confusion of self and other, 
in the measurable thus overcome or corrected, though the mischief of 
ignoring them may be mitigated by the relative simplicity of the factors 
involved, and the manner of their manifest involvement. 

Pointer-readings are thus but imaginational entities conceived 
solely in respect of quantity, and not otherwise essentially different 
from the durational existents of native perception. That which by them 
is measured, or of which they are the measures, like that which is 
presented in perception, can exist only in virtue of the conatus and 
counter-conatus of self and other emanating under self-reference from 
the constitutive communitas of .Natura creata. Nor let it be thought that 
by the mere 'generalization' of such pointer-readings and objects so 
that they are rendered 'common to all observers' their self-referent 
relativity is corrected. For to be common to all observers is not be 
'absolute'1 but merely to be 'public.' Scientific method applied to the 
world of perception, even when corrected by the generalization of all 
systems of references, can issue in nothing better than a .Natura sophis­
ticata which differs from pure mathematics only in its restricted ampli­
tude arising from its empirical derivation. It can do nothing to correct 
the metaphysical relativity which infects all durational experience by 
reason of the essential finite predicament. The 'observer' is no mere 
extrinsic spectator, but an active part, of nature, as physically embodied 
infecting all observations. Metaphysical relativity can be met only by 
metaphysical transcendence. 

1 "Erg-seconds or action belongs to Minkowski's world which is common to all observers 
and so it is absolute" (Eddington, The Nature of the Physical World, p. 180). my italics. ' 



CHAPTER V 

THE DIALECTIC OF FINITE CREATION 

Creation is the eternal actualization of absolutely primordial potency; 
it must thus be abruptly distinguished from every form of durational 
production. Nor can the existence of durational beings be unam­
biguously attributed to an eternal agent as such. But this exclusion of 
durational beings from the creative action must not be interpreted as 
meaning that there are no finite creata: the infinite potency actualized 
as the macrocosm is in the very act self-actualized as infinite microcosms 
in perfect communitas hierarchically constituting that macrocosm, and 
by it constituted under the limi_tations of their finiteness, i.e. as embedded 
in a complement by communitas with which they are constituted, and 
by the transcendence of which they are finite. Thus the created finite 
is eternal, but no mere section of the infinite. I ts finiteness is framed on 
the analogy of the infinite, and it is thus that it has been described as a 
'finite-infinite.'1 Creation is infinite and eternal in a manner such as 
not to exclude the reality of the finite creatum in a form in which it is 
both a constituent of the macrocosm and its analogue. 

But though no durational being is a creatum, its durational existence 
is possible only by reason of creation, and in this chapter we have to 
consider the relations of creative action and durational process. That 
the finite creatum, as such, is no struggling, temporal, and transient 
being, but an eternal constituent of Natura creata is a crucial implication 
of Spinoza's doctrine of creation not sufficiently often recognized by 
students of his philosophy - whence the common accusation of a hiatus 
between the 'infinite and eternal modes' and the 'finite modes' con­
ceived as identical with empirical things which come into being, endure 
for a time, and then pass away. Thus the place of the imaginational 

1 In spite of the argument of I, ii of the Short Treatise (cf. Wolf's translation, p.28) it is in 
this sense, too, that Spinoza describes the finite individual ambiguously as a 'part' of God 
though more precisely as "Deus q11atenusfinitus est," with the alternatives God "as manifested 
in" or "forming the essence of," the finite. (Cf Eth. II, xi, Cor.). The finiteness of the finite­
infinite lies in the otherness of its complement, its infinity in its constitutive community as 
agent with that complement. For agents at one, unlike objects, are thereby distinct, not identi-
cal. 



98 PART I.NATURE 

individual of 'this present life' in, or under, the scheme of creation is a 
matter for urgent reconsideration. 

So far our attention has been focused in the main upon the macro­
cosm as created and as emanated in the form of perceptual or scientific 
object, i.e. 'as referred to God' and as referred to the finite self. We have 
now to consider the creation and emanation of this finite self by refer­
ence to which the macrocosm is emanated: the sources of its emanation 

' and the resulting nature of its emanational life. Plainly, the finite self 
which is the 'origin' of the emanation of the world cannot owe its own 
emanation to finite self-reference, either its own (for this is proper to it) 
or that of another (for it lives its own emanational life) - at least, not in 
the same manner or degree. Yet the emanation of the world and the 
emanation of the finite self evidently reciprocate, and indeed the former 
is the integration of all cases of the latter. 

For the solution of the problem thus raised we must have recourse 
to the relations of the microcosm and the macrocosm already discussed 
in Chapter II, with special reference to the different manners in which 
these must be interpreted from the standpoint of the macrocosm as an 
infinite whole of microcosms, and from the standpoint of the micro­
cosm as an individual part of the macrocosm. I say 'an individual part,' 
for as we have seen the microcosm as an agent is no mere section of a 
totum, but, as it were, a 'filament' of the indivisible 'web' of macro­
cosmic agency. Thus the microcosm is both an individual agent and 
also a part of the agency of the macrocosm, and hence arises the para­
doxical double standpoint of the finite self: as a creatum co-derivative in 
communitas with all finite selves from a uniquely active source, and as a 
distinct individual agent of some intrinsic potency to which all other 
finite selves are complementary, so that in so far as these are involved 
in the action of the self they are referrible to its 'origin' and 'axes.' Nor 
is either standpoint reducible to the other (for this would equate the 
microcosm with the macrocosm), and the contradiction involved gives 
rise to what I have called 'the dialectic of finite creation' by which 
such reconciliation of standpoints is ceaselessly sought, and variously 
achieved in part or thwarted in a durational life of effort well or ill 
directed - a life marking an epoch of the indefinitely prolonged du­
ration of a world of finite agents similarly engaged, with each thus 
beginning, enduring, and passing away under the patience, the co­
operation, and the obstruction of its world of others. For only if time is 
falsely conceived as an ineluctable prior form for all existence does the 
history of the birth, life, and death of finite selves which are eternal 
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creata present an insoluble problem. The relative dates are determined by 
the related durations, and not the durations by the ordered dates; and 
the co-existences and sequences of the durations are determined by 
the patience, the co-operation, and the obstruction of the emanated 
finite agents. 

It follows that the co-existences and sequences of the durational lives 
of finite selves in no way imply that creation and creata also are dis­
tributed in time, or indeed in any analogous logical order; time is but 
an 'aid to imagination' by which the durational emanations of the 
'infinite, one, and indivisible' Natura creata, and its interwoven con­
stituents, are ordered under the 'categories of our impotence.' The 
modes of integration of the emanated durations of finite beings under 
finite self-reference (which otherwise are indefinite - for conatus is not 
self-limited) are determined, not by any comparable order among 
eternal agents, but rather by the need to maintain the integrity of 
Natura under every conceivable privation that it may suffer by reason 
of the self-reference of its finite interwoven parts. For this nisus to 
integrity remains however the eternal integrity of Natura creata may be 
pulverized by emanation. 

In order to expound the 'dialectic of finite creation' we next dis­
tinguish rational stages or 'moments' within the eternal action by which 
the finite self is created. This is not to suppose either a division or a 
process in an eternal action - and thus to have recourse to a myth to 
resolve a paradox. On the contrary, it is to trace the imaginational life 
of the finite self in a durational world (which is a sort of realized myth) 
to a paradox in the relations of finite and infinite agency or individu­
ality, viz. the concurrent wholeness and partiality of the finite individual, 
the indivisible yet individuated nature of infinite agent, in a word, the 
finite-infinite nature of the microcosm. 

We distinguish, then, the stages or 'moments' of inchoation, of birth, 
of development in a dialectic of emanation and emendation, and 
finally of salvation or perfect communitas in eternal Natura creata. Though 
in 'this present life' birth and development are temporally related, 
conception precedes birth, and moral excellence follows struggle, the 
stages of finite creation must not be so conceived, for creation is eternally 
complete. This present life is but the imperfect myth that illustrates the 
eternal action. The stages are 'moments' of finite creation, and time 
but an 'aid to the imagination' of the third stage which alone is du­
rational as emanated. In the creative action itself the stages are neither 
simultaneous nor temporally successive; for eternity is neither the 
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indefinite extension nor the instantaneous contraction of time, but that 
supervenient existence from which duration emanates. And though the 
temporal birth of the finite self has its date relative to the duration of 
the other, the self does not originate in time; on the contrary, it would 
be truer to say that time is originated by the finite self which is emanated 
as durational, and by its self-reference determines the emanation of its 
other as durational. Nor does the self attain to its full creation in time, 
or indeed necessarily attain to excellence in time; on the contrary, in 
time it passes away, and such excellences as may be achieved are not 
temporally postponed but superveniently enjoyed in their achievement. 
With these suggestions and warnings let us turn to the stages or 'mo­
ments' of the dialectic of finite creation. 

(i) 'IN UTERO NATURAE' 

The infinite primordial potency actualized in creation is, as potency, 
wholly indeterminate. Determination belongs exclusively to its actuality 
which is exhaustively determinate. Thus though the actualization of 
the potency and the differentiation of the macrocosm are distinct opera­
tions, plainly they are but 'moments' in the creation of the finite self, 
not separable stages. Again, though the macrocosm is the indivisible 
hierarchical whole of infinite microcosms in perfect constitutive com­
munitas, creation must be conceived not as of the microcosms as macro­
cosmically integrated, but as of the macrocosm microcosmically differ­
entiated. For the whole is prior to its parts, and the infinite to the finite. 
As matrical and exemplary, the macrocosm is aetiologically prior to its 
microcosms. Exhaustive differentiation is thus involved in the creative 
action, which nevertheless must be defined as the actualization of infi­
nite potency, which actualization, as exhaustive, involves the infinite 
differentiation of the actuality. 

In considering the nature and status of the Attributes of Substance1 

we saw that though in Substance they are identical, yet from the stand­
point of modal intellect they are generically distinct: as potency-in-act 
they are identical - they are reflectively diverse as potency-in-act. 
Analogously, in the creation of the finite agent, the creative potency­
in-act, which is undifferentiated and its 'eminent' cause, as potency­
in-act is congruently differentiated as its 'formal' cause - differentiated, 
not divided, for the creatum is a microcosmic finite-infinite in recipro­
cation with its macrocosmic complement. And this 'Deus quatenus_finitus 

1 See Chapter I. 
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est' is the finite self in embryo, in utero Naturae - a gemmative focalization of 
the infinite potency-in-act; but no completed actuality distinct from 
source, from matrix, and from complement. For this is but a 'moment' of 
creative action, and no creatum - a 'moment' that owes its distinction 
to that which is brought to birth.1 

(ii) THE BIRTH OF THE FINITE SELF 

By the 'birth' of the finite self is signified, not its creation as a micro­
cosmic actualization of the indivisible primordial potency expressing 
the indivisibility ofits source by constitutive communitas with its hierarch­
ical complement of microcosmic actualizations, not its perfect actuality 
as a finite differentiation of the infinite macrocosm which indivisibly 
and exhaustively expresses the infinite and eternal potency, but the 
'moment' of entrance upon selfhood as an individual agent. This 'birth' 
is not in time, though as will be seen it involves a birth into durational 
being subject to temporal measures; it occurs not at a date prior- deter­
mined, absolutely or relatively, but, as related to the birth into dura­
tional existence of other finite individual agents with it constituting the 
eternal macrocosm, it determines a date in the sempiternal duration 
of the macrocosmic agency taken as the partial identity and concatena­
tion of the durations thus dated. 

Thus the metaphysical 'birth' of the finite self and its 'natural' birth 
are distinguished, not as distinct events (so that this or that finite self 
metaphysically 'born' has to await the patience of nature to provide the 
occasion for its 'natural' birth), but as an 'eternal moment' in finite 
creation is distinguished from its imaginational respect, i.e. relative to 
the imaginational projection of its macrocosmic complement as a sem­
piternal order of simultaneous and sequent existences. Thus what is 
but an eternal 'moment' of finite creation becomes an imaginational 
'event' of initiation into a durational order - not that eternity thus im­
pinges upon a prior time, but that in this manner eternity emanates time. 

1 The infinite potency-in-act is what Spinoza calls the 'immediate infinite and eternal 
mode' of Substance, while its exhaustively differentiated actuality is the 'mediate infinite 
and eternal mode.' These, therefore, are not two distinct actualities, but a 'moment' of crea­
tion and its full actuality. The pseudo-actuality of the 'immediate infinite and eternal mode' 
stems from its relation to its resulting actuality. The divine potency as it actualizes itself in 
determinate form is reflectively determinate: as creating the 'fncies totius universi' it is 'motus 
et quies' or physical P?tency-in-a~t; as creating the 'i?finita idea _Dei' it is 'intellectus irifinitus' 
or epistemic potency-in-act. In hke manner, as creating the fimte psycho-physical self it is 
determinate potency-in-act both as psycho-physical and as finite or microcosmic. Nor must 
these distinctions be blurred by the recognition that all real potency is potency-in-act for 
potency is aetiologically prior to actuality, and as such indeterminate. ' 
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Though this eternal 'moment' of 'birth' is no completed actuality, 
it is not thereby to be regarded as a speculative myth timelessly expressing 
the actuality of temporal birth, but contrariwise, temporal birth in the 
history of the sempiternal universe is but an empirical mJ1th temporally 
expressing the 'moment' of finite creation by which finite self-dis­
tinction is attained. Just as in metaphysics the empirical is interpre­
ted on the intelligibly defective analogy of the perfectly intelligible,1 
so also it is from the intelligible aetiology of the eternal that we must 
construct the pictorial durational myth that we call the 'world of com­
mon experience'; for this is involved in the human predicament as 
finite agent embedded in an infinite agency. 

The 'birth' of the finite self, then, is not its attainment offull actuality 
in the communitas of .Natura creata, but its emergence as individual agent. 
But so closely is the finite agent interwoven with its complement of 
finite agents in the hierarchy of creation, that relation with what tran­
scends the finite self is essential both to its initiation as self and to its 
nature as thus initiated. This follows from its origination from, and 
dependence on, the indivisible primordial potency which, though re­
flectively differentiated relative to the finite self as potency-in-act ini­
tiating and informing it, is yet in potency transcendent, and thus 
actualized in a hierarchy of finite selves, differentiated but not divisible 
in the infinite macrocosm. The finite self is thus both born and lives 
by its relation with a complement - a relation which, as 'referred to 
God' is eternal communitas, which in the 'moment' of the 'birth' of the 
finite self can involve no more than focal patience in the macrocosm, 
and which, as referred to the emergent finite self, in no way qualifies 
the incipient deiformity of its selfhood. In the 'moment' of parturition, 
therefore, the finite self for itself is all, and there is no distinction of 
'self and God, and things,' still less of their relations and order of depend­
ence. Doubtless, the inchoate microcosm, by reason of its derivation, 
carries the nisus to these distinctions and relations, but as born to self­
hood its native bias as incipient agent primarily concentrates it upon 
its focal selfhood, so that it is as if it were itself the Deus which it is 
partially and microcosmically to express. For it emerges as a focus of 
.Natura, with respect to which Natura as complement is patient, and as 
source formally potent, so that the eminence of .Natura is 'momently' 
in abeyance. It passes, therefore, immediately to the next 'moment' of 
finite creation which so qualifies its naive self-possession as to yield its 
proper actuality by subordination to its source and relation to its 

1 See above, Prolegomena I. 
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hierarchical complement, i.e. by creative synthesis of the 'moment' 
of focal identity in utero Naturae and the 'moment' of inchoate self­
possession in the solipsism of nativity. 

The nature of this synthesis sub specie aeternitatis has already been 
sufficiently expounded: the finite self as individual agent is at once a 
distinct actuality finitely expressing the creative potency, distinct as 
agent and finite as embedded in a complement, and also a part of the 
macrocosm that exhaustively expresses the creative potency, a part 
indivisible from its complement by reason ofits constitutional communitas 
therewith. It is at once distinct agent and a part of the indivisible whole, 
as agent maintaining its distinctness through its mergence in the whole. 
Nor is this a paradox as it has often seemed to be for those who conceive 
the self as a 'thing' or 'objective content' the 'immersion' of which in 
a context involves its obliteration. The finite agent lives by communitas 
with its alter ego, and such 'mergence' in its 'other' is the very essence of 
its distinctness.1 

But this eternal synthesis expounds itself far otherwise from the stand­
point of the parturien t finite selfitselfby reason ofits incipient deiformity. 
Centred in itself it confuses 'self and God and things,' self-sufficient in 
its determinate potency, and 'momently' enjoying the patience of its 
complement. By this self-reference the eternal relation of self and com­
plement is reduced to that of'self' and the projection of the complement 
upon the reference-system of the self, pulverulent by reason of the self's 
limited resonance, by which reduction the self itself in turn is concomi­
tantly impoverished. Thus the eternal synthesis of finite creation ex­
pounds itself for the self in a durational process of emanation and emen­
dation. The self sets forth upon its 'pilgrimage.' 

(iii) ITS PILGRIMAGE 

Critics of Spinoza have uniformly objected to the transition that he 
is supposed to have posited from the infinite and eternal causality of 
God to the finite and durational nature of his singular effects, not 
understanding that the supposed !aches is mediated by the dialectic 
in which the finite creandum is involved by reason of its simultaneous 
finiteness and wholeness as individual agent. As individual agent he 
is deiform; as finite his deiform self-reference pulverizes the complement 

1 The problem of'finite individuality' that occul?ied so m,uch attention among philosophers 
a generation or two ago arose from failure to realize that agents' are not 'things' which by 
integration suffer loss of individuality. Agents gain individuality by integration. 
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by communitas with which alone his finite deiformity can be sustained. 
Forced by this conflict of principles that is an ineluctable issue in finite 
creation, the self descends into the expository struggle of durational 
emanation, but in proportion to its elevation in the hierarchy of Natura 
ever haunted by the nisus to emendation that alone can assuage the 
creativity of its source.1 

The error that above all others has made confusion of theories of 
creation is the uncritical assumption that the durationally existing is 
the created real. On the contrary, everything created by an eternal 
potency is eternally created, and no being that is engaged in genuine 
struggle can, as such, be a finished creatum. Nor can time see the comple­
tion of its creation. Yet if durational struggle and its meed is to be other 
than mockery, birth into time2 must have its authentic place under 
creation. Though it is not created or creative, neither is it pure illusion. 

In the durational synthesis of finite creation the self-referent finite 
agent, by reason of its eccentricity and limited, and consequently dis­
torted, resonance to its complement, is so far alienated from 'itself and 
God and things,' and thus embarks upon a ceaseless struggle in relation 
with an other under the privatively divine urge to preserve and improve 
itself: the 'otherness' issuing from the self-reference of the finite, whereby 
its complement is partially occulted, and thus alienated; and the urge 
to self-preservation and self-improvement issuing from relation to 
an indivisible source which it cannot but reproduce in the measure 

1 The reader of theological bent may be interested to interpret this account in terms of 
'fall,' 'original sin,' and 'redemption.' The eternal creandum 'falls' into durational existence 
as the result of the 'original sin' of insistence upon the thesis of finite deiformity; and 'salvation' 
is the superveniency of the antithesis of equal insistence upon communitas with a complement 
as the mode of deiformity proper to the finite creatum. Deus quatenusfinitus est can be no solipsist; 
but neither can it be a mere section of Natura externally related to the other sections. Full 
creation of the finite agent demands both the wholeness of the microcosm, and the partiality 
of the microcosm. The Genesis-myth first represents Adam as fully created, placed in the 
'garden of Eden' - the world of imagination as the rainbow-nimbus of eternity - as then 
disobeying the divine command not to eat of the 'tree of knowledge' (i.e. not to regard imagi­
national objects as proper sustenance), and finally as cast out of the garden and cut off from 
the 'tree oflife' 'in the midst of the garden' (viz. from the creative stream whence he is derived). 
Henceforth he must labour for his livelihood with no hope of re-entry to the garden as the 
reward of his labours. Salvation is represented by St Paul as the work of a 'new Adam' in 
virtue of the identification in him of deiformity with love towards all (i.e. finite deiformity 
means self-realization by communitas with self's complement). 

2 The phrase 'birth into time' makes the false suggestion that time is prior to the birth 
?ftemporal things, and the unwary reader may thus picture the eternal finite agent as awaiting 
its turn for descent into the time series - like Elia's 'dream children' who "must wait upon 
the tedious shores of Lethe millions of ages before (they) have existence, and a name." More 
careful consideration of what has already been said will show the understanding reader that 
this reverses the true order of emergence, for duration is an emanation of eternity, and time 
but the measure of duration. It is in the duration of another that the self enters a prior time; 
in his own duration time is posterior. 
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of its remaining vitality. Mere self-preservation is the lower limit of 
durational authenticity; self-improvement under moral obligation is 
the characteristic expression of the nisus of the eternal in the dura­
tional. Morality is thus no illusion, but the stress of the eternal vita­
lizing the durational in proportion to the eminence of the agent in 
the hierarchy of Natura. Nor is the common world of nature illusory, 
but a projection of the macrocosm - the eternal real seen per speculum 
in aenigmate. And the way of morality is also the way of truth, or the 
'emendation of the intellect,' the passage from eccentricity to centricity, 
from reference to self to reference to God, from transeuncy and purposive 
production to immanency and creation. 

It is thus of the essence of durational existence to be at once a fall 
from the perfection of eternity and an urge to regain it; and it is only 
so that durational being is rightly related to creation. If attention is 
concentrated upon the defect that it suffers, its temporality and relative 
impotence, then durational existence must be regarded as a mere suc­
cession of futile images; but if upon the native urge to make good the 
defect, then it must be regarded as emanatory, as a 'moment' in the 
dialectic of finite creation itself. Durational existence, then, at whatever 
level it may be considered - whether as characterized by the mere 
conatus in suo esse perseverare, or by 'respect for the moral law' - is a trun­
cated dialectical exposition of the perfection of the eternal created finite 
self under the defective conditions of self-reference. I say 'defective,' 
and not 'destructive,' for self-reference is mischievous only in the degree 
of the finiteness of the microcosm. For Natura itself self-reference is 
centric, and no defect; for the res simplicissima, on the contrary, the 
defect is all but total, and its durational being a mere instant in the 
flux of nature; for man, on the other hand, an individual of the n-th 
degree,1 self-reference means but partial defect: his complement is not 
wholly alienated - its action is obstruction tempered by co-operation, 
so that his other is the 'field' of the self's endeavour. And congruently, 
his source is realized not merely as the nisus to self-preservation, nor to 
self-strengthening, but as an obligation that wins his respect as the law 
of his true being, which he can thus neither fulfil as his unopposed 
native action, nor set aside as fatuous embarrassment. 

In has commonly been realized that the duration of the finite singulare 
reciprocates with its conatus as it stands related to that of its other, but 
it has not equally been understood that 'this present life' is essentially 
characterized not by its temporality qualified by durational nisus but 

1 Cf. Eth. II., Lem. vii. Sch. 
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by defect issuing· from native perfection and thus carrying with it the 
nisus to correction, i.e. that it is a privative and durational projection 
of the synthetic 'moment' of finite creation. The defect, as has been 
said, is itself limited by the eminence of the agent's status in the hier­
archy of Natura; and in so far as under self-reference its durational 
extancy is in accord with its eternal actuality, self and other co-operative 
and its source effective as the urge to self-preservation, the nisus to self­
improvement, the endeavour after perfection, its defect is made good by 
the superveniency of its eternal creatureliness within the transiency of 
'this present life': its temporality is qualified, and morality recognized 
as momentous.1 For the issue at stake is creation itself, than which no 
issue can be of comparable importance from the standpoint of dura­
tional extancy. Morality in some form, according to the status of the 
agent, is of the essence of durational life which is a 'moment' of finite 
creation expounded under 'the categories of our impotence.' In other 
words, it is the agency and not the mere eventuation of durational 
being that is its essence, and as this is maintained, made effective, 
and perfected, extancy is approximated to actuality, and duration to 
eternity. 

The existence of the durational agent, then, does not begin in time, 
its time begins with it; it is not emanated into time, but its duration is its 
emanation. Doubtless, its birth occurs at a date in the duration of 
another, and the birth of that other at a date in the duration of yet 
another; and so on. But the 'objective' time framed on this set ofrelations 
is a sophistication posterior to durational emanation, and the historical 
order but an eccentric and privative projection under the form of objec­
tive events of the eternal communitas of microcosmic agents. 

But in so saying adequate stress must be placed on the terms 'eccen­
tric' and 'privative,' and on the distinction of 'objective events' and 
'agents,' for only so can serious misconception and pseudo-problem be 
avoided. For time is not "a moving image of eternity" 2 in the sense in 
which the Platonic figure is most apt to be understood, vi;:;. that it 'tele­
scopes out' simultaneities to successions; and I cannot but think that 
some such misinterpretation of my argument lies at the root of the 
question posed by Broad in his most generous, though adversely critical, 
review of Aeternitas, 3 concerning the non-temporal relations among the 

1 "I saw that I was situated in the greatest danger, and summoned all my energies to find a 
remedy, however uncertain, just as a sick man suffering from a mortal disease, who foresees 
cer_tain death unless a remedy be applied is forced to seek it with all his strength, uncertain 
as 1t may be, for therein lies all his hope." (De Intell. Emend., § 7). 

2 Timaeus, 37-38. 
" 'Prof. Hallett's Aeternitas' (Mind, XLII. N.S., 1933, pp. 150-169, 299-318). 
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eternal parts of Natura naturata from which the temporal relations of those 
parts were said to be derived. "Consider" he says, "those three primary 
parts of Natura naturata exterlfa which are the bodies of my grand­
father, of my father, and of myself. When clearly perceived, these would 
be seen to be, as they in fact are, eternal. Viewed sub specie temporis, the 
first appears to begin before the second, and the second to begin 
before the third. Now the three eternal primary parts must stand in 
some important non-temporal relation to each other, corresponding to 
this temporal relation in which they seem to stand to each other when 
they are misperceived as bodies of finite duration. What is this non­
temporal relation? No theory of time and eternity which cannot give 
a plausible answer, at least in outline, to such questions is worth serious 
consideration. I have failed to discover in Prof. Hallett's book any 
intelligible answer to such questions, or any clear recognition of their 
fundamental importance."1 While I was, and still am, ready to allow 
that there is a sort of rough justice in these strictures in the absence 
of any overt warning to readers most apt to accept the false clarity of 
commonsense impressions, I cannot but judge Broad's final estimate of 
the value of the theory of time and eternity sketched out in Aeternitas 
to be intemperate as coming from a philosopher of his skill and modera­
tion. For simple and straightforward as his questions seem to be, this 
appearance stems from the mistaken assumption that there must be a 
sort of parallelism between temporal and eternal relations - the time­
order reproducing some form of timeless order- as if the only defect intra­
duced by Jmaginatio were the distribution in a prior empty time of eternal 
simultaneous factors, with their congruent fragmentation and partial 
obfuscation. The transformation of eternal agents into durational cona­
tors making objective appearance, and of eternal communitas into dura­
tional strife and alliance, is thus apt to be overlooked, and a false 
appearance of simplicity presented. 

This is an all too common presupposition regarding the relations 
of the temporal and the eternal, and it is of first importance that it 
should be corrected if the nature of man's durational 'pilgrimage' is 
to be understood. This 'pilgrimage,' I have said, is a 'moment' in the 
dialectic of finite creation, and this, too, must not be taken to imply 
that the eternal dialectic is durationally 'telescoped out' as history, so 
that eternal life is a post mortem state of perfected durational emendation. 
Eternity does not 'serve time,' is not an 'event'; the relations of time 

1 Loe. cit., p. 316. It may be questioned :,vhether we have adequate grounds for regarding 
man as a primary part of Natura, though his moral nature may suggest this. 
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and eternity are not temporal, but lie, as it were, along another 'dimen­
sion.' The duration of the finite creandum is his eternity as creatum under 
the cloud of non-being induced by unilateral self-reference accordina-o 
to creaturely status: it is not the gift of death, nor is death its gift. 1 

If time is 'a moving image of eternity' it is not in virtue of its successive­
ness, but of the imperfection of its expression of eternity in its 'now,' 
by which this is transeunt and durational. Thus the successiveness of 
time is its defect, and not its perfection as an 'image of eternity.' The 
'pilgrimage' of the finite creandum is, therefore, not ( as the term is apt 
to suggest) by way of time towards eternity, but the eternalization of 
time's 'now'; it is to be achieved, not at the end of duration, but in 
the ever-renewed durational 'now' of unsatisfied, and unsatisfiable, 
endeavour.2 

Let us return, then, for a little to Broad's questions. We must not 
think of Broad, his father, and his grandfather sub specie aeternitatis as 
three simultaneous or timeless objects ofincorrigible perception, forming 
sections of an objective Natura naturata extensa, and standing in timeless 
relations in some manner corresponding with their temporal relations as 
misperceived objects of the Jmaginatio of an external percipient. They 
are derivative entia in se ( i.e. creata in Dea), not entia ab extra or objects 
of contemplation. They are agents subsisting by communitas with each 
other and with their congruent complements in Natura. As durational, 
on the contrary, they are endeavouring beings3 the agency of which 
is no object of contemplation, but can only be 'enjoyed' by self and other 
in co-operation or opposition. Thus, when we assert that Broad (i.e. 
the objective body observable crossing Trinity quadrangle) is a defec­
tively cognized eternal agent, we at the same time assert that the tempo­
ral Broad and the eternal Broad are the same individual defectively 
and perfectly cognized, and also that they differ in nature, the one 
being an endeavouring spatio-temporal object, and the other an eternal 
physical agent. The problem, then, is not to find the set of logical rela­
tions of truly perceived eternal spatial things corresponding to the tem­
poral relations of the same things as misperceived, but to find how 

.1 "Now is eternity; now is the immortal life" (R. Jefferies, The Story qf A{y Heart, iii.). But 
this 'now' is not the unreal mathematical dividing point of past and future, nor even the 
'specious' 'now' of conatus • it is the 'now' of unfrustratcd agency, of potency-in-act. As the 
dura~ional 'now' is defined by conatus, so the eternal 'now' is defined by perfect agency. "By 
eternity I understand existence itself in so far as it is conceived necessarily to follow from the 
definition alone of the eternal being" ( Eth. I., Def. viii.) 

: See below, pp. 217-223 . 
. Ifwe seek to regard things as temporal, we shall find that they are agents in no sense, but 

fictions of sophisticatory Imaginatio. For to be 'real' in any degree is to be active, and not 
merely to be 'given' or to 'appear' or to 'eventuate.' 
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eternal agents in constitutive communitas come to be defectively presented 
as temporally related spatial objects.1 

Further, the commonsense tendency to portray the durational 
relations of imaginational objects as distribution in a prior 'objective' 
time tends also to give to Broad's questions a fictitious simplicity. We 
have seen, however, that this is a sophistication of the complex relations 
of intrinsically durational beings. Duration emanates from the fontal 
'present' of each individual, so that each occupies his own duration, 
not a portion of a duration independent of his agency. Time is a product 
of the sophistication of the multiplex durational situation that results 
- not an independent stream into which Broad was precipitated after 
his father, and from which his father was withdrawn before him. The 
eternal agent Broad is defected to the durational conator by his unilateral 
self-reference, and the eternal agent Broad's father by his; but each has 
his own durational existence, which existences are subject to integration, 
not as parts overlapping of a prior time, but in virtue of the social 
relation which, by reason of their distributive self-reference as parts of 
Natura naturata, defectively expresses their eternal communitas. 2 

Broad's questions thus assume a wholly different complexion, and 
his main difficulty takes the form: why are the epochs of Broad, 
his father, and his grandfather, successive? The point of his example, 
I take it, is that their relation is such that their births at least are necessarily 
successive. A complete account of this is beyond our competence, since 
it involves a knowledge of durational nature more complete than can 
be durationally enjoyed; but happily, all that was desiderated by Broad 
in order to make the theory "worth consideration" was "a plausible 
answer, at least in outline". If this is to be given, attention must be 
paid to the inisolability of finite agents in the 'infinite, unique, and 
indivisible' Natura - a character that makes defective appearance in 

1 To the ad hoc considerations of these paragraphs, I will venture to add the overall sug­
gestion that Broad's assertion that ther~ must be_ "some i~portant non-t<:mporal relation" 
corresponding with the temporal relat10ns of himself, his father, and his grandfather, is 
over-confident. For these transeunt relations may pertain solely to the emanationally trun­
cated individuals of "this present life." Complete human commrmitas may well require the 
integration for each individual of many forms of social relation. Thus, in some durational 
life wholly other than this, the mode that appeared as Broad's grandfather might appea.1 
as his son, or his wife, or in some more remote relation - other features of their eternal com­
munitas being durationally paramount. Like those who "when they shall rise from the dead" 
"neither marry, nor are given in marriage" (eternal love being free and universal), Broad 
and his father and grandfather, sub specie aeternitatis, being "as the angels which are in heaven" 
( Jvlark xii. 25), would stand exclusively in no corresponding non-temporal relation. 

2 The principle by which individual durations are thus integrated is identical with that 
governing the dictates of mutual (as distinct from exemplary) ethics. See below, pp. 176 f., 
202 f. 
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the imaginational world of each, and in the 'common order of nature' 
based upon their mutuality, as interdependence, selective according to 
status. Thus the minimum requisite for the appearance of this or that 
finite being in the duration of another is the 'patience' of the order of 
nature in the perspective of that other. It is in such foci of'patience' that 
the 'common order of nature' approximates to the communitas of Natura 
as far as may be under the conditions ofits emanation; and the ingression 
of a new individual to the nature of which such a focus is 'patient' must 
lie within the duration of the other. The concourse of Broad's parents 
was such a focus, so that his birth after theirs was no paradox. And 
Broad, not being born within his own duration, did not have to wait for 
his cue to be born. His birth was an event in the duration of his father, 
but not in his own duration; and so for his father and grandfather: the 
succession of births lies within an integrated common duration, not 
within a prior objective time. 

So far I have chiefly considered only the durationally necessary suc­
cessiveness of the births of Broad, his father, and his grandfather. But 
just as the time-order of their births is a function of the 'patience' of 
nature, so the time-order of their deaths is a function of its 'impatience.' 
For "the power by which a man perseveres in existence is limited, and 
is infinitely surpassed by the power of external causes."1 Nevertheless, 
the principle remains that no man dies in his own duration, but only 
in that of another. The sempiternal duration of the world is a generaliza­
tion of coincident individual durations, not the prior whole of which 
these are parts. The true integration of individual durations, on the 
contrary, must lie in the resolution of the distributive unilateral self­
reference of finite beings, i.e. in the eternity of Natura. Duration belongs 
to the finite individual alone, and in it there is neither birth nor death 
of the self. The 'patience' and 'impatience' of nature alike have rele­
vance only to the birth and death of others within the duration of the 
self. 

Little has been said in this section concerning the special conditions 
governing the 'pilgrimage' of the finite creandum, for these will be more 
fully considered in Part II. to which this whole chapter is intended to 
be introductory. I pass, therefore, to the final 'moment' of the dialectic 
of finite creation. 

1 Eth. IV., iii. 
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(iv) 'IN CIVITATE DEi' 

The nature and relations of the finite agent in the indivisible uniquity 
of Natura creata have already been considered in formal outline, and 
the eternal synthesis of the thesis ofindividual selfhood with the antithe­
sis of finite partialitas in the dialectic of finite creation thus broadly 
expounded.1 While the imaginational synthesis involves a durational 
process by reason ofits natural insufficiency in virtue of which achieve­
ment is always truncated, creation as such is not a process but an action 
wholly non-temporal, i.e. definitively eternal- a 'transformation (from 
potency to actuality) without succession.' 

Perhaps the commonest of the traditional objections raised against 
the doctrine of Spinoza is that, sub specie aeternitatis, it resolves all finite 
individuals into the undifferentiated amplitude of Natura. Spinoza's 
own statement that" determinatio est negatio"2 has been held, in this matter, 
to judge him "out of his own mouth," since in Deus sive Natura there 
can be no negation. Spinoza himself used the phrase incidentally in 
discussing the notion that 'figure' is a negation, and not something 
positive ( though it was afterwards erected as a universal principle of 
Spinoza's thought by Hegel3 in the more orotund form: Omnis determina­
tio est negatio); and the sort of analogy that lies at the root of this objection 
is doubtless that of the relation of geometrical figures to the space of 
which they are limitations. Thus finite individuals are conceived as 
objective sectors of an objective Natura cut off by their limiting contours 
from the whole, and the integration of such individuals in Natura 
conceived as a sort of 'mosaic' assemblage which (since they are taken 
as mere limiting contours) involves their disappearance - the lines of 
demarcation are simply rubbed out. But even geometrical figures are 
more than mere outlines: they have 'a will of their own' to which the 
geometer must subject his thought; and finite individuals are not mere 
sectors of Natura, but agents involved in the all-embracing agency of 
Natura. Thus their synthesis by no means eradicates their finite individu­
ality; on the contrary, as we have said, even sub specie durationis their 
individuality is founded on, and sustained by, their mutual co-operation; 
and sub specie aeternitatis it is constituted by their communitas in the measure 

1 See Chap. II. 

: 1f/:,~!iopaedia of t_he _Philosophical ~ciences, I., ~i_i., 91. T}1e ge~er~l use of Hegel's more 
magniloquent enunc1at1on. by exp~mtors an~ critics of Spm'?za md1cates whence, directly 
or indirectly, they have derived their C<;1ncept1on oft}1e ge~erahty and importance for Spinoza 
of his incidentally expressed and particularly applied dictum. 
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of their finiteness. It is only as involved in the communitas of Natura that 
the finite agent is fully individual; in the civitas Dei alone is he truly 
"as God made him" - sub specie durationis he is always worse, and often 
(as Sancho Panza says) "a good deal worse." 

It has already been emphasized that the 'moments' of the dialectic 
of finite creation must not be conceived as 'stages' which are 'telescoped 
out' as successive in the durational or historical order of Natura emanata. 
The finite durational individual does not pass from the 'uterus Naturae' 
into the 'pilgrimage' of this present life,' and thence to the completed 
creation of the 'civitas Dei'; for the achievements of durational struggle 
are by nature truncated, and at best but asymptotic to eternity by 
reason of the overwhelmingly superior power of the self's alienated 
complement. Nor are they postponed, but supervenient. For durational 
life is not a prior preparation for an additional eternal life, but privatively 
exponential of that life - ever falling short of eternal self-realization, 
and thus also passing to new effort under the stress of the self's own 
unsatisfied nisus to finite perfection, and in face of the magnipotence 
of the other that mutual self-reference has emanated. 

The end of the finite self's durational 'pilgrimage' is thus neither in 
time nor of time: it is an illumination athwart the stream of time by 
which temporal things are so pierced as to take their rightful place as 
but the oblique projections of eternal agents - the iridescent nimbus in 
which the eternal finite creatum is enisled by reason of its finiteness, and 
as the symbol of the immanent infinity of its source. For death, and 
not salvation, is the temporal end of durational life, and it is in our 
'eternal moments' that we approach most nearly, sub specie durationis, 

to life eternal. 
The civitas Dei then lies perdue in the 'common order of nature,' , ' 

to be brought to light only by that 'emendation of the intellect' that is 
the essence of moral achievement, and from which no finite agent can 
be wholly debarred. Nor is it ever wholly perdue, since durational indivi­
duals are born and live by corporate endeavour, so that wholly deprived 
of it, as in a hobbesian 'state of nature,' they could not be. The civic 
?tate itself, though no overt expression or abstraction of the civitas Dei, 
is possible only because in the actual 'state of nature' mutual hostility 
is exaggerated by the contingency ofits incidence, and can thus be reduced 
to its rational minimum by obedience or subjection to a common law 
by the loyal and the dissentient respectively.1 And given this civic 

1 See below, Chapter IX; where my denial that the civic State (and a fortiori the 'state 
of nature') foreshadows the civitas Dei in no way conflict with the statement above that "thf' 
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order, every co-operative endeavour of the durational agent with its 
durational other is founded on, and crowned by, the reality of the 
communitas that it reveals under the limitations of emanation.1 

In the civitas Dei, in short, each microcosmic agent is realized to the 
limit of its degree of finite perfection by constitutive communitas with its 
macrocosmic complement. And this limit is its finiteness, and it is aware 
of this finiteness, i.e., in some manner, transcends it. For its occult 
objectivity (e.g. as psycho-physical) signalizes by inversion that which 
eludes its generic communitas, and (e.g. as this or that man) that which 
transcends its singularitas. It is thus that it is finite-infinite. What for the 
finite self is eternally other in the complement thus marks the transcen­
dence of its divine cause, and symbolizes its own derivativity. It 1s 
microcosmic finiteness that "stains the white radiance of eternity". 2 

civitas Dei lies perdue in the 'common order of nature'." That which is only latent cannot be 
said to be 'foreshadowed.' 

1 See Eth. V. xxxix. Sch. 
2 We shall r~turn to these topics in section fro. of Chapt.er X. See below, pp. 217-223. 





PART II 

MORALITY 

And these pale panting multitudes 
Seen surging here, their moils, their moods, 
All shall "fulfil their joy" in Thee, 
In Thee abide eternally! 

T. HARDY, The D11nasts 





CHAPTER VI 

MAN, NATURE, AND MORALITY1 

We now pass from the consideration of the nature of infinite and eternal 
creation, and of the conditions governing the creation of finite agents 
by which these are involved in a dialectic of emanation and emendation, 
to an examination of the nature, and the conditions governing, the re­
sulting durational exposition of this dialectic, directing our attention 
primarily, though by no means exclusively, to durational human nature 
and life as exemplifying for us, as men, the 'finite agent' most notably, 
most profoundly, and with greatest distinctness. In so doing, it is neces­
sary to have regard to the duality of human nature, as both mental 
and physical - a distinction so far relatively negligible in the general 
exposition of creative action which, by reason of the identity of all 
Attributes in Substance, is identical under whichsoever Attribute it 
may, by intellect, be considered. Not, of course, that it has been possible 
wholly to ignore the distinction of mental and physical in the discus­
sions of Part I., the emphasis being almost wholly on the physical in 
Chapters III. and IV. and chiefly on the mental in Chapter V.; but in 
view of the widespread belief, or tacit assumption, that the moral life 
of man consists very largely, if not wholly, in the control of bodily 
action by the mind, in the interest of purposes essentially mental, the 
relations of mind and body must first be clarified if the nature of morality 
is rightly to be conceived. 

(i) THE UNION OF MIND AND BODY 

Spinoza's own most distinct reference to the mode of union of the mind 
and body is in the Scholium to Proposition xiii. of Part II. of the Ethics. 

1 The distinction of Nature and Morality signalized by the titles of Parts I and II of this 
essay must not be understood as implying that Morality transcends, or is a passage to a 
realm transcending, Nature. On the contrary, eternal Nature transcends Morality which is 
but a 'moment' in the dialectic of microcosmic creation. It is thus that though 'ought' cannot 
be reduced to 'is,' eternal 'value' to du~ation~l 'fact,' yet what is obligatory for an agent is so 
because he is what he is, not merely subJect to its authority, but also its author, original or delegate 
Thus 'ought' is a privation of 'is,' which must thus also never be reduced to 'ought.' "By reality 
and perfection I understand the same" ( Eth. II, Def. ui). 
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The proposition states that "The object of the idea constituting the 
human mind is the body, or a certain mode of extension actually ex­
isting, and nothing else"; and to this is added the Corollary: "Hence 
it follows that man is composed of mind and body, and that the human 
body exists as we perceive it." "Hence," runs the Scholium, "we see not 
only that the human mind is united to the body, but also what is to 
be understood by the union of mind and body. But no one can under­
stand this adequately, or distinctly, unless first he knows the nature of 
our body adequately." For though all individual bodies are in some 
degree 'minded,' the nature of the union of body and mind must depend 
on the degree of perfection enjoyed by the body and mind under con­
sideration.1 

Pollock's criticism of this proposition itself is well-known, and has 
been widely endorsed: it is that it shows that Spinoza did not distinguish 
between the correlation of the mental and physical states of a percipient, 
and the cognitive relation of his mind and the perceived object; in short 
that he confused the object of an idea with its physiological correlate. 
Certainly, 'principle-riding' philosophers are capable of childish errors, 
but their commonsense critics, neglecting the principles, are even more 
apt to turn plain truths into childish errors. And here we have a veri­
table touchstone by which to test the critic's capacity for his self-imposed 
task. I have already referred to the distinction between the 'external' 
or 'objective' view of perception as involving the com presence of two 
objects, one of which, at least, is a sense-organism with which a mind 
is correlated, and which being causally affected by the other is 'centrally' 
modified so that its correlated mind perceives the other object; and the 
true, 'internal' or 'active' view of it as it really occurs, and in which 
there is but one object, viz. the perceptum. In 'diaesthesis' the percipient's 
own body, in so far as it is operant in his perception, is not perceived, 
save by another percipient, or by means of another act of perception by 
the percipient himself - and then as object rather than as operant. But 
it is the body as imagined by another that is excluded from 'diaesthesis'; 
and the object that is perceived is not the thing in itself but as it 'affects' 
the body of the percipient. In other words, the object of the mind's 
perception is the percipient's own body as it is 'affected' by the other. 
And indeed, since the human body in Natura naturata exists only by 
~ommunitas with its complement, it is no wonder that the mind imagines 
It only as 'affected' by its other. "The human mind does not know the 
human body itself, nor does it know that the body exists, save through 

1 See a hove, p. I 6, note I. 
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the ideas of affections by which the body is affected."1 Thus it is solely 
through knowledge of its own body that the mind can know that which 
transcends it; and its knowledge of that which transcends the body is 
rather knowledge of its own body's constitution than of that which 
transcends it. 2 Furthermore, adequate knowledge of the body must 
include that of its generating cause in so far as the body is the actuality 
of that potency, so that even the mind's knowledge of God under the 
Attribute of Extension is involved in its knowledge of the body. 

Nor must it be thought that the exclusion of the body as imagined by 
another from 'diaesthesis' is a mere accident which might be avoided if 
it were differently constructed: it is essential to the percipient predica­
ment. This is the very reason why the analysis of perception in terms 
which imply that a percipient might be conceived as perceiving his own 
body as it is engaged in perception, must be utterly fallacious. A true 
account of perception must concern itself with perception in act, and 
not as, per impossibile, it might be observed by another percipient. 'Per 
impossibile' because the perception is precisely what can neither be ob­
served nor intuited by another. The question how a change in the brain 
gives rise to an idea in the mind, therefore, does not arise, and if it is 
put, can have no answer. 

Thus, the grounds of Pollock's criticism are in fact the very premisses 
of Spinoza's doctrine, and the confusion is in the mind of the critic, 
and not in the doctrine criticized. 3 

For Spinoza, then, the union of mind and body follows from the 
nature of the mind as the 'idea' of the body, and of the body as the 
'object' of the mind, i.e. their union is epistemic. Such a view, of course, 
has seemed, and will always seem, incredible to those who take imagina­
tional cognition as the norm of knowledge, for the body as imagined, 
i.e. as perceived by another, is not the object of its mind, but rather 
seems to be the mind's cartesian 'seat,' and miraculous correlate. And 
critics who argue from this basis do but foist on Spinoza the Cartesian 
figure which he expressly rejected in the Preface to Part V. of the Ethics. 
For him, and for all who recognize that man is immersed in nature, 
and no mere onlooker, imaginational cognition is but a defective deri­
vative of true cognition, and is thus corrigible not by mere generalization 
but by fundamental emendation of the intellect. The percipient's imagi­
national world is but the partially ordered congeries of the 'affectiones' 

1 Eth. JI., xix. 
2 Eth. II., xvi. Corr. i. et ii. 
a These topics are more fully considered in my article 'On a Reputed Equivoque in the 

Philosophy of Spinoza' (Review of /1,Jetaphysics, III., No. 10, December 1949, pp. 189-202.). 
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of his body, suffered by reason of its aptness to act and to be acted on 
by its other, or emanated complement; and the less it suffers, and the 
more it acts co-operatively with its other, finding its very life in it, the 
more perfect is the mind's understanding of its true body in the communi­
tas of .Natura. 

The union of mind and body is thus not a union of two compresent 
objects, one psychical and the other physical, but of two agents, omnino 
diversa and omnino conveniens. In other words, it is a modal expression of 
the substantial identity of the Attributes of Thought and Extension. It 
is no mere correspondence of independent things. For intellect Thought 
and Extension are potencies-in-act wholly diverse, but as Substance 
(i.e . .Natura naturans) these potencies are not differentiated. So also with 
mind and body, though for thought they are wholly diverse (i.e. not 
independent but epistemically distinct), yet their agency is integral 
( i.e. not corresponding but epistemic ally 'conveniens') .1 The 'independ­
ence' concerns only the self-containedness of the epistemically diverse 
causal series, and the 'correspondence' only the 'order and concatena­
tion' of causes in these series. The diversity and 'convenience' is epistemic. 

As potencies, therefore, mind and body are identical; as actualities 
they are distinct. But neither mere potency nor mere actuality are 
possible existents; what exists is potency-in-act, and thus mind and 
body are at once identical in potent source and disparate in actual 
presence. So that their union is t_rul~ epistemic, for (pace Alexander) 
cognition is not a mere form of obJect1ve compresence, nor (pace Berke­
ley) is it mere subjective presence; it is the mind's perspective of its 
union with the body, its incarnation. Similarly, the perspective of this 
union from the standpoint of the body is its 'animation.' In act the 
unity does not suppress the duality but corroborates it- nay, constitutes 
and is constituted by it. 

That the imaginational mind and body cannot be unconditionally 
fitted into this set of relations marks only their partial deficiency - the 
product of unilateral self-reference. As emanated the human mind often 
appears, not as epistemically united with the body, but as the hesitant 
pilot of a ship, steering it, well or ill, in accordance with purposes 
transcending those actually embodied therein. Yet, as Spinoza pointed 
out,2 when a man's rational powers are in abeyance the body often 

1 'Corresponding 'and 'independent' are the interpretations put by Barker on the terms 
'conveniens' and 'diversa.' ('Notes on the Second Part of Spinoza's Ethics' (Mind, XLVII. N.S., 
p.290)). 

2 Eth. III., ii. Sch. The socalled 'homing instinct' of certain animals would appear to require 
no psychical 'pilot.' 
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shows itself capable of performing actions even more adroit than the 
thinking man could accomplish. Indeed, as craftsmen and sportsmen 
are well aware, the efficiency of the body is often dependent on the 
'liquidation' of thought. Nor do the magic words 'instinct' and 'habit' 
provide more than a convenient verbal reference to such actions. 

The union of mind and body, then, is in act analogous to that of the 
Attributes of Substance, though only remotely and partially since their 
'convenience' is modal and not substantial. But this union in act also 
suffers partial divorce under the conditions ofimaginational experience 
taken as formally incorrigible, for then the body as emanated, i.e. as 
perceived by another (or by the self in alternative perception), as 
object or perceptum, is imagined as correlative to the mind as percipient 
(not as perceptum), and thus united with it, not essentially as constituting 
with it an indivisible mode of unica Substantia, finite not merely in poten­
cy within its range of actuality, but also in that range as merely psycho­
physical; but mysteriously bound up with it as unintelligibly interacting 
or factually corresponding. But even naive lmaginatio can do better 
than this, for the durational agent experiences the union of mind and 
body in his own intended physical actions, finding no hiatus in the 
transition from psychical intention to physical movement. It is the 
double standpoint of a credulous empiricism that masks the essential 
union of mind and body. But that union in no way conflicts with the 
common belief that the mind can govern the behaviour of the body as 

perceptum. 
It may not be inopportune here to note one of the few concurrences 

(if only tangential) of contemporary 'linguistic' theory with the views 
expounded in this section. In his work, The Concept of Mind, noteworthy 
and important as embodying a rare positive incursion into the realm 
of metaphysics by one of his school of thought, G. Ryle sets out to 
discredit a theory of the human mind, and its relation to the human 
body, which, somewhat uncritically, he imputes to Descartes,1 and 

1 I say 'uncritically' because _a t_hinker's characteristic views are not fairly to be judged 
by regarding all the works of a J1fet1me, whatever their purpose, as of equal significance and 
relevance. It need not be demed that Descartes made use of the view in question of the 
relations of mind and body in discussing psycho-physical questions from what we should 
call a 'scientific' stan<lpoint - more particularly in those earlier writings that he did not sec· 
fit to publish ( e.g. the Traite de l' Homme} - But when he writes as a metaphysician we find 
that his characteristic, mature, carefully defined, theory is one that cannot justly be thus 
lampooned. For him th_e 1;:ind i~ no gh~stl)'. 't~ing' haunting the pi':1eal gland, but a thinking 
agent (res cogitans), and its ideas _not ob_1~ct1ve images but the ?perall?ns that as thinking agent 
it performs (cf. Resp. ad Sec. Ob;., Dej. z.) - though he certamly did not regard the mental 
agency as in any sense corporeal, or even analogous with corporeal agency. Doubtless, his 
psycho-physical speculations 'caught on' more readily than his more abstract philosophical 
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which he describes as "the dogma of the Ghost in the Machine," the 
falsity of which he traces to a 'category-mistake' (the current equivalent 
of the 'misapplication of categories' often cited by neo-Hegelians as a 
fruitful source of philosophical error). This criticism, and so far as it 
goes the correction offered, seem to me quite sound, and of value also 
as helping to discredit the assumption of uncritical commonsense that 
to have real existence is to be an observable objective 'thing.' What it 
fails to correct, however, is the equally fallacious assumption that the 
disposition, abilities, etc. which are 'mental,' and seem to be imputed 
by Ryle to the body, being essentially modalities of agency, can properly 
be imputed to an observable objective 'thing' like the body at all. 
Though Ryle has much to say about dispositions, abilities, etc., he has 
little to say about agency, and seems not to realize that the body qua 
observable objective 'thing' cannot be said to have dispositions, etc., but only 
qua agent.1 But in that case, why cannot these dispositions, etc. which 
are 'mental' belong to a mental agent, and not to the body either qua 
agent or qua observable objective 'thing'? Indeed, must they not do so? 

I suggest, therefore, that Ryle's theory is still so far infected with the 
commonsense error as to assume that real existence must at least be 
anchored to observable objectivity: the mind is not an unobservable 
'thing,' or 'ghost'; it must therefore be real only as some 'function' of 
what is an observable 'thing,' viz. the body. So the argument runs; but 
the agency of the body, of which its dispositions, abilities, etc. are modal­
ities, is also unobservable as object, so that no advantage has been 
gained. The fact is that the 'concept of body' stands as much in need of 
critical scrutiny as the concept of mind; for observable objectivity 
alone is not sufficient to determine body as having real existence: to 
this must be added physical agency in some modality or other if imagi­
nations are to be distinguished from perceptions. It is the authentic 
agency of an observable object that convinces us of, nay, I should say, 
constitutes, its reality. And Ryle's insistence on bodily dispositions, 
abilities, etc. (though for him in part 'mental') only serves to reinforce 
the principle. 

Mind, then, it would seem, is for Ryle one part only of bodily agency 
and its modalities, the remainder being physical in the narrower sense. 
subtleties, so that the animistic suggestions soon came to be imputed to him as philosophical 
doctrine, and to infect the empiricistic movement at its source. But it is high time that Des­
cartes should be saved from his friends, if only to give him a fair field with his critics. 

1 In other words, we have here a notable 'category-mistake.' I suggest that durational 
agency is the "continuous state" desiderated by a recent writer as an essential category 
overlooked by Ryle (see W. J. Rees, "Continuous States." Proc. Arist. Soc. 1957-8, pp. 
223-44). 
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The difficulty which I find in this account lies in its apparent slurring 
of the abrupt distinction between merely physical agency (e.g. kicking 
a stone) and specifically mental agency (e.g. heeding the resulting pain). 
Though these are doubtless in some manner united or associated in 
human nature and experience, they are wholly distinct forms of agency, 
and their distinction cannot be resolved by any mere process of simpli­
fication or complication. 'Minding' is not, as such, a special way of 
behaving physically, any more than pushing and pulling are special, 
even defective, ways of 'minding.' Thus it seems incredible that both 
are forms of bodily agency, or its modalities, in a merely extended sense 
of the term 'bodily.' Nor can I see any reason why such a view should be 
adopted; I cannot but suspect, therefore, that the commonsense as­
sumption that to be real is somehow to be essentially connected with 
observable objective 'things' is still at work in Ryle's mind, leading 
him to suppose that though mind in abstraction from body is no object, 
observable or unobservable, and though it is not an observable quality 
of the body, its reality may be saved by conceiving it as bodily dispo­
sition, ability, etc., which are, so to speak, secondarily observable.1 

From all this it is plain enough that the problems of the natures of 
agency and objectivity, and their relations, urgently require attention, 
and for Ryle's theory, taken literally, are crucial. It is, indeed, an open 
scandal, persisting throughout a great part of philosophical and scien­
tific thought in the entire modern era, that agency, having been cast 
out of the window, has constantly been allowed, without acknowledge­
ment or protest, to return by the backdoor, and to do its essential work 
after some fashion, well or ill, without public recognition. For the fact 
is that the conception of agency cannot be dispensed with; and the 
scandal will continue until it has either been adequately defined, or 
resolutely confined to a defined use, however inadequate. 

1 I have supposed that for Ryle the entity which exhibits the dispositions, abilities etc., 
some of which are mental, and the remainder merely physical, is the body as observable 
objective 'thing,' but in so doing I may have been unjust to the author. His statement that 
"the solemn phrase 'the physical world' is philosophically pointless" is not alone in suggesting 
that the entity that exhibits these diverse dispositions, etc. - these abruptly distinct modalities 
of agency - is not the physical body but an active X which, primarily observable as the 
physical body exhibits dispositions, etc. only secondarily observable as associated with this 
appearance, some of which are 'physical' and 'realize' the objective appearance as 'body,' 
and some are 'mental' and render this body 'conscious.' I find no sufficient evidence in 
Ryle's book that he does in fact entertain any such pseudo-spinozistic view of the natures 
and relation of mind and body to mitigate the difficulties inherent in the more literal 
reading of his theory. 
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(ii) 'AUTOMATUM SPIRITUALE' 

The objection is commonly raised that the doctrine of Spinoza leaves 
no place for the self-control and self-emendation without which the 
moral life can be no more than a figment. Even the account which I 
have given of the government of the body qua object perceived by the mind 
qua agent, it may be said, in no way mitigates the severity of this ob­
jection, since in psycho-physical act the duality of governor and govern­
ed is resolved, and mind and body operate as one. Now, the objection 
runs, for Spinoza Natura is a closed totum of intrinsic causal determinacy, 
and the finite psycho-physical individual is a 'part' of this totum, in 
nature determined by the operation of causes intrinsic and extrinsic 
- as body solely by physical, and as mind solely by psychical, causes. 
Real self-control and self-emendation, therefore, are impossible - though 
determination by intrinsic causes may pass under the name of'self-determi­
nation' or 'self-control.' Such purely nominal 'self-control' amounts to 
no more than determinateness of nature, involving no real power in 
any 'part' (or in the whole) to determine its nature. Even the flying 
stone, once projected, in this sense 'controls' its own flight. On the 
other hand, real self-control requires the power to determine in some 
degree the nature of the self; and this, it is said, is not possible according 
to Spinoza's principles - not with Natura even since it is perfect, and 
can neither improve nor corrupt itself; nor can the finite individual, by 
the exercise of purely intrinsic causes, rise above or fall below the plane 
of being to which he is called, though by interaction with extrinsic 
causes his nature may be developed or corrupted. In a word Natura is 
an automatum, and the finite individual cannot be more. Indeed, as a 
microcosmic part of Natura he must be less; and taken as a mere sector 
(after the manner of traditional Spinoza-criticism) he is nothing -
having no distinct existence in the integrity of Natura. 

Some part of the objections thus raised has already been sufficiently 
treated, but it will be well to deal directly with the conception of Natura 
and man as automata, and the manner in which morality is related to, 
or negated by, such theories. 

"The mere description of man as an automaton spirituale," says A. E. 
Taylor, "will never satisfy any thinker who, like Kant, takes the moral 
law seriously."1 The writer does not explain in what sense he under­
stands the term 'automaton,' but the general tenor of his discussion 
implies that the 'perpetual motion machine' is its ideal type. Nor does 

1 'Some Inconsistencies in Spinozism' (Mind, XLVI. N.S., p.291). 
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he expressly attribute to Spinoza the view that the human mind always 
operates as a spiritual automatum, though this is inevitably insinuated. 
In point of fact the term 'automatum spirituale' is introduced by Spinoza 
in the course of his discussion of the nature of the true idea, and then 
only with a qualifying "quasi aliquod": "True science proceeds from 
cause to effect. .. the mind acts according to certain laws as if it were 
some spiritual automatum."1 In imaginational cognition man is very far 
from acting as a spiritual automatum, since he is partly determined by 
causes extrinsic to his nature, though their transeunt influence is a 
privation under self-reference of the immanent causality of a being 
from which both he and they are derived. It is only as thinking true 
ideas that the mind acts "quasi aliquod automatum spirituale." But further, 
nothing was further from the mind of Spinoza in this assertion than the 
notion that true knowledge can be explained by the use of the analogy 
of the 'perpetual motion machine' - as a congeries oftranseunt psychical 
causes, or even as an inferential linkage of psychical judgements. The 
true idea is the self-certifying idea, i.e. the 'ad-equate' idea which is 
'equal' to the doing of what it claims to do. Thus, he says, the idea of 
the sphere as the figure 'described' by the rotating semicircle is true 
because the sphere is thus traced out; but the idea that the semicircle 
rotates, taken in isolation is not true but inadequate since rotation does 
not pertain to the semicircle as such, and no cause ofrotation is included 
in the idea. The true idea or 'definition' of things other than the causa 
sui must include their 'proximate cause.' Thus it is to Deus sive Natura 
alone that the term 'automatum spirituale' has unconditional application, 
i.e. to the self-generating individual. And it is the eternal finite creatum 
in constitutive communitas with its eternal complement in the measure 
of its finiteness that acts "as if it were some spiritual automatum." Under 
unilateral self-reference the finite agent is partially alienated from its 
complement, and thus no longer acts as a spiritual automatum; and the 
moral life is the continuing endeavour under a depleted nisus to retrieve 
the occulted communitas. Not that the 'automatism' of eternal agency 
is wholly occulted in the imaginational life, though it is confused and 
obstructed by the alienation of self and other. Even in the durational 
stream of transeuncy there remain the traces by which Imaginatio is the 
field within which the mind seeks by emendation or sophistication to 
sustain and corroborate its agency, and the 'common order of nature' 
is the field within which the body finds sustenance and strength. 

1 De Intel/. Emend., § 85. 
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And the durational nisus to such sustenance and corroboration stems 
from the eternal communitas of the created finite self and complement. 

( a) The Automatic Machine 
I have said that Taylor's objection to the conception of the human mind 
as an automatum seems to be founded on his interpretation of this on the 
analogy of the perpetual motion machine, i.e. a mechanism operating 
under transeunt causality and reciprocity. And he finds 'merit' in the 
cartesian conception of the physical universe as an automatum corporate 
created by God to subserve an end or ends transcending itself, in that 
it avoids two grievous errors which are really fatal to spinozism, viz. (I) 
it insists on the transcendence of God as the source of all things, "never 
dreaming of treating (him) as a subject of which they are predicates"; 
and (2) consequently he could be strictly consequent in his theory of 
nature as a mechanism with an intelligence behind it "not its own, to 
construct and operate it," "with a view to definite work to be got out 
of it." For 'mechanism' demands the reality of 'final causality,' though 
we may not know "just what the purposes of its inventor and operator 
must be." "Descartes's great machine is not, like Spinoza's, one which 
constructs and operates itself, and all to grind nothing." 1 

I need not here deal with Taylor's insinuation that Spinoza regarded 
the finite modes as predicates of Substance as subject, nor stop at this 
stage of the inquiry to emphasize once more his insistence on the tran­
scendence of God; 2 but I will say at once that it seems to me one 'great 
merit' in Spinoza that he did not regard the physical universe as an 
instrument created once for all, or being gradually prepared, by God 
"with a view to definite work to be got out of it"; and I venture to 
doubt whether Descartes himself would have been prepared to accept 
Taylor's gloss, or to defend it. No 'work' can be 'got out of' an automatic 
machine which could at best barely, maintain itself even if it included 
the whole physical universe.3 But not to be unduly strict in the inter­
pretation of a phrase, let it be supposed that by 'work to be got out of 
it' Taylor was thinking not, so to say, of work in pari materia but of the 
sort of work that a clock is said to do, e.g., when it 'tells the time,' or a 
telescope when it reveals remote stars, or a slide-rule when it 'makes a 

i 'S . ome Inconsistencies in Spinozism' (Mind, XLVI. N.S., pp.157-8). On the value to be 
ass;gned t~ these articles, see below p.159, note 3. 

3 On this if. Eth. /., xvii. Sch. et passim. . . . . 
For I_ suppose that even Taylor did not include the mmd-mhab1ted pmeal gland myth 

as belongmg to the "strictly consequent theory of nature as a mechanism." (But see above, 
p.121, note I). 
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calculation.' Here the 'work' consists in the facilitation of mental 
actions - for it is as minds that we tell the time by the clock, see the 
stars through the telescope, calculate with the slide-rule, etc. Did God, 
then, create the great physical automatum in order to get this sort of 
'work' out ofit? Of course it is the primary object of the human mind, 
but what mental action can the automatism of the machine of nature 
serve to facilitate, save perhaps to make clear the power, original and 
sustaining, the consistency, the wonderful ingenuity, of its creator? It 
seems a huge labour for so little result, especially when the result could 
have been attained without the labour by the sole creation of minds. 

So much for the 'merits' of the cartesian theory of the mechanical 
automatism of physical nature. We need not spend much time in con­
sidering the notion of a mind, finite or infinite, as an automatic machine 
composed of parts related by causal transeuncy and reciprocity, for it 
supposes that a mind is a ghostly 'thing' composed of parts on the 
analogy of a physical machine, whereas even a finite durational mind 
is an agent, the desires, resolutions, feelings, perceptions, etc., of which 
are modes of agency which, though durational, and thus transeunt in 
operation, operate not as natural causes a tergo, producing the deeds of 
the agent as mechanical resultants, but as modes of the agent's potency, 
seeking actualization, and thus purposively.1 Spinoza never contem­
plated the suggestion that the human mind, qua mind, could be a mere 
system of parts mechanically interrelated, or that qua finite its 'actions' 
could be the mere 'resultant' of the 'forces' involved - least of all in its 
possession of true ideas when, as he says, it "acts according to certain 
laws as ifit were some spiritual automatum." On the contrary, his essential 
contention is that in true cognition the mind is wholly free from ex­
trinsic compulsion, from transeunt causes, and operates from its in­
trinsic, though derived, potency as creatum, a potency which is not to 
be conceived as the resultant of various durational urges a tergo, seeing 
that these are but privations of the eternal agency of the finite mind, 
and not its conflicting or mutually reinforcing factors. 

(b) Automatum and Pseudatomatum 
But if Spinoza did not conceive the mind (or the body) as an automatic 

1 For Spinoza nowhere denies that the durational mind acts from purposes - nay, since 
the final causality erroneously ascribed to God is a 'human figment' it must have been derived 
by the false imputation of an authentic human characteristic. Cf. Eth. I., App.: "J.\,fan does 
everything for an end, viz. for that which is profitable to him, which is what he seeks." But 
the authenticity of an imaginational characteristic is, of course, no safe ground for the assertion 
of its incorrigibility. 
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machine, how did he understand its automatism in true cognition and 
' ' we may add, its pseudautomatism in Imaginatio? The answer has already 

been broadly given: 'True science' proceeds from cause to effect - not 
from mere temporal antecedent event without potency to temporal 
sequent as mere event without intelligible 'actuality,' but from potent 
cause to the effect which actualizes the potency of the cause. It proceeds 
from the efficient, i.e. the generating, cause to the generated effect. In a 
word, spinozistic automatism means self-generation or the actual­
ization of intrinsic potency, original or derived. 

Joachim, basing his notion of 'deduction' upon the process exempli­
fied in euclidean geometry, has again and again criticized Spinoza's 
theory in this matter on the ground that deductions are always within 
a whole assumed or postulated, whereas Spinoza attempts to deduce 
from a whole: "All things in a sense follow from the nature of God, just 
as all geometrical properties follow from the nature of space, or, in­
accurately, all the properties of a triangle follow from the nature of the 
triangle. But they follow from the concrete nature of God, space, 
triangle, and not from the selected abstract nature which is extressed 
in the definition - at least not in the same sense . ... Space itself - so far as it 
is treated as the ultimate subject-matter of a science - is a whole within 
which all spatial connexions are, and in whose unity spatial relations 
disappear."1 "No spatial property can be 'deduced' from space as a 
whole. For all such 'deduction' rests upon the controlling concep­
tion of the whole, and is valid only within it. And the whole itself 
cannot appear as one term in the series of conditions and conditio­
neds."2 

There is, in fact, nothing in this contention fundamentally incon­
sistent with Spinoza's own view of the inadequacy of the definition of 
a species taken in abstraction for the deduction of properties. But his 
conclusion is that such definitions are purely nominal, and that real 
definition is not of abstract universals but of singularia or of 'common 
properties,' and that provided that the definition expresses the efficient 
~ause of what is defined, no difficulty need be met in the deduction of 
its properties, for the actuality expresses the potency. "In order that I 
may know from which idea of a thing out of many all the properties of 
the thing may be deduced I observe one thing only, that the idea or 
~efini~ion of the thing sh~uld express its efficient cause. In order to 
mvestigate the properties of the circle, e.g., I ask whether from this 

1 A Seu1y of the Ethics of Spinoza p.1 1 7. 
2 Loe. cit. ' 
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idea, say that it contains infinite equal rectangles,1 I can deduce all its 
properties - I inquire, I say, whether this idea involves the efficient 
cause of the circle. Since this is not so, I seek another, viz. the circle is 
the space described by a line of which one end is fixed and the other 
movable. Since this definition expresses the efficient cause, I know that 
I can deduce from it all the properties of the circle." 2 In other words, in 
so far as the definition is nominal, and gives no clue to the mode of 
generation of the thing defined, Joachim's objection is valid; but in so 
far as it is real or genetic, expressing the efficient cause, the objection 
fails. Now a definition of an abstract species cannot be other than 
purely nominal, since that which does not exist can have no cause; but 
the definition of a singulare or commune may or may not include the 
adequate efficient cause, and according as it does not the properties 
deducible from it are limited - according as it does they are not. Though 
euclidean 'definitions' are verbally of abstract species, these in actual 
use are so far 'concreted' by the axioms and postulates, so that properties 
can be deduced from them under the conditions set by the 'whole' ( as 

Joachim would say). 
Here, then, we have the essence of the automatism of the mind in 

true knowledge - far indeed both from the mechanistic automatism 
imputed by Taylor, and from the formal determinations of abstract 
implication within a 'whole' as advanced by Joachim. And for Spinoza 
the automatism of mental generation and the automatism of physical 
generation of the singulare and commune 'conveniunt,' as in Natura the 
unique creative automatum all forms of generation, of potency-in-act, 

unite. 
When, however, we pass from true knowledge to Imaginatio, and 

from thefacies totius universi to the 'common order of nature,' the pure 
automatism of eternal agents gives place to the 'pseudautomatism' of 
durational conators. Even here, in so far as the emanatum acts (e.g. when 
a man has a true idea) the action is automatic; but in so far as he can 
only endeavour, the automatism is fragmented and confused, but not 
wholly eliminated. Action is defected to transeuncy, to extrinsic de­
termination moderated by intrinsic conatus towards some end, well or 
ill defined. Such a being is paradoxically determined by causes both 
natural a tergo and final afronte, and is free, so far as he can be free, only 
by reason of the effectiveness of the purpose involved in the latter. 

The issues of this paradoxical pseudautomatism of the durational 

1 See above, p. 31, note 3. 
9 E/1. lx. 
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emanatum will be more conveniently expounded at a later stage of our 
argument1, but something more than the terse statement of its preva­
lence must, even here, be attempted. Causation as such is, we have 
seen, action or the actualization of potency; it is neither determination 
a tergo, nor determination afronte. It is eternal. God, therefore, is neither 
subject to fate nor is he activated by purposes. Similarly, the finite 
eternal mode, though as creatum a derivative of divine potency, is neither 
subject to external compulsion nor purposively active. But this re­
jection of final causes from the eternal macrocosm and microcosm 
must be qualified in relation to the durational transeuncy of the self­
referent emanatum, the continuant existence of which only privative!_;, 
expresses the eternal causality of the finite creatum - qualified but not 
negated, any more than the rejection of 'natural' causation from cre­
ator and created can be transferred without qualification to the ema­
natum. Yet the notion of purpose, equally with that of coercion, is 
infected with the assumption of the priority of time. But it is not time 
that dates conatus, but conatus as related to reciprocal counter-conatus 
that temporalizes durational existence: for 'now' is the time determined 
by our action or endeavour, not that at which we happen to act or 
endeavour. And in so far as, qua emanata, we endeavour rather than act, 
i.e. transeuntly actualize a variantly available potency, this 'now' of 
operant conatus drips off stillatim into a dated past of partial accomplish­
ment, and, under sophistication, presses on to an indeterminate future 
of further possible success. I say 'under sophistication,' for the future 
thus imagined is temporal only sub specie praeteriti, i.e. as a sort of as 
yet undated past to be occupied, moment by moment, by new attain­
ments of the continuant conatus. But for the ends that inform conatus 
the future would be chimerical - a dateless, and therefore timeless, time. 

It thus follows that in so far as the conator is truly active what has 
just been accomplished affords a stance for further achievement, and 
thus constitutes its 'natural' condition; and the end that remains for 
accomplishment without reference to which there can be no endeavour, . ' 
is but the purposive complement of this 'natural' condition in the pri-
vative causality of durational conatus. 'Natural' and 'final' 'causation' 
are thus alike in isolation ineffective; only as integrated to the form of 
durational endeavour can they be regarded as genuinely (though only 
privatively) causal, i.e. as factors of the durational actualization of avail­
able potency. Once it has been clearly realized that action as such is 
eternal, and conatus as such durational, so that no form of agency can 

1 Sec Chapter VII. 
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be temporal in nature, i.e. determined merely a praeterito or merely a 
Juturo, by a vis impressa or a vis attrahendi, but only by a potency-in-act, 
eternal or durational, then the ancient and persistent problem of the 
freedom or compulsion of human or divine action loses its point. For 
there is no agency which is not in its own manner and degree free, as 
the self-actualization of potency, and no privative agency, or conatus, 
that is not in some degree and manner subject to coercion tempered 
by continuant purpose. But the manner in which it is thus limited must 
depend on the manner in which durational conatus is derived from eternal 
action at this or that level of microcosmic perfection. At one level free 
necessity in the creatum will give place to more or less free choice in the 
emanatum, in another to more or less free self-maintenance; but at no 
level will it give place to mere compulsion a tergo. For in any degree to 
act is in that degree to be free, and whatsoever does not in some degree 
act is in no degree an existing thing. Again, in any degree to act is in 
that degree to actualize potency, eternally or durationally, so that in 
so far as we act, the actuality follows by necessity from our intrinsic 
potency, and in so far as we only endeavour, the actuality is subject to 
the counter-endeavour of an other, and is thus, as referred to us, con­
tingent in that degree. But human freedom, eternal or durational, lies 
within the limits of human potency. Since, therefore, that potency is 
derived, human freedom, both eternal and durational, is a derivative 
of the free necessity of the divine nature, but not for that reason other 
than genuine freedom. Man, however, being finite, his eternal freedom 
is limited in scope, as is his agency; and under self-reference it is limited 
in modality as more or less free choice rather than free necessity. But 
limitation in scope is possible only because true freedom is not free (i.e. 
indifferent) decision, but free necessity,1 that is in act as expressing 
intrinsic potency. Again, limitation in modality is not merely a further 
limitation in scope by the partial replacement of freedom by coercion, 
but the substitution of optative decision for derivative free necessity 
_ i.e. not its negation but its privation. And for this what is requisite 
is not indetermination but durational conatus emanent from eternal 
agency with its consequent congruently privative nisus to completion. 

(iii) MORALITY, INDETERMINISM, AND CHOICE 

"Any account of moral freedom which is to be acceptable to anyone 
who is at once clearheaded and in earnest about morality," says A. E. 

1 See Ep. [viii.: "I do not place freedom in free decision, but in free necessity." 
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Taylor,1 "must somehow involve the recognition of indetermination." 
"Somehow" doubtless, but then one does not need to be egregiously 
"clearheaded" or "earnest about morality" to recognize that the moral 
agent must be responsible for his deeds, and that any account of moral re­
sponsibility, etc., etc., must somehow involve the recognition of determina­
tion of his deeds by the agent, and that only the free agent can be thus 
responsible. Evidently, therefore, the moral agent must in one sense of 
the word be determined, and in another sense not. If 'determination' 
means coercion a tergo in a prior time Taylor's statement is a mere 
truism; but it is a plain error if determination is essentially the actualiza­
tion of potency which may be only partially intrinsic to the agent, and 
thus only so far the ground of his responsibility. In this interpretation 
of the word 'determination' we can say that in so far as a man's deeds 
are determined by alien potency-in-act his responsibility for them is 
limited, and in so far as by his own potency it is authentic. But, of course, 
a man's deed cannot be divided into two parts, for one of which he is 
wholly responsible, for the other not at all; for the potencies of self and 
other, in act, do not operate as separable 'forces' determining a 'result­
ant' ( as when the speed of an oarsman is increased or decreased by that 
of the current, his speed relative to the current being assigned to his 
exertions, and the remainder, or difference, being attributed to the 
water). For the joint result of the potencies of self and other in act, 
by way of obstruction or co-operation, is rarely, if ever, a deed ana­
lysable as the sum or difference of two deeds. The initiative comes from 
the self, and the resistance or aid of the other is evoked as response to, 
though not determined by, it. The responsibility of the agent for the 
deed may thus be greater or less, but it cannot be divided with the 
other. 

Nor can these difficulties be met by assigning responsibility to the 
agent only in respect of his intended deed, and none at all in respect of 
the actual deed under the obstruction or aid of the other. That way 
lies not morality but fanaticism; for an intention so far as it is not actively 
pursued with proper energy in the circumstances is to that extent no 
genuine 'intention,' but a mere dream, and so far as it takes no account 
0f the circumstances to that extent it is morally irresponsible. 

AU this follows from the principle that determination by joint conatus 
?f ~elf and other, even under opposition, emanates from communitas, and 
L'> its privation - not its negation. For only beings with something in 
common can either aid or oppose one another. Thus the effort of the 

1 'S()me Inconsistencies in Spinozism' (Mind, XLVI. N.S., pp.291-2). 
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self is always, in interaction, more or less adapted to the nature of the 
opposing or co-operating other, their opposition being the measure of 
their ill-adaptation, their co-operation of their concinnity. And this 
limitation of the concinnity of emanata is no mere ineluctable 'fact' or 
datum: it is the privation of communitas resulting from the degree of 
unemended unilateral self-reference in the self, or in the other, or in 
both; and it is not merely subject to full emendation in eternal Natura 
naturata, but in virtue of the emanent nisus thence derived, the deed 
actually determined is no mere occurrence in the history of the agent 
and his field, but a stage in a movement aimed, well or ill from stage 
to stage, towards self-maintenance in its field, i.e. towards the avoidance 
of self-degradation by ill-adaptation of self and other, and beyond this 
towards self-improvement by the better adaptation of the self to the 
other, or of the other to the self, or by mutual adaptation. Communitas 
of self and complement in Natura naturata is thus emanated as durational 
conatus and counter-conatus involving the nisus to self-improvement by 
more complete adaptation. It is thus that, under temporalization, du­
rational conatus is purposive. Nor is this nisus something that must be 
superadded to a conatus conceived as coercive 'force' a tergo. It is intrinsic 
to conatus; and the manner in which it operates, whether by exploitation 
or subjugation of the other, by self-emendation, or partly by both, and 
its efficiency, are questions that raise the fundamental issues of the 
distinction of'good' and 'bad,' their relative status, and of the incidence 
of 'choice', and the nature of the freedom that choice must involve. 

With these issues we must deal in due course; meanwhile it is clear 
enough that it does not follow that because the agent's deeds are but 
the actualization of his extant potency under the aid or obstruction of 
that of his 'field,' by those deeds he cannot improve or degrade his 
durational nature (as distinct from being improved or degraded), for 
this is to mistake the nature of conatus as coercive 'force,' and to neglect 
its intrinsic nisus to completion, which may be well or ill directed ( or 
as we say sophistically, may be purposive to good or bad ends). There 
is no endeavour that does not improve or degrade the agent, and none 
that is notfor self-corroboration. 

Nor is this all, for as we have seen, according to its status in the hier­
archy of Natura creata self-reference involves the finite agent in durational 
privation only to a greater or less extent, but never wholly. And indeed, 
no existence can be exclusively transeunt, nor conceived as such save 
under the false assumption of the priority of time. It is the contrast with 
the remnant of eternal existence retained by the self-referent agent that 
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makes possible the transeuncy of its durational existence. What lies at 
the root of man's durational apprehension is that, as mind, he "feels and 
knows by experience that he is eternal."1 And in so far as this eternal 
life is his, the durational agent is, in his degree, self-emending and self­
liberating; i.e. as mind, lies under self-judgement and the liberating 
power of enlightenment. It is in virtue of this that he is not merely 
self-determining in his measure but also according to his emanent status 
self-legislating. 2 

Thus neither the ends of conatus nor the exemplary liberating power 
of partially operative eternal agency demand indetermination in the 
durational process. For though both are limited in scope and efficiency 
congruently with the privative potency of the emanatum at any 'now' 
that may be taken (for not all ends are within the range of the conational 
potency-in-act, nor is the 'eternal part' durationally invariable) yet 
because neither is a 'force' a tergo in a prior time, but both liberating 
factors of conatus ( or, with durational ends, it may be, enslaving), the 
freedom (or the bondage) which they secure, though limited in the 'now' 
according to their scope and efficiency, demands no breach of determi­
nation. In duration the emanatum has no complete freedom, but yet 
can become more and more free, or more and more enslaved, as 'now' 
by 'now' he liberates or enslaves himself by the exercise of truly or 
falsely self-corroborating efforts in his field of otherness, or in his degree 
transcends durational effort in the exercise of eternal agency (e.g. in 
true cognition or exemplary morality). Because as eternally active or 
durationally conative all existing beings are determined by potencies 
wholly intrinsic or but partially extrinsic, self-improvement and self­
degradation require no breach in a supposed iron ring of determination 
or coercion. But, on the other hand, because in any 'now' the available 
potency of the emanatum is limited, so also is its power of self-improve­
ment or self-degradation at that stage. But by its exercise the ensuing 
'now' is more or less potent for self-improvement or self-degradation. It 
is thus that in the moral life we more and more, or less and less, or, more 
often more or less, in Whichcote's phrase, "naturalize ourselves to the 

' employments of eternity." 
But now, perhaps, the objection will be raised that though duration­

ally operative conatus and partial eternal potency-in-act are by nature 
self-improving (or degrading), yet in the moral life these potencies are, 
for the most part, disunited and mutually obstructive; they are thus 

1 Eth. V., xxiii. Sch. 
• Sec Chapter VIII. 
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alternative, and the agent must, therefore, for adequate moral freedom 
and responsibility, choose between them which shall be actualized in 
deed, and that this is possible only if indetermination is "somehow 
involved." If the agent cannot 'freely choose' one alternative he cannot 
be said to be either morally free or morally responsible. This, I think, 
is true enough, but it is an objection to the theory only if 'freely choose' 
is taken to mean 'indifferently decide'; but with this gloss it is patently 
false. For he to whom alternatives are altogether indifferent cannot be 
said to 'choose' between them, nor, therefore, to choose freely. For desires, 
aversions, and obligations are not extrinsic 'forces' of attraction, repul­
sion, and impulsion with which the agent has to deal, and between 
which to choose, but modalities of the agent's own potency-in-act as 
it is more or less pulverized by self-reference, and aided or obstructed 
by his complement as congruently alienated, or self-reconstituting under 
the nisus of partially undefected communitas. More or less free choice, 
therefore, is not an additional action with respect to desires, aversions, 
and obligations, but the emanent form of their incidence - the form 
taken under self-reference, more or less emended, by the creaturely 
free necessity of the agent's eternal nature. And it is free in the measure, 
not of the agent's indifferent aloofness from presented alternatives, but 
of his real concern, i.e. in the degree in which the issue of his choice, 
his actual deed in the 'now' of durational conatus, adequately actualizes 
or obfuscates his eternal potency. Free choice is the self-actualization 
of a partially disjoined durational conatus, the actuality of which is 
essentially preferential. It is a privative, emanent, form of derived free 
necessity under the dialectic of finite creation. 

There is thus nothing in spinozistic determinism to render durational 
choice impossible, or to deprive it of that measure and mode of freedom 
without which it would not be 'choice' but pure contingency. And when 
de Burgh confesses that he "cannot see how the timeless order of deter­
mination can be expressed temporally within the communis ordo, save as 
an endless series of determinations a praeterito,"1 he does but confess that 
the nature of spinozistic determination, the expression of it sub specie 
durationis, and the postcriority of its temporalization, have altogether 
eluded him. For the real difficulty would be to see how eternal determi­
nation could be expressed as an endless temporal series of events coercive 

a praeterito. 
It follows, then, that all choice, as such, is necessarily in its measure 

and mode free whatever may be its issue - even the choice of the worse 
1 Towards a Religious Philosoj,hy, p. 7 5, note I. 
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before the better - though the bad choice is less truly free than the 
good, i.e. approximates less to eternal free necessity, or unobstructed 
self-actualization. And not only is the bad choice in itself less truly 
free than the good, but it further lessens the durational freedom of the 
agent, while the good choice is not only in itself more truly free than 
the bad, but it further increases his durational freedom. Nor does this 
imply that moral improvement must necessarily be gradual and slow, 
though that is common experience, for the root of moral conflict, the 
'original sin,' is unilateral self-reference, and the correction of this may 
well be more abrupt (though hardly, without preparation, "between 
the stirrup and the ground") as 'killing Truth' invalidates all futile 
effort, and 'vitalizing Truth' corroborates that which is truly profitable, 
bringing the fragmentary endeavours of durational existence to the 
focus of eternal agency. "But it needs heaven-sent moments for this 
skill." 



CHAPTER VII 

GOOD, EVIL, AND PERFECTION 

The mainstays of the moralistic polemic against the ethical philosophy 
of Spinoza have always been the doctrine in Ethices 111., of mental 
conatus or desire, and its relation to its object, misinterpreted as coercive 
'force' a tergo, and the extended correspondence with van Blyenbergh1 

concerning what is usually called 'the problem of evil,' vi:::,. its nature 
and incidence in a world created by a perfect Being. I shall contend 
that with a correct interpretation of determination by desire, and of the 
emanational 'privation' with which evil is identified, neither text con­
flicts with an ethical doctrine of the strictest kind, but that on the con­
trary both disclose essential grounds for the elaboration of any satisfac­

tory ethical theory. 

(i) DESIRE AND GOOD 

Spinoza's assertion that "we neither strive for, will, seek, nor desire 
anything because we judge it to be good, but, on the contrary, we judge 
a thing to be good because we strive for, will, seek, or desire it" 2 has 
often been found to be a 'hard saying' among thinkers for whom there 
is a 'great gulf' fixed between 'nature' and 'morality.' 3 "On such an 
assumption," says A. E. Taylor,4 "neither a moral code nor a philosophy 
of morals is possible. Both are possible only on the presupposition that 
it is possible to pronounce on the worth of different human passions and 
desires by reference to a standard independent of the passions and de­
sires to which it is applied."5 Though what we desire is admitted by 
Taylor to be the 'apparent good,' this is not to say that "'this is good' 
means that this is being actually pursued" - an implication that he 

1 Epp. xviii-xxiv, xxvii. The early date of these letters, 1664-5, should not be overlooked. 
2 Eth. Ill., ix. Sch. 
3 On this topic see above, P· 117, note I. The ethical doctrine of Spinoza avoids both 'natu­

ralism' and 'moralism'. Equally it is opposed to 'humanism.' 
• 'Some Inconsistencies in Spinozism' (Mind, XLVI. N.S., p.282). 
5 Spinoza, of course, would not have denied this ( as the opening paragraphs of the Trac/a/us 

de Jntellectus Emendatione evince); if the question is put whether in view of his general theory 
he ought not to have done so, the reply is plainly, No. 
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attributes to Spinoza, connecting it with "the much admired proposal 
to treat moral actions exactly as though they were geometrical figures," 
a proposal that he describes as "really ridiculous" because "it is to 
ignore their specific character as moral." 1 

The terms 'good' and 'bad' have several uses as applied to agents, 
to their purposes, their deeds, the things with which they have to do, 
and so on. That these varied uses have all something in common may 
be allowed, but this common element or factor is certainly not invariant 
in incidence. "Man has given the name good," says Spinoza, "to every­
thing which leads to well-being and reverence towards God" :2 if some 
such general statement is correct we should still have to say that the 
manner of this 'leading' differs with an agent, a purpose, a deed, a 
thing, etc. Now, Spinoza's statement to which Taylor objects concerns 
the application of the term 'good' to the things with which an agent has 
to do, and from its place in Part III. of the Ethics expresses psychological 
and not moral analysis. It makes clear (I) that 'good' as applied to such 
things is relative to the agentfor whom they are said to be good, since 
what is good for one man may be bad for another, and indifferent for 
a third. In this respect it is like 'distant' which means 'distant from' 
some determinate place; and in both cases the referent is often unnamed 
as being obvious enough, or because speaker and hearer are taken as 
common referent. But (2) 'good for' differs from 'distant from' in that 
it is no formal objective relation but one that is realized only through 
an action of assimilation: it means profiting in possession, and thus 
profitable for pursuit. Its ascription to a thing, therefore, can be authenti­
cated in the end only by action, and it is possible only in so far as the agent 
actually strives to possess it. To refer it to the opinion of other men only 
postpones the problem, for they rely on actual experience, having found 
the thing profitable or not after achievement. Yet what was profitable or 
good for them may still be unprofitable or bad for him. In the end, 
then, man is left, not with a sure ground of judgement but with his own 
latent judgement implicit in the striving, willing, seeking, or desiring which 
he discovers in himself, and which is by its very nature an endeavour 
after self-corroboration - an endeavour, it is true, often self-defeating, 
~nd never fully self-perfecting, but all that is available to him by way of 
JU~gement of goodness or badness in imaginational things. For such 
things are good, bad, or indifferent only in relation to the agent that 
seeks, avoids, or ignores them, not independently. And Spinoza does 

: 'Some Inconsistencies in Spinozism' (Mind XLVI. N.S., p.282). 
- Eth. I., Append. 
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not say that we rightly judge a thing to be good because we strive for, 
will, seek, or desire it, but that we attribute goodness to a thing in the 
very endeavour to get it. The manner in which we are able to correct 
our latent conational judgements is a wholly distinct question. 

Further, (3) Spinoza's statement is quite general and has application 
to all forms of conatus, whether of mere craving or appetite, conscious 
desire or deliberate will, for a thing, i.e. whether the judgement of 
goodness involved in th: conatus is merely latent or tacit, or again 
explicit in its degree; the Judgement that the thing is good with respect 
to the agent must for the agent be implicit in his own appetite, desire, 
or will. It is not enough for him to hear from another that it is 'good,' 
i.e. 'good for that other.' This opinion of another must turn his desire, etc. 
towards it if, in his view, it is to be called 'good.' True, he may be willing 
to postpone the question whether that which he finds 'good' is really 
good - whether the opi~ion o: ~nother is _not nearer the mark - but 
this again raises the entirely d1stmct quest10n of the correctness of his 
own latent judgement - it cannot, in itself, change that judgement, 
though experience may do so by changing the direction of his conatus. 

Spinoza's dictum, then, does not imply that a thing is truly good for 
an agent merely because he_ strives for it, desires it, is resolved to possess 
it, or in any manner seeks 1t, but only that the term 'good' as applied 
to the things with which men have to do issues from their active relation 
to them. It is in this sense that Spinoza's dictum differs from the deliver­
ance of "the great Greek tradition" to which Taylor refers, and not 
in denying that the goods of desire, etc. may be only 'apparent,' or stand 
in need of correction. But such correction is only achieved by the emen­
dation of conatus so that the things judged to be good are rightly so 
judged. The mere acceptance of the judgement of another will not 
serve to emend conatus; only the agent's own judgement implicit in 
his own conatus or agency can have moral efficacy. 

(ii) NATURAL GOOD AND MORAL GOOD 

I have said that a man's own experience may bring about a change 
in the direction of his conatus as he suffers the futility or the hurtfulness 
of things so far sought after, and thus also in his attribution of'goodness' 
to things. But experientia vaga though a potent, is not a very safe guide 
to the emendation of conatus, and it may well lead, not to emendation 
but to further degradation or moral pococuranteism in the 'crooked 
ways of Time.' It savours too much of 'trial and error' to commend 
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itself as specifically 'moral.' Anyone who has not taken the trouble to 
read the Ethics with attention for himself, but relies on critics, well­
inte~tioned or otherwise, like Taylor, de Burgh, or Guzzo for a grasp 
of his moral theory, might well remain unaware that the matters so 
far _discussed belong to the psychological analysis of Part Ill. of the 
Ethics, and that moral analysis belongs to Parts IV. and V. Nor is there 
any excuse for the conveyance of this impression, seeing that Spinoza 
draws attention to this transition from psychology to morals with 
sufficient emphasis in the Preface to Part IV.; "One and the same thing 
may at the same time be both good and evil or indifferent. .. (Yet) we 
must retain these words. For since we desire to form for ourselves an 
idea of man upon which we may look as an exemplar of human nature, 
it will be of service to us to retain these expressions in the sense mention­
ed" (i.e. as indicating nothing positive in things considered in themselv­
es, but as notions formed from the comparison of one thing with an­
ot~er). "By good, therefore, I understand in the following pages every­
thmg which we are certain is a means by which we may approach 
nearer and nearer to the exemplar of human nature we set before us. 
B7 evil, on the contrary, I understand everything which we are certain 
hmders us from reaching that exemplar." 

In Parts IV. and V., then, 'good' and 'evil' are notions formed by 
the comparison of extant durational human nature with its eternal 
e~emplar. It is often forgotten that the Ethics itself belongs to the second 
kmd of knowledge, Ratio, for the most part at least, and is thus con­
cerned with the 'common properties' of things rather than with singu­
~aria as such. Thus, Spinoza is thinking not so much of this or that man's 
mdividual exemplar, i.e. himself as creatum, as of the exemplar of 'human 
nature,' i.e. 'man' conceived as living in accordance with the dictates 
of reason. An effort of speculative development is thus required in 
order to identify this or that man's proper exemplar with his own singu­
lar essence as creatum and thus the eternal source of durational emen­
dation, and the self-legislating criterion of moral obligation. Such 
speculative development is taboo among 'minute' scholars like Joachim, 
and zealous iconoclasts like Taylor, but even these can hardly afford 
to ~gnore Spinoza's doctrine of the rational exemplar of human nature 
which is no mere abstract universal ideal but a concrete commune in 
which all men, qua men, 'conveniunt.' 

A man, then, is said to be 'good', i.e. morally good, in so far as his 
exta_nt durational nature or conatus is so emended as to approximate 
to his eternal nature as creatum 'referred to God.' By this approximation 
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he does not cease to be a 'man,' or to be 'himself,' but he perfects his 
durational nature, realizes his humanity and himself. "I shall call men 
more or less perfect or imperfect in so far as they approach more or less 
nearly to this same exemplar. For it is to be carefully observed that when 
I say that someone passes from a less to a greater perfection, and vice 
versa, I do not understand that from one essence or nature he is changed 
into another (for a horse, e.g., would be as much destroyed if it were 
changed into a man as if it were changed into an insect), but rather 
that his potency to act, in so far as it is understood by his nature, is 
increased or diminished." 1 The man and his exemplar are thus one and 
the same individual as more or less emended emanatum and as eternal 
creatum. But, as we have seen, the finite individual according to his 
status in the hierarchy of Natura retains under self-reference his due 
measure of eternal potency, and is thus never entirely cut off from his 
exemplar, or therefore from all power of self-emendation. 

Now, critics have often denied that under Spinoza's theory this 
power of self-emendation is credible: a man's choice is determined by 
the motives actually operant at the moment of choice - not necessarily 
in favour of the strongest among them (though some would assert this), 
but certainly in some manner by these and these alone. "Moral ex­
perience," says de Burgh,2 "is inexplicable on the basis of Spinoza's 
metaphysic. He could neither account for the fact of vice, nor, granting 
the fact for the victim's liberation from enslavement. If deliverance be 

' possible _ and ... Spinoza never dreamt of questioning it - it can only 
be by driving a breach through the nexus of determinism." The at­
tentive reader will already know the source of de Burgh's puzzlement, 
but so universal is the proneness to the error from which it issues that 
exposure ad nauseam may still prove insufficient. The error is, indeed, 
dual: (I) it supposes that a man's motives operate as 'forces' a tergo 
(whether their efficiency is or is not measured by their strength); and 
(2) it supposes that human nature is atomistic in structure. The 'chain 
of determinism' from which a man is said, on Spinoza's theory, to be 
incapable of escaping, stems from the first supposition; the denial that 
human 'choice' (socalled) is morally effective, from the second. For 
certainly an 'aggregate self' can be no moral self. 

It is true that under self-reference human action is inadequated so 
that as imaginational his deeds confusedly actualize a potency attri­
butable to self and other conjointly, but this can involve him in no 

1 Eth. JV., App. 
• Towards a Religious Philosophy, p.74. 
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mechanistic chain of determination. It is true that under self-reference 
man's nature is partly pulverized, but never wholly disintegrated. So 
far as a man is degraded towards such a condition he must cease to be a 
man and an agent. This the summum periculum1 of the moral life: the 
wasting away towards amorality. As "blessedness is not the reward of 
virtue, but virtue itself,"2 so moral death is not the 'wages of sin' but 
vice itself. The characteristic 'moral agent' is in no such case: he is no 
twin-series of disconnected 'urges' and humian 'perceptions' any more 
than his body is an assemblage and succession of atoms. He endeavours, 
and as so doing the potency which is actualized in his deeds is in part 
intrinsic; he is still an 'agent' in his measure, and no mere 'particle' on 
which external forces play. ·what stands in the way of improvement is 
not an independently operative temporal series of determined and 
determining 'causes' but the unilateral self-reference by which his 
derived autonomy as creatum is more or less debased to imaginational 
partial heteronomy as his complement in Natura, with which he stands 
in constitutive communitas, is partially alienated. 

Thus it is the false assumption, wholly alien to Spinoza's thought, 
that there is an independent 'natural' order of temporal, or transeunt, 
causes that stands in the way of morality, and negates human freedom, 
that is the sole ground of the supposedly insoluble riddle elaborated 
by de Burgh3 as to "how man can ever rise ... from a lower plane," 
how he can sever "the deterministic chain," and initiate the "saving 
process ofliberation"; so that the "far-reaching incoherence in Spinoza's 
philosophy" turns out to be no more than a deep-seated incoherence 
in the mind of the critic himself. And when he agrees with Guzzo4 that 
there is a crucial contradiction in Spinoza's statement that "Hatred is 
increased by reciprocated hatred but can be destroyed by love,"5 he 
forgets that in so far as there is partial integration in the nature of the 
agent (as there must be if he is to be an 'agent') esse is posse - just as in 
eternal communitas esse is frui, and for God esse is creare. Esse can never 

1 Tractatus de Jntellectus Emendatione, §. 7. 
2 Eth. V., xiii. 
• Towards a Religious Philosophy, p. 7 5. 
' A. Guzzo, fl pensiero di B. Spinoza, pp.290-1. The minute acuity by which this writer 

traces the exact point in the Ethics at which Spinoza "severed the deterministic chain" by 
introducing the "seemingly innocent potest." seems not to have been sufficient to reveal to 
him that the breach in the chain was no breach in the theory, but an expression of its central 
contention. 

5 Eth. III., xliii. The intention of this statement might just as well have been formulated: 
Hatred can be increased by reciprocated hatred, but is destroyed by love; or again: Hatred 
is (or can be) either increased by reciprocated hatred or destroyed by love. The statement 
(belonging to Ratio) applies to, but does not directly refer to, the predicament of this or that 
man. 
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be non posse, for to be is to act: for the thinker, cogito ergo sum; for the 
conator, conor ergo sum, conatur ergo est; and in general, agit ergo est. 

In the moral life of durational endeavour undoubtedly there is 
always a limit set to what the agent can, then and there, do; but that 
he is unable, then and there, to do anything towards self-emendation 
(or, indeed, to 'do' anything at all) because his 'deeds' are determined 
a praeterito, is a gloss derived from a false, and anachronistic, theory of 
nature, and introduced by the critic himself. Further, undoubtedly 
there is always a limit set to the degree in which, on this or that occasion, 
the agent's choice is free; but that choice, free in its measure, is an 
illusion because his 'choice' is determined by the 'motives' then and 
there operating (even though not necessarily by their urgency), is a 
gloss derived from a false theory of motivation introduced by the critic 
himself. For more or less free choice is the agent's emanational mode of 
partial integrity, as derivative free necessity is his proper integrity as 
creatum. Choice, as we have seen, can only be truly elective in so far as 
it is neither the indifferent casting of a die, nor submission to extrinsic 
power, by urgency or some other mode of efficiency superior to others, 
suffered by the agent on this or that occasion. The contending motives, 
dialectically integrated as choice, are the man as 'pilgrim'; and the 
man is what he is, has what motives he has, and chooses as he does, on 
this or that occasion, largely by reason of prior acts of choice which 
have been effective as increasing or diminishing his durational elective 
freedom as it remains to him under unilateral self-reference. In so far 
as this is so he may truly be said to work his own emendation or degra­
dation; and only so is his present choice dependent on his past - not by 
way of extrinsic coercion. The way of salvation may be steep and 
difficult, but it is never closed; and there are other ways, as we shall 
see, by which its difficulty may be mitigated - though not without 
self-help. 

(iii) DIVINE CREATION AND EVIL 

'Good' and 'bad,' 'merit' and 'demerit,' 'praise' and 'blame,' are terms 
that have significance within the finite durational sphere alone; 
for they involve a contrast of extant durational nature with eternal 
finite nature, of emanatum with creatum - and the distinction of these is 
impossible sub specie aeternitatis. But 'good' and. 'bad' ~re terms that 
express also the relation of self and other as 1:1 partial communitas: 
"Nothing can be to us either good or bad unless 1t possesses something 
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in common with ourselves" ;1 yet in so far as it is in communitas with us it 
~annot be called 'bad,' for badness implies contrariety. 2 What, then, 
IS the ground of contrariety? Not total diversity, for this is the ground 
of indifference. Must we say, then, that contrariety is partial agreement? 
B~ no means if by this is understood agreement over a certain range 
with diversity over a coordinate complementary range: this is not 
contrariety. 'Bad' is not limited 'good' but the contrary of 'good,' just as 
error is not limited 'truth,' or partial ignorance, but the contrary of 
truth. Nor, again, does the contrariety of 'good' and 'bad' lie in their 
mutual negation, for the 'indifferent' is neither good nor bad, and thus 
ne~ates both. And though badness is a defect, it is not the mere de­
ficiency of the bad that makes it bad, for since to be good is not neces­
sarily to be perfect, even that which is good may be defective. What 
makes a thing, a deed, an agent, bad is not defect but privation: an object 
of pursuit is bad because, being unprofitable, it is nevertheless pursued 
and thus taken as good; a deed is bad because, being harmful, it is 
performed as beneficial; and an agent is bad because he takes the action 
~hat enslaves him to be the very gate of freedom. 3 Evil, whether it be 
natural' or 'moral,' evil in alio (i.e. evilfor) or evil in se, is not a defect 

of good, not the negation but the privation of good. And 'good' meaning 
'sought after,' it follows that 'good' and 'bad' are contraries only in 
pursuit. 

This distinction between negation (or deficiency) and privation is 
utterly crucial for the understanding of Spinoza's theory of both evil 
a~d error, and a great part of the difficulty found in, and the criticism 
directed against, it stems from the loose manner in which the term 
'privation' is commonly used. Alternative meanings assigned to it by 
the dictionaries include: the act of taking away, the condition of being 
~eprived, the loss, or the mere absence, of a quality, the lack of a neces­
sity, and so forth. The last of these perhaps comes nearest to the special 
use of the term by Spinoza, viz. the absence of something taken to be 

l Eth. IV., xxu:. 
• Eth. IV., xxx. Minute scholars must gather the aetiology of evil from this and the following 

p_roposition in the light of propositions xxxii. and xxxv. which expound the grounds of contra­
riety. 

b I Similarly we might say that what makes a thing, a deed, an agent, good is not perfection 
ut tr~nscendence: an object of pursuit, or a deed, is good because, though it is but the object, 

0 .r again the actuality of the agent's durational endeavour, it nevertheless subserves his dura­
~onal_ self-transcend:nce; and an agent is good because by the mere actualization of his 

u~attonal endeavour by more or less free choice, he transcends its durational limitation, and 
~o . ar achieves a truer liberty. To do more than this would not be to be 'good' but to be 
li~:tely perf~ct, and thus beyond good and evil. Similarly, an entirely bad man would be, 

the Devil, non-ens (See Short Treatise II, xxv). 
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properly present. He explains this use of the term in Epistola xxi. to van 
Blyenbergh who, in the previous letter had supposed that Spinoza 
meant that in sin and error a man deprives himself of the perfection 
that is his as created by God, so that error and evil are but self-produced 
human imperfections - a proposition that he rejects on the ground that 
"what is perfect cannot be deprived of a more perfect state by an 
equally perfect action, but only by the fact that we turn to something 
imperfect because we do not make the best use of the powers given to 
us," and, this being so, for Spinoza evil is but a lesser good, error but a 
partial truth, and he who acts badly, or errs, does so, not by self­
deprival, but because God at that time limited his essence or potency. 

Two things must be kept steadily in view in dealing with the van 
Blyenbergh correspondence: ( 1) that it is relatively early in Spinoza's 
philosophical career - December 1664 to June 1665 -when his charac­
teristic doctrines and modes of expression were in process of being 
developed, and were thus more subject to misinterpretation than in the 
long-pondered Ethics; and (2) that the central topic throughout (to 
which Spinoza pertinaciously adhered, and sought to make his corre­
spondent adhere) was: what must be the nature of evil and error as 
undeniably present in a world that owes its being to an absolutely perfect 
agent or God? For if this is overlooked the meaning of many of Spinoza's 
statements is liable not merely to be misconstrued but even inverted. 
This is true of the statement about privation to which I have alluded: 
"I say ... that privation is not an act of depriving, but only a simple 
and mere not-having, which in itself is nothing; for it is only an ens 
rationis or way of thinking which we form when we compare things with 
one another. We say, e.g. that a blind man is deprived of sight because 
we easily imagine him as seeing - an imagination which arises because 
we compare him, either with others who see, or his present state with 
one that is past when he did see. And when we consider him in this 
way ... we affirm that sight pertains to his nature, and therefore say 
that he is deprived of it. " 1 But in fact when he is blind sight does not 
belong to him, and therefore he is not deprived of it any more than is 
a stone _ he is simply lacking sight, which is a mere negation. Spinoza 
should hardly have been surprised that the 'metaphysical tiro,' van 
Blyenbergh, understood him to say that evil and error, as such, are 
nothing, and need no divine cause. But what he was implying was 
that evil and error are not as referred to God 'privations' at all, but 
negations, and that in eternity there can be no error and no evil; but 

1 Ep. xxi. 
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not that they are negations as referred to man, either as observer or as 
agent. "The term (privation) is used only in relation to our under­
standing, not in relation to God's understanding," for "we express bY 
one and the same definition all singulars of the same kind, e.g. all who 
have the external shape of a man, and therefore consider that they are 
all equally capable of the highest perfection that we can deduce frot11 
such a definition. And when we find one whose deeds are incompatible 
with that perfection, then we consider that he is deprived thereof, and 
deviates from his nature. . .. But since God neither conceives thipgs 
abstractly, nor makes such general definitions, and no more essence 
belongs to things than the divine understanding and power imparts to 
them, it follows clearly that we can only speak of this privation in 
relation to our understanding, but not in relation to God." 1 That is to 
say, the privation that is error or evil is imaginational, or significant onlY 
with respect to the emanational life of the agent. And the reader will 
recall that in the Ethics error is referred exclusively to 'knowledge of the 
first kind.' 2 Nor does this condemn the notion of 'privation' as pure 
illusion, for "the mind is not in error because it imagines, but only in 
so far as it is considered as lacking an idea which excludes the existence 
of those things which it imagines as present." 3 Thus error and evil 
occur when Imaginatio is not offset by Ratio or Scientia Intuitiva, but 
suffer, not mere defect, but privation, from the ineffective presence of 
some measure of certainty, or again, of perfection. For it must not be 
concluded from Spinoza's accounts of privation in Epistolae xix. et xxi. 
in terms of a comparison of this or that man with the definition of 'man' 
that, as such, it is wholly illusory in the durational life, or even in the 
moment of endeavour, for though the definition ofa commune is abstract 
and in a sense general (as he says), it is not conceived by Spinoza as a 
chimerical 'abstract universal,' and thus wholly impotent; it is the 
'common property' of all individual men, and as embodied in the 
individual human creatum is for his imaginational life ever in some 
measure potent as moral exemplar. The privation that is evil and error 
in durational life lies in the repudiation of the exemplar in the choice 
that represents the emanational freedom of the moral agent. 

In the durational life, therefore, privation is authentic, and no mere 
negation or deficiency. For God, by reason of the eternity of his under-

1 Ep. xix. 
2 Eth. II., xii. 
3 Eth. II., xvii. Sch. I have elsewhere commented upon the remarkable statement at the 

end of this Sclwlium about free Jmaginatio. It is a mistake to suppose that in Spinoza's view 
the eternal life of the finite creatum is wholly without a nimbus of Jmaginatio. See above, p. 113. 
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standing and potency, it is negation. In the durational 'moment' of the 
dialectic of finite creation a man may prefer passive defect before the 
'exertion' of self-emendation, in so far as he is more susceptible to the 
one and more indifferent to the other; and when he does so his action 
is a privation of his emanational agency (which is never wholly imagi­
national), just as when a man closes his eyes, or refuses to make use of 
available instruments to improve his impaired vision, his 'not-seeing' 
or 'not seeing clearly' is a privation; but when he is blind it is no pri­
vation but a negation. The privation lies not in the absence of vision 
but in the failure to exercise available power of vision, or to exe~cise it 
properly. Nor is such privation necessarily the result of a temporal act 
of depriving - even with vision it may be brought about by simple 
failure in the visual action (as when one looks at a camouflaged insect, 
but does not see it, or when one cannot 'see the wood for the trees'). So 
it is with error and evil; they result not from 'choice' conceived as an 
act separated from independently presented alternatives, and certainly 
not from alternatives to which the agent is indifferent, but conceived 
as the very bifurcated essence or durational potency of the emanatum, 
and free in its measure just because it is the mode in which that potency 
is actualized. For the actuality of any indeterminate potency must be 
determinate: with creator and creatum the 'choice' (ifwe may so falsely 
name it) is 'this or nothing' (falsely, because for Natura creatrix 'nothing' 
is not a possible alternative); with the emanatum it is 'this or that.' 

Throughout Jmaginatio, and in the imaginational being of the ema­
natum, there is, we have seen, such a recession of agency from its eternal 
finite perfection, by reason of unilateral self-reference, as that for 
derived free necessity there is substituted more or less free durational 
choice: the nature of the emanatum is a privation of his eternal nature, 
and no mere partial negation, i.e. for itself, as self-referent, it is a pri­
vation, though as 'referred to God' it is no more than partial negation. 
This privation results not from any temporal act of self-deprival in the 
history of the individual or of the race, being but a 'moment' in the 
dialectic of finite creation. 'Original sin' is not an historical act but an 
'act' from which history itselfissues. By it man's life becomes a durational 
striving by contrast with his remnant of eternal agency congruent with 
his hierarchical status in Natura. Such a life is not merely, for itself, 
defective, but a privation of the finite perfection from which self­
reference cannot wholly exclude him. 

But further, in this durational life of more or less successful effort 
there is distinguished not merely effort that succeeds and effort that 
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fails, but also, since all effort is for self-corroboration, effort that justifies 
itself, or seems to do so, and effort that does not, i.e. after what seems 
good/or the agent, and effort that has proved, or seemed to prove, bad 
for him (viz. 'natural' good and bad). It follows that the badness of an 
object of pursuit is not its mere non-goodness or deficiency of goodness, 
but its false appearance of goodness - an appearance, be it noted, that 
stems, not from the thing itself, but from the self-reference of the agent. 
. Analogous principles govern the distinction of moral good and evil, 
i.e. of good and bad in se as applied to an agent and his deeds qua his. 
An agent is morally good in so far as his nature, though durational and 
elective, approximates to the exemplar provided by his surviving 'eternal 
part' (or, as we shall see, by the 'commandments' promulgated by a 
moral authority accepted as such with more or less veneration by the 
agent himself). He is morally evil in so far as these grounds of obligation 
are rejected in durational choice - not as they are deficient, or rejected 
by reason of their deficiency, as obligations, but by reason of the agent's 
relative indifference to them, and preference for the unemended efforts 
of durational 'nature.' And a man's moral badness, therefore, is no 
mere defect of that nature but its privation, registered by his elective 
preference for 'passion' before 'exertion,' of unemended 'nature' before 
exemplar ( or moral authority). Such preferred efforts or desires are moral­
ly evil, not because they are deficiencies of eternal agency, not because 
they are 'natural ' but because, being but 'natural' and defective, the 

' agent not merely acts in accordance with them, but prefers them before 
the dictates of his own eternal nature ( or the commandments of admitted 
authorities) - thus making of them his proper motives by the self-privation 
of his nature as self-emending emanatum. Moral badness is such self­
privation, not durational deficiency. It is the durational reinforcement 
of, or recession to, unilateral self-reference or 'original sin.' "For exam­
ple, Nero's matricide, in so far as it contained something positive, was 
not a crime: for Orestes too did the same outward deed, and had the 
same intention of killing his mother, and yet he is not blamed, at least 
not in the same degree as Nero. What, then, was Nero's crime? Nothing 
else than that by this died he showed that he was ungrateful, unmerci­
ful, and disobedient. And it is certain that none of these things expresses 
any essence; and therefore God was not the cause of them, though he 
was the cause of the act and of the intention of Nero."1 To God or 
' ' as referred to God,' the deed was defective; to Nero, or as referred to 
Nero, it was a privation, and as such evil. And it was to Nero, and not to 

1 Ep. xxiii. 
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God, that the immorality of the action was momentous, for morality is 
durational man's affair. 

(iv) THE LATENT KEY TO SPINOZA'S DOCTRINE 

vVhat, then, is the key to Spinoza's moral doctrine? It is clear enough 
that in his contributions to the van Blyenbergh correspondence he failed 
to present this in a form that could not but carry full conviction to his 
metaphysically naive, but not unintelligent, friend; and even among 
later thinkers, who have the more mature exposition of the Ethics to 
guide them, the same failure has been practically universal. That this 
is so, it may be suggested, is basically owing to Spinoza's tacit acceptance 
in the letters, and failure openly to reject in the Ethics, the view that 
durational man is God's creatum - creation and preservation through time 
being regarded as the same in principle - so that he does not sufficiently 
expound the authenticity of durational agency and understanding, and 
the manner in which it is related to eternal agency and intellect, i.e. 
how durational morality is momentous to the durational conator, and 
Jmaginatio not mere illusion, yet evil and error no divine creation. True, 
we may validly conceive temporal man, i.e. man taken as extant at each 
moment of his duration, as creatum so far as his essence is positive; but 
if we do so, and falsely conceive duration as composed of the series of 
such moments ( as we are then apt to do) we shall inevitably be involved 
either in the attribution of evil and error (which in the durational perspective 
is a privation, and no mere defect) to God; or, because it issues from 
defect in the finite creatum, in the inference that they are but limitations 
of goodness and truth even as referred to man. This, indeed, is the 
dilemma on the horns of which it seemed to van Blyenbergh that 
Spinoza was firmly impaled (a view maintained by most later critics); 
and Spinoza's dry insistence on the omni creativity of God, his account 
of evil as a durati.onally authentic determinant of human destiny in 
'this present life,' yet as nothing to God, did little to rebut it. Yet that 
he believed that the dilemma could be 'taken by the horns' is clear 
enough from his indignant denial that his theory reduced man to the 
level of "elements and plants and stones," on the ground that the true 
nature of 'dependence on God' is more perfectly expressed in man than 
in "logs and plants." But even this denial was little likely to be convinc­
ing to one who regarded man as gifted with the "knowledge and love 
of God" as simply a more perfect being whose dependence on God, 
though more ample and intricate, was still conceived in terms of produc-
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tion and not divine immanence. "If you had grasped with pure under­
standing what dependence on God is, you would certainly not think 
~hat so far as they depend on God things are dead, corporeal, and 
imperfect (who ever dared to speak in so paltry a fashion of the most 
perfect being?)."1 For in the "knowledge and love of God" man, as 
'Deus quatenus finitus est,' participates in Deity; and morality is the du­
rational privational expression of this participation. Nor can we say 
that the wicked man, lacking the knowledge and love of God, is thereby 
a-moral - that he is on the level of "elements and plants and stones," 
a wolf (say) having the outward form of a man, so that his 'wickedness' 
is but the chimerical estimate of human lmaginatio due to an illegitimate 
comparison (for a wolf's wolfishness is not 'wicked,' save in a mere 
manner of speaking). 

Yet it must be admitted that there is not a little in the van Blyenbergh 
correspondence that might well seem to the "metaphysical tiro" 2 to 
tend towards such mistaken conclusions, mainly by reason of the ab­
sence of a distinct account of the manner in which durational essence 
or conatus is related to eternal action. We may even suspect that this 
may have been a growing point in the mind of the Spinoza of 1664-5 
- though it seems hard to believe that Spinoza's siccitas is attributable 
to such a cause, at least as consciously operating. 

Whatever opinion we may entertain on these matters, however, it 
is clear enough that Spinoza had not the slightest disposition to doubt 
the durational authenticity of morality, and that it is momentous for 
man, or again that an action that is wicked must have issued from a 
choice that is, in its measure, free, just as an action that is good must 
have issued from a choice in its measure free (though he is insistent that 
what men commonly take to be freedom is no such thing). And this 
is evinced by his vigorous rejection of van Blyenbergh's suggestion that 
if wickedness is nothing to God there is no reason why it should be 
eschewed: "What reasons are there, then, why I should not eagerly 
commit all villainies ... ? Why not enrich myself by detestable means? 
Why not do whatever pleases us indiscriminately, and whatever the 
flesh prompts us to?" 3 - and so on through the catalogue of deeds 
permissible to the consistent spinozist - to which Spinoza replies: "So 
far as I am concerned, I avoid, or endeavour to avoid, crimes because 

1 Ep. xxi. 
2 "In Metaphysica ... , quam ego inchoo, ... " ( Ep. xxii). I cannot agree with Wolf's description 

of van Blyenbergh as "a bore ... (who) simply could not get away from his limited circle of 
ideas." (Corresf,ondence of Spinoza, p.54). He was no fool. 

3 EJ,. xx. 
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they expressly conflict with my individual nature."1 Here, if anywhere, 
was van Blyenbergh's opportunity to force Spinoza to bring the latent 
key of his doctrine to light. How, he might have asked, can a man 
possibly do what is in conflict with his individual nature, i.e. do it more 
or less freely (for, of course, he may be coerced by another)? Had that 
question been put, no answer could have been given save in terms of 
the emanational bifurcation of durational potency - for a man's deed 
at any time can, for Spinoza, only be the actualization of his potency 
at that time. And this is the nature of 'choice.' But instead of following 
up Spinoza's statement, van Blyenbergh proceeded to misinterpret it by 
assuming that what conflicts with our nature is that which our nature finds 
disgusting: "You avoid the things that I call wicked because they conflict 
with your individual nature, but not because they involve vice. You 
refrain from doing them just as we refrain from eating food which 
disgusts us. Surely he who avoids evil things merely because they disgust 
him cannot boast of his virtue. " 1 And he goes on to ask whether there 
is any ground for virtue in the case of a man to whose individual nature 
the pursuit of pleasures and villainies is not in conflict but in accord; 
to which Spinoza could only reply that the question supposes a contra­
diction: it is "just as if someone asked me: if it accorded better with 
the nature of some man that he should hang himself, would there be 
any reasons why he should not hang himself? However, suppose such 
a nature is possible: then I say ... that if he sees that he can live better 
on the gallows than at his own table he would act very foolishly if he 
did not hang himself. And he who saw clearly that he would enjoy a 
more perfect and better life by committing crimes than by pursuing 
virtue would also be a fool if he did not commit them. For in relation 
to such perverted human nature crimes would be virtue."2 

The point at issue is, of course, the distinction between mere 'taste' 
and 'grounded judgement,' and need not be laboured. The food that 
we 'fancy' may yet be unsuitable to, or indigestible by, us. Van Blyen-

1 Ep. xxii. . . . 
• Ep. xxiii. The terms of the_ ongmal Latin are: pugnant (conflict with), abhorret (shrinks 

from), and conveniret_ (accor~ with). Taylor, qu~erly enough, gives a reasonable expression 
to Spinoza's contention: Spmoza does not act hke Nero, he says, because Nero's actions do 
not agree with Spinoza's nature "exactly as I abstain from certain dishes because they do 
not agree with my digestion" ('Some Inconsistencies in Spinozism' (Mind, XLVI. N.S., p. 
284)) but, perhaps thinking of the anticipated disgust of indigestion rather than of physiology 
goes ~n to agree with van Blyenbergh's conclusion - at least to commend his judgement of 
the value of Spinoza's 'virtue.' Is virtue, then, only truly virtuous when it is disliked or punish­
ed? Van BJyenbergh was at l~ast able to score a debating point, by way of moralistic reprisal 
through the ambiguity of lus _own conf~sed_ mechanistic assumptions concerning huma~ 
actions. Taylor 'improves' on !um by attnbutmg both the 'food' analogy and the mechanism 
to Spinoza himself, and misses the debating point. 
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bergh was, of course, as Taylor says, "simply right" in saying that 
morality is no matter of mere taste; but he was not right in supposing 
that this denial is in opposition to the ethical theory of Spinoza. 

The distinction between the good man and the wicked man then 
' ' is not that their 'tastes' differ, but that the good man acts in accordance 

with his nature in a sense in which the wicked man does not, and the 
wicked man in accordance with his in a sense in which the good man 
does not. Yet, of course, the wicked man's deeds, like those of the good 
man, are expressions, not of a mere part of his extant nature when he 
acts, but of the 'whole' (such as it is). Both the wickedness and the 
goodness, however, lie primarily and essentially in the extant dura­
tional essence or potency of the agent, and not in his 'deeds,' taken 
(per impossibile) in abstraction from this (for the same deed may be 
either good or bad according to the agent's status and capacity). This 
durational essence is in conflict with itself, is divided against itself by 
reason of unilateral self-reference, and according as it is electively actu­
alized in a self-corroborative or a self-destructive deed or intention, we 
call the agent 'good' or 'wicked' :1 the wicked "since they know not 
God ... are as a tool in the hand of the workman, which serves uncon­
sciously and perishes in the service; the good on the contrary, serve 
consciously, and by serving become more perfect." 2 But what is the 
aetiology of this internal conflict of man's durational essence or potency? 
For if man is so created, his wickedness and goodness must equally be 
derived from his creator, and imputed to him; yet according to Spinoza 
God is absolutely perfect, and in his nature there is no conflict, no defect, 
and thus no privation. 

The key to the riddle so far as the van Blyenbergh correspondence 
is concerned lies in the distinction which Spinoza draws between the 
good man's "participation in Deity" and the wicked man's lack of the 
"knowledge and love of God" - and no such distinction could be main­
tained if durational man were creatum as such. Creata are certainly of 
different degrees of perfection, but each "participates in Deity" accord­
ing to its grade; all are defective expressions if God, but they cannot 

1 This does not exclude the altruistic aspect of all virtue, for durational endeavour has 
essential reference to a 'field' of otherness, just as eternal finite agency is constitutive commzmitas 
with a complement. The durational self cannot be isolated from its durational other, and the 
attempt to do so can result only in self-enfeeblement. 

2 Ep. xix.But even the wicked, as creata under a cloud, cannot wholly perish; nor can the 
good, as emanata self-emending, attain to perfection. Vice and virtue are but punishment and 
reward, respectively. The reward is approximation to perfection - not release from duration 
but durational potency; and the punishment approximation to non-being - not death but 
durational impotency. 
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be selfconflicting moral agents suffering self-privation and seeking self­
fulfilment. How, then, does it come about that, without loss of identity, 
this or that man varies from time to time in the degree in which he 
"participates in Deity" or has "knowledge and love of God"? And how 
is it possible for him to exercise control over this degree of durational 
perfection? 

As to the former question: Wickedness is evidently neither finiteness 
nor the direct result of finiteness, for the good man, too, is finite - only 
'participates,' i.e. shares, in Deity, and has limited knowledge and 
love of God (though it may be adequate so far as it goes). Wickedness 
is not defect but privation. Nero's matricide was wicked, not as a posi­
tive deed (which actualized potency derived from God), but because 
his deed "showed that he was ungrateful, unmerciful, and disobedient. " 1 

But if gratitude, mercy, and obedience had been either wholly beyond 
his power, or an ineluctable characteristic of his nature, evidently he 
could not have been wicked. A man's wickedness (and indeed his good­
ness also) thus stems from the bifurcation without dissociation 2 of his nature 
and potency as durational agent. But agency is the actualization of 
potency, and while durational potency-in-act may suffer such bifurca­
tion, its actuality must be determinate. Both to kill and not to kill his 
mother were within the mere potency of Nero, but his deed could not have 
included both: thus his potency-in-act necessarily took the form of 
choice; and it is according to the actual choice made by him that Nero 
is subject to moral estimation - his deed is a wicked matricide. His choice 
was the actuality of his extant potency-in-act, it expressed the nature 
or essence that he then was. For in choice, in so far as it is 'choice,' 
and neither chance nor coercion, the determination expresses the agent's 
own valuation, implicit or overt, of his conflicting active powers - it is 
not the result of the relative strength or efficiency of 'motives' impelling 
or drawing him, but registers his extant preference,3 and thus only is it, 
in its measure, free. 4 

So far, so good, but what was lacking in the van Blyenbergh corre­
spondence was a distinct account of the manner in which this or that 
man, say Nero, comes by this bifurcated potency-in-act in which the 

1 Ep. xxiii. 
2 I say "without dissociation" because all that is positive in durational conatus emanates 

from eternal agency, not from some alien source. The bifurcation is imaginational, and thus 
emendable. 

3 'Preference,' of course, not as mere 'inclination,' but for obligation before inclination, 
or inclination before obligation. 

4 _It is free in its_ measure b_ec_ause 'J?rererence' implies that ~he agent is not wholly indifferent 
to either alternative; and 1t 1s free m its measure because 1t expresses his preference. 
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actuality or deed, as wicked or good, issues from a more or less free 
choice. Was Nero created with it, or preserved to it? If so, his wicked­
ne~s ought to be imputed to God rather than to him. This inference 
Spinoza rejects. If, then, Nero was not so created, either his wickedness 
is illusory because he did not really 'choose' his deed, but indifferently 
fell into it, or if it is authentic and expresses his choice, as moral agent 
Nero would seem to lie beyond the reach of the all-determining divine 
potency. And this, too, Spinoza rejects. From this complex impasse there 
~s but one way of escape, vi;:,. that which, though not openly expounded 
in the van Blyenbergh correspondence (hence its inconclusiveness) is 
more clearly manifest in the Ethics: sub specie durationis the eternal dia­
lectic of finite creation is incomplete, 1 and susceptible only to asymptotic 
approach to perfect synthesis. Yet creation as such is eternal, and thus 
no~ subject to degrees of approach. Durational life must therefore be 
assigned not to some historical epoch in a creative process, but to a 
'moment' in its eternal dialectic as it relates to what is finite. The wicked 
Nero and the good Socrates are imaginational, but not illusory - for 
the root of lmaginatio, and of its imaginational objects, is the unilateral 
~elf-reference of the microcosm, well-founded in so far as it is 'cosmic,' 
di-founded in so far as it is 'micros.' In this antithetical 'moment' of the 
finite creative dialectic the creandum is emanated as durational, conative, 
elective, subject to the more or less rival claims of more or less corrected 
'natural' desires and more or less undefected 'rational' wishes which 
stem from his 'eternal part' - the 'part' which, according to his status 
in the hierarchy of Natura, unilateral self-reference cannot wholly de­
grade, and which, as subject to opposition from his 'defected part,' 
operates as moral obligation or 'conscience.' 

But this 'original sin' of unilateral self-reference, as has been said, 
can be imputed to no historical act of rebellion against his own nature 
as creatum, or against his creator, for there can be neither ground of 
rebellion, nor groundless conflict, in either creatum or creator. Finite 
creation is a resolved contradiction, or dialectic, which from the standpoint 
of the creandum involved in it, expounds itself as durational, conative, 
and elective, under the more or less rival claims of a nature bifurcated 
~ithout radical division, and thus for ever seeking, by means well or 
ill-directed, the complete synthesis which it lacks and which is the final 
' moment' of its creation. This can only be effectively sought by the 
emendation of his unilateral self-reference, and not by more urgent, 

d. 1• Cf. de Burgh, Towards a Religious Philosophy, p. 111, note 1 : "As willed timelessly by the 
ivine Reason, (creation) includes the whole scheme of the world's redemption." 
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more subtly discriminating, or less punctilious, pursuit of the imagina­
tional objects of 'natural' inclination. For these can be truly profitable 
only 'as referred to God'; and even their imaginational profitableness 
depends on their right pursuit, i.e. upon their use, not as mere alien 
things to be exploited, but as complementary agents in self-corrobora­
tion. And this itself involves in its degree the emendation of unilateral 
self-reference. The craftsman, the artist, and the lover, must submit 
himself to the requirements of his tools and material. 

In the Ethics these principles receive more overt exposition - though 
still limited for the most part by the treatment of the ethical problem 
under Ratio, the 'second kind of knowledge.' In relation to error, we 
now find the fundamental distinction between ideas "as referred to 
God" (which are necessarily true or adequate) and as inadequate, and 
thus liable to, but not necessarily involved in, error, as in the unemended 
perspective of the common order of imaginational cognizance. In rela­
tion to evil, we now have the assertion of the Preface to Part IV. already 
noticed that the distinction of 'good' and 'bad' as applied to the moral 
agent implies comparison with an exemplar which is not some other man, 
or the same man at another time, but that by approximation to which 
the "power of action" of the man himself "in so far as it is understood by 
his own nature, is increased." These are expository movements of great 
significance, as I have sought show, providing as they do the clue to 
Spinoza's essential moral theory; for, taken together with the philoso­
pher's insistence on the authenticity of Imaginatio, and the momentous 
import of ethical distinctions for "this present life," they point inescapa­
bly to the doctrine of what I have called 'emanation' as a 'moment' 
in the dialectic of finite creation. 

Our second question was: how is it possible for this or that man to 
exercise control over his degree of durational perfection? How can he 
control the degree in which he approximates to his exemplary 'partici­
pation in Deity,' or in which he has exemplary 'knowledge and love 
of God'? His deed at any time, it will be said, expresses his choice in 
accordance with his degree of approximation at that time, and is thus 
inevitably 'good' or 'wicked' as he then is. This may well be true, and 
even morally important, and yet but sophistical as an objection to self­
control. For it suggests that his deed is not his choice but the result of 
the prevalence of one or other 'motive' that he discovers in himself, or 
even that operates without his discovery. And so regarded, plainly he 
has no control. So long as the nature of the choice which constitutes 
the mode of durational actualization of his bifurcated potency-in-act 
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is misinterpreted as submission to the more coercive 'motive,' no other 
answer is possible. 

We need not further labour the crucial point that an agent's deeds 
are not coercively determined by 'motives' operating upon his 'will,' 
and by their relative strength (or other mode of efficiency) deciding 
his 'choice' either a tergo or afronte. For choice, as such, is not determined: 
it is a mode of determining. In so far as they are his, a man's deeds 
actualize his potency-in-act; and in so far as this potency-in-act, by 
reason of his seJf-reference, is bifurcated without division, his action 
involves choice, more or less free, and his deed is 'good' or 'bad' ac­
cording as, by his choice, the less exemplary factor is subordinated to 
the more exemplary, or vice versa. True, the 'good deed' or the 'bad 
deed' actualizes the extant potency-in-act, but the determination is in­
trinsic to the action, and not extrinsic by way of coercive 'resultant' 
alien 'force.' The potency-in-act constitutes the agent as acting. 

But, it may be objected, this being so, the man is what he is, and 
acts as he does act, and can no other, and thus at no time has power 
either of self-emendation or of self-degradation. But this is to hark back 
to the error that has already been exposed, for the privation that the 
agent suffers is his affair, since as creatum he suffers none; and though 
it results from no temporal act (though it may be increased or diminished 
by such acts) it pertains to him as a responsibility that he cannot evade. 
Nor as emanatum does he ever seek to do so, save in words, for his whole 
durational life, whether virtuous or vicious, is an endeavour after self­
preservation and improvement by ways effective or ineffective. As well 
might we say, with the sophist,1 that a man cannot learn because he 
either already knows that which he is said to learn, or does not know 
it when he is said to learn it, as that the power of self-emendation must 
be denied because his deed actualizes his extant potency-in-act and is 
good or bad according to the balance of its factors. And when de Burgh 
poses his question: "how man can rise, conformably to Spinoza's system, 
from a lower plane of knowledge to a higher," 2 the answer must surely 
be: by learning, i.e. not "acquiring knowledge of some matter of which 
you previously have no knowledge," 3 not the accumulation and sophisti­
cation ofimaginational 'facts,' but "in the sense ofreviewing this matter" 
and critically appraising it in the light of its aetiology or of some other 
method of discovering its relation to the bifurcated agent.4 

1 See Plato, Euthydemus, 275-278. 
• Towards a Religious Philosophy, p. 73. 
3 Eutlzydemus, 278A (Jowett's translation). 
• E.g. 'the Law and the Prophets.' 



GOOD, EVIL, AND PERFECTION 157 

Durational agency is thus no proper medium for the application of 
the 'Yea and Nay of Elea,' since emanational potency stems from an 
exemplary creative source, and its bifurcation, therefore, is not carried 
to the point of division (though by an agent's own persistently wicked 
choice it may become asymptotic thereto). Doubtless, the power of self­
emendation or self-degradation possessed by a supposedly isolated man, 
or of a man in a 'state of nature,' would be very limited, and we have 
yet to consider in the following chapters some of the pre-conditions and 
aids towards a more effective moral life, 1 but it can be denied to Spinoza's 
'man' only by imputing a mechanistic causal theory to the philosopher, 
and wholly ignoring the essential derivativity of both transeuncy and 
finality from eternal action under unilateral self-reference. 

Now de Burgh did at least understand that creation "as willed time­
lessly by the divine Reason, includes the whole scheme of the world's 
redemption;" 2 and that being so, he needed but rightly to relate the 
time-process to the 'timeless' act of creation to gain relief from his doubts 
concerning the self-emendation of the moral agent. For creation as so 
conceived ensures that finite creata as emanated under self-reference are 
not merely 'fallen' from their finite perfection, but also in due measure 
must possess the power of self-redemption (for the deeds of another 
cannot be redemptive save by response from the being to be redeemed). 
This power is the primordial pre-condition of the moral life, and though 
it may be increased or whittled away by the agent's own exercise or 
neglect it is nevertheless normal to his nature as emanatum by reason of 
his status in the hierarchy of Natura. As to its effectiveness, it would be 
as unreasonable to suppose that this emanated power is absolute under 
all conditions and at any and every time as that it is wholly absent. 
The field of otherness in relation to which the moral life is pursued 
contains other self-referent agents whose aid and hindrance is thus 
beyond the agent's own control. Moral progress may, indeed, be diffi­
cult, and under adverse circumstances such as these ( as in a 'state of 
nature') wellnigh impossible - hence the value of the family, the tribe, 
and especially the civic State. But the principle remains clear: through­
out durational life the dialectic of finite creation expounds itself, not 
merely with greater or less success, but from its very nature even by 
contrariety as self-defeating in so far as the power that stems from cre­
ation, and is bifurcated by self-reference, under choice more or less 
free, may find actualization in deeds which, though as deeds positive, 

1 Cf. also Eth. V., ii.-x.; and especially x. Sch. 
2 Towards a Religious Philosophy, p.111, note I. 
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as wicked deeds are privative, and thus parasitical on goodness. The 
power by which Nero murdered his mother was derived from God, 
but his use of that power was wicked because it conflicted with his·own 
exemplary nature as creatum. The positively wicked deed was at once 
derived from and in conflict with Deus quatenus Nero est -it was parasitical. 
And it is thus that 

in hate or lust or guile or unbelief, 
Out of some core of truth the excrescence comes.1 

1 R. Browning, The Ring and the Book, x, 355-6. 



CHAPTER VIII 

OBLIGATION AND EMENDATION 

According to A. E. Taylor,1 Spinoza is "precluded from having any 
moral doctrine at all" by his "exclusion of the notion of moral value," 
which is "explicitly accomplished in the famous Preface to Part III." of 
the Ethics; and he notes with scarcely suppressed indignation that "the 
very word duty or obligation hardly occurs anywhere in the Ethics." 
"Though Spinoza had fine things to say about the virtue of benevolence, 
he is curiously silent about the great virtue in which the concept of a 
debitum is most markedly prominent, the virtue of justice." "I should say 
that there must clearly be something wrong," he continues, "with the 
very foundations of a moral theory which can be worked out without 
reference to justice and obligation." 2 I venture to think that this facile 
iconoclasm has polemical rather than serious critical value. 3 Doubtless, 
in some sense and form, action from moral obligation, as distinct from 
'action' from mere passive inclination, is essential to the conception of 
morality, but though the simple moralist may rest content with the 
distinction, the philosopher is bound to inquire into its sources and 
ontological signification - very difficult metaphysical problems, the so­
lution of which is not likely to leave the original moralistic distinction 
wholly unmodified. Even Kant, who above all philosophers emphasized 
the distinction of duty and inclination, failed so to expound his theoreti­
cal philosophy as to clarify its relation to the principle of practice; nor 
have succeeding generations of commentators succeeded in elucidating 
this relation on recognizably kantian lines. Plato, again, who had much 
to say about justice, had little to say about duty or obligation, and 
certainly did not oppose justice to the pursuit of happiness - indeed, 
identified them,justice being the health of the soul, and the only source 
of true pleasure. Yet I do not think that Taylor would have ventured 

1 'Some Inconsistencies in Spinozism' (lv/ind, XLVI. N.S., pp.281 et seqq. 
2 Loe. cit., p.286. 
a These articles are selfconfessedly iconoclastic, registering Taylor's irritation at the oc-

casional exhibition of i_dolatr)'. among ~pinoza's less_ critical ad~ire:s. Though this so far 
disqualifies them fo~ p~ilos?p_h1cal att~ntlon, they ~re mtroduced m this essay as a convenient 
recent source ofant1spmoz1stlc polemics almost umversal among theological and other critics 
from Spinoza's own day to the present time. 
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to suggest that Plato was "precluded from having any moral doctrine 
at all." What is important in a moral theory is the recognition of the 
distinction of moral good and evil, of virtue and vice, and the need 
for, and the possibility of, correction whereby a man may attain the 
one and eschew the other, and not the manner in which the distinction 
and the emendation are expressed in commonsense or metaphysical 
terms. Had Kant fairly attacked the problem of the relation of his 
ethical doctrine to his positivistically biased theoretical philosophy, he 
might well have seen reason to modify the expressions of both, though 
not to withdraw either. No one who has fairly examined Parts IV. and 
V. of the Ethics, the Tractatus Theologico-Politicus, and even the corre­
spondence with van Blyenbergh, can deny that Spinoza has "a genuinely 
moral doctrine," though he expressly refuses to bewail, deride, mock 
or express detestation of the vicious propensities of human nature - his 
attention being fully occupied in "considering the nature and strength 
of the ajfectus," both of the 'passions' and of the 'exertions' (or active 
ajfectus), and the power of the latter over the former, by examination 
of the human predicament. 

The main reason why the conception of moral obligation does not 
stand out in hard contrast to natural inclination in the Spinozistic 
exposition of morality is that he does not conceive morality as a 'super­
natural' interference with the course of nature, but rather the 'course 
of nature,' i.e. the 'common order of nature' as a privation of Natura, 
and morality as its redintegration towards perfection. Nature is thus 
not a blind mechanism wholly indifferent to moral distinctions, nor 
does man by becoming a moral agent set himself at issue with nature, 
but only with its emanational obfuscations. Morality is approximation 
to nature, not divorce from it; it is the emendation of the unnatural 
condition of the partially self-alienated man. Virtue and vice are the 
very ways oflife and death of the agent, his corroboration and privation, 
his intrinsic recompense and retribution. It is, of course, one of the 
natural defects of durational apprehension that this lies partly concealed, 
and the virtuous man often faces durational suffering by reason of his 
virtue, and the wicked man often prospers durationally by reason of 
his vice. When this happens we are apt to say that neither gets what he 
deserves, as if the reward of virtue were durational prosperity, and the 
punishment of vice durational suffering. Yet, of course, durational 
prosperity is a natural 'good,' and durational suffering a natural 'evil,' 
so that it would seem that deeds that are morally good can be naturally 
evil, and vice versa. Wherein, then, lies the obligatoriness of virtue and 
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of the avoidance of vice, and how can the obligation come to be recog­
nized by durational man? 

Some will say that the obligation lies in the will of God as revealed 
in certain commandments - an account that at least has the merit of 
not supposing that obligation is a sort of concealed natural inclination 
(so that the heightened self-esteem of the virtuous man outweighs the 
suffering incurred). Yet how can durational man attain assurance of 
the truth of the revelation and of the authority of the 'God'? We recog­
nize no obligation to obey the commandments of Mumbo-Jumbo as 
reported by the medecine man. "Even the Holy One of the Gospels 
must first be compared with our ideal of moral perfection before we 
can recognize Him as such."1 Evidently, therefore, the obligatoriness 
of virtuous conduct must stem from a man's own eternal nature, which, 
even as durationally emanated, is not merely subject to inclination 
which may oppose obligation. True authoriry, though transcendent, can­
not be external: it implies the immanence of the author. 

Spinoza's account of the aetiology of this human predicament has 
been sufficiently expounded, and need not be further laboured. What 
has here to be considered is the manner in which the partially undefected 
'part' of the emanatum under self-reference, which constitutes the pri­
mordial pre-condition of all individual moralization, can become truly 
effective and gain controlling power in the developed durational life, 
so that 'passion' is subordinated to 'exertion,' and Imaginatio to Scientia. 

We have spoken of the inherence of the nisus to improvement in the 
durational conator, but this does not mean that moral improvement 
is in any sense automatic. Even automatism in Spinoza's sense has 
application only to eternal agents. And it is obvious enough that mere 
practice does not necessarily tend towards moral perfection: men get 
more vicious as well as more virtuous in the course of 'this present 
life.' The man of inflexible 'good will' by practice increases in virtue; 
the man of 'weak will' makes little improvement of any kind save in 
the art of avoiding painful issues; the man of 'vicious will' becomes 
increasingly vicious. These are common expressions valid enough under 
the sophisticated psychological reading of human nature, but the nature 
and mode of operation of the 'will' that is called 'good,' 'weak,' or 
'vicious' remains obscure. It is apt to be thought of as one of the 'energies' 
possessed by a man, additional to his intelligence over and above his 
'impulses,' 'appetites,' and 'desires'), and operating transeuntly in ac­
cordance with, or in opposition to, these (similarly operating). Its re-

1 Kant, Fundamental Principles of the Metaphysic of Morals, § 2. 
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lation to his intelligence comes to be conceived as that by which 'mere 
ideas' are practically effective, and dreaming is transformed into doing. 
But who cannot see that this whole account results from abstraction, 
sophistication, and the hypostatization of entia imaginationis; that it is 
of vague exhortatory and dehortatory utility, but has no legitimate 
place in an analysis of the moral situation? I ts primafacie air of definition 
and expository lucidity is but the cloak of real confusion, misconstruc­
tion, and hermeneutic impotence. 

Spinoza firmly refuses to discuss the ethical problem in terms of any 
such jejune rigmarole: 'will,' desire,' 'appetite,' etc. are alternative ex­
pressions for the "conatus in suo esse perseverare," 1 which is "nothing but 
the actual essence of the thing itself,'' 2 i.e. the imperfected expression 
of the eternal actio which is its nature in the communitas of Natura naturata. 
Furthermore, 'will' (i.e. the conatus as related to the mind alone) is 
identical with intellect3 which is essentially active as such (though as 
finite its activity is derivative) :4 a mode of Thought, whether adequate 
or inadequate, whether of the self or of an other (i.e. of affectiones of 
the self under the derivatively transeunt causality of the partially ali­
enated complement), is a mode of agency, and no mere 'floating ideal 
content' needing an extraneous 'effort' of the 'will' to bring it to practi­
cal effectiveness. Its activity is 'judgement' (too often regarded as no 
more than somewhat more complex 'ideal content') ; for ideas, as Hegel 
said, "have hands and feet," and, though they cannot actuate bodies, 
their 'hands and feet' are their agency or conatus; and the more adequate 
the idea, the more effective it is in the reconstitution of the self-alienated 

mind. 
Nevertheless, the question remains as to how a man is to secure the 

more adequate ideas, with their superior effectiveness, which are neces­
sary for vigorous moral improvement. I say to 'secure' them, for it is 
not sufficient merely to entertain them as vaguely noted hearsay dicta: 
they must be actively, i.e. genuinely, thought - or if not thought, at least 
so certified by a truly venerated authority as to be taken as true 'beyond 
a peradventure.' 

This alternative indicates the two main ways by which, according to 
Spinoza, moral improvement may be achieved or expedited, corre­
sponding to two main types of morality, which I shall call the morality 

1 Eth. III., ix. Sch. 
2 Eth. Ill., vii. It is the 'actual' essence because it is no mere potency, but potency-in-act. 
3 Eth. II., xlix. Cor. 
4 Eth. II., xlviii. The infinite series of transeunt causes here referred to is an emanation of 

the derivativity of the creatum. 
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of obedience1 and the liberry of enlightenment. And to these we must add, 
both for the sake of completeness, and also because of its prominence 
in Spinoza's political thought, a third way which I shall call the pseudo­
moraliry of sanctions, though, as the name suggests, it is morally deficient. 

(i) THE MORALITY OF OBEDIENCE 

It is one of the chief contentions of Spinoza in the Tractatus Theologico­
Politicus that Scripture teaches, not philosophy but morality, not meta­
physical doctrines about the nature of God and his relation to man, 
but only such knowledge as is needful to convince men that God is 
"the perfect pattern of the true life." "Scripture nowhere gives an ex­
press definition of God, and does not point out any other of his attributes 
which should be apprehended save these" (viz.justice and mercy), "nor 
does it in set terms praise any others. Wherefore we may draw the general 
conclusion that an intellectual knowledge of God, which takes cogni­
zance of his nature as it really is, and which cannot by any manner of 
living be imitated by mankind, or followed as an example, has no 
bearing whatever on true rules of conduct, on faith, or on revealed 
religion; consequently, that men may be in complete error on the sub­
ject without incurring the charge of sinfulness. We need no longer 
wonder that God adapted himself to the existing opinions and imagina­
tions of the prophets ... or that the sacred books speak very inaccurately 
of God, attributing to him hands, feet, etc . ... or that they ascribe to 
him emotions such as jealousy, mercy, etc . ... or that they describe him 
as a judge in heaven sitting on a royal throne with Christ on his right 
hand. Such expressions are adapted to the understanding of the multi­
tude, it being the object of Scripture to make men not learned but 

1 "Moral precepts, whether they receive the form of laws from God himself or not, are 
nevertheless divine and salutary; and whether we receive the good which follows from virtue 
and the divine love from God as a judge, or whether it emanates from the necessity of the 
divine nature, it will not therefore be either more or less eligible .... Therefore, he asserts 
falsely that I declare that there is no room left for precepts and commands." (Ep. xliii.). 
It is in the Tractatus Theologico-Politicus ( to some ill-directed criticisms of which Ep. xliii is 
a reply) that the 'morality of obedience' is most distinctly emphasized: "Here I wish expressly 
to state (though I have said it before) concerning the utility and necessity of the Holy Scrip­
tures, or revelation, that I hold it to be very great. For as we cannot perceive by the natural 
light that simple obedience is the way of salvation ( salus}, but revelation alone teaches, by 
the special grace of God, that which we cannot by reason attain, it follows hence that Scripture 
has brought very great solace to mankind. For all without exception can obey, and there 
are but very few compared with the whole human race, who acquire the state of virtue 
under the guidance ofreason alone. Thus unless we had the testimony of Scripture we should 
doubt the salvation of nearly all men" (ch.xv.}. Those inclined to doubt the sincerity of these 
statements should notice the application of analogous principles to the necessities of civic 
life as emphasized in Eth. IV. and elsewhere. 
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obedient."1 "A man is pious or impious in his beliefs only in so far as 
he is thereby incited to obedience, or derives from them licence to sin 
and rebel. If a man by believing what is true becomes rebellious, his 
creed is impious; if by believing what is false he becomes obedient, 
his creed is pious; for the true knowledge of God comes not by com­
mandment but by divine gift. God has required nothing from men 
but a knowledge of his divine justice and charity: and that, not as 
necessary to true knowledge, but to obedience." 2 And it is on this 
foundation that Spinoza formulates the essential dogmas of universal 
religion: the divine existence, supremacy, justice, and mercy, his unity, 
omnipresence, supreme right, dominion, and freedom, his right to hu­
man obedience, and his laws of justice, mercy, and love towards one's 
neighbour, and the doctrine of salvation and perdition as dependent 
on obedience and disobedience, respectively. "If men did not firmly 
believe this there would be no reason why they should choose to be 
led by God rather than by delights" 3 - i.e. no reason assuredly known 
to the multitude, for whom the morality of obedience is the only availa­
ble source of effective virtue. 

Obedience to God as he is revealed through the prophets, however, 
is not the only obedience that conduces to virtue: "It is certain that 
duties towards one's country are the highest that man can fulfil ... 
There can be no duty towards our neighbour which would not be­
come an offence if it involved injury to the whole State, nor can 
there be any offence against our duty towards our neighbour, or any­
thing but loyalty, in what we do for the sake of preserving the State. 
For instance, it is my duty4 when my neighbour quarrels with me and 
wishes to take my cloak, to give him my coat also; but if it be thought 
that such conduct is hurtful to the State, I ought to bring him to trial 
even at the risk of his being condemned to death." 5 The ordinances 
of the State, therefore, being the preconditions of the rational applica-

1 Tract. Theo.-Pol., ch. xiii. 
2 Loe. cit. 
• Op. cit., ch. xiv. Hence, there is no conn~xion, and no affinity, between faith or theology 

and philosophy: "the aims and the foundations of the two subjects ... are as wide apart as 
the poles." (Loe. cit.) 

• "In the abstract," Elwes interpolates; "in a state of nature." says Taylor blunderingly 
('Some Inconsistencies in Spinozism' Mind, XLVI. N.S., p.293). As if Christian morality 
could have application in a 'state of nature.' 

6 This is the passage on which Taylor founds his assertion that in his political theory 
Spinoza "ignores morality" (lac. cit., p.293). What, in fact, Spinoza says is that the State, 
being the precondition of the possibility of moral development, must not be weakened even 
in the supposed interest of ideal morality, the development of which could only be thus 
postponed. And even Taylor admits in effect that Christian morality would be wholly in­
applicable in a 'state of nature' (Loe. cit., p.294). 



OBLIGATION AND EMENDATION 165 

bility of the commands of Scripture ( and thus more in accordance with 
the dictates of reason under the conditions set by the natures of the individuals 
involved), 1 take precedence even of these in so far as they come into 
conflict. But like them they claim obedience - a claim that is admitted 
by the citizen in so far as, actuated by rational 'exertions,' he follows 
the dictates of reason; and which, in so far as he is actuated by 'passions,' 
must be corroborated by sanctions which, under passion, induce at 
least outward conformity. 

For the multitude, therefore, i.e. for men in their day to day concerns, 
Spinoza conceives morality as, in the main, a matter of obedience to 
commands: either those of God as interpreted by the prophets,2 or 
those of the State operating as the precondition of human survival and 
well-being. And such obedience, in so far as it is truly 'obedience,' i.e. the 
outcome of 'exertions' so far manifesting the eternal nature of the 
individual, and not mere servile subjection, under passion, to sanctions, is 
founded on assurance of the truth of prophetic interpretation, or 
recognition of the superiority of the civic life over life in a 'state of 
nature.' Veneration for the prophet of God, manifesting this assurance, 
and for the State, implying this recognition, provide the superior ef­
fectiveness of the laws and commandments in their opposition to 
passion. The strength of the rational ajfectus of veneration or devotion, 3 

in so far as it is a continuant that persistently moderates the pulverulent, 
discordant, passions is, for the most part, with the vast majority of 
civilized men, in normal times, sufficient - though even here there can 
be no elimination of passive a.Jfectus, or transcendence of 'exertion': for 
moral man is but emanatum, and the ordinances of God and of the State 
are 'obligations,' never wholly natural inclinations. The man of simple 
faith, or the true patriot, will be 'obedient,' not submissive from fear 
of perdition or hope of bliss, from fear of the gallows or hope for civic 
honour: his piety or loyalty may, indeed, approximate to natural incli­
nation, nay, he may even, not merely express the harmony of the laws 
and commandments with the dictates of reason, but in some sense and 
degree recognize it, so that, so far, he may pass from a mere morality of 
obedience towards the 'liberty of enlightenment' which in its fullness 
is beyond morality. In so far as a man acts from 'natural piety,' it is the 
love of God that energizes him; in so far as he acts from native sociality, 
it is patriotism, i.e. love of country, viz. of his concives; and these are not 

1 See below, p. 200-201. 
• For Spinoza a 'prophet' is an interpreter of the divine will, not a predictor of future 

events: or the latter only because the former. 
• Sec Eth. III., lii. Sch. 
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pass~ons but 'exertions' - principles of integrity and co-operation, not 
of alienation and strife. This is the morality of obedience at its best and 
most effective. Though it issues from Imaginatio in prophet and legis­
lator, it is not therefore opposed to truth, for such Imaginatio is a virtue 
of the mind.1 

(ii) THE PSEUDO-MORALITY OF SANCTIONS 

But we must be careful to distinguish the morality of obedience from 
a pseudo-morality of sanctions with which it may easily be confused, 
and with which, doubtless, it is often contaminated. 2 Sanctions are 
superadded rewards and punishments re-inforcing or supplying the 
urge to conduct in accordance with reason, law, or commandment by 
recourse to the passions of hope and fear; they are necessary only in so 
far as true enlightenment or obedience are absent. So long as a man 
acts only from fear and hope he acts slavishly under the dominion of 
passion, lacking that constancy and fidelity to principle that is the 
foundation of 'true religion' and civic life. Indeed, as I have said, 
'obedience' is truly imputed only where sanctions are superfluous. Thus 
the pseudo-morality of sanctions is only indirectly 'moral' as facilitating 
the liberation of others by restraining, not the passions of the agent, but 
their ill social effects. It is a form of subjection, and not of liberation, 
and concerns the external behaviour, not the inward character of the 
agent- save, perhaps, in so far as by the formation of habits of behaviour 
it may facilitate moralization by other means. 

It is plain enough that Spinoza regarded the pseudo-morality of 
sanctions as at once important under the conditions of human associ­
ation in 'this present life,' and as ethically contemptible. In relation to 
the civic State it is, of course, essential: "Although all are persuaded 
that religion teaches every man to love his neighbour as himself, i.e. to 
defend another's right just as much as his own, yet... this persuasion 
has too little power over the passions. It avails, indeed, in the hour of 
death, when disease has subdued the passions and a man lies inert; or 

1 See above, p. 57, note 2. 
. • Just as it may be partially elevated towards genuine liberty of enlightenment by insight 
mto the harmony of the commandments and civic laws with reason. The pseudo-morality 
of sa?ctions, the morality of obedience, and the liberty of enlightenment, are variously 
associated in the moral life of the developed moral agent. In general they re-inforce one anoth­
er, _though, as human devotion and veneration are imaginational, opposition is not impossible. 
It 1s hardly necessary today to point out that venerated 'prophets' may be charlatans, and 
acc~pted 'rulers' tyrants. Only genuine enlightenment can guard the individual against these 
penis. And that is not easily achieved; but neither is it utterly 'beyond human understanding.' 
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in temples where men hold no traffic; but least of all where it is most 
needed, in the lawcourt or the palace .... Reason can, indeed, do much 
to restrain and moderate the passions, but ... the road which reason 
herself points out is very steep, so that such as persuade themselves that 
the multitude, or men distracted by politics, can ever be induced to 
live according to the bare dictate of reason, must be dreaming of the 
golden age of the poets, or of a stage-play."1 And what is true of the 
'bare dictate of reason' applies in great measure to the religious and 
civic sentiments. Thus if the State is to have stability sufficient to fulfil 
its mission it must be based upon power superior to that of any effective 
majority of its citizens, and embody the will to make use of that power 
by the imposition of sanctions adequate to harness the passions in the 
interest of its ordinances. But in Ethices V. we are left in no doubt at all 
about Spinoza's opinion about the ethical status of this pseudo-morality: 
"The creed of the multitude seems to be ... that they are free in so far as it 
is allowed to them to obey their lusts, and that they give up a portion 
of their rights in so far as they are bound to live according to the com­
mands of the divine law. Piety, therefore, and religion, and absolutely 
all those things that are related to magnanimity, they believe to be 
burdens which they hope to be able to lay aside after death; hoping 
also to receive some reward for their bondage, i.e. for their piety and 
religion. It is not merely this hope, however, but also, and chiefly, fear 
of dreadful punishments after death, by which they are induced to live 
according to the commands of the divine law, i.e. as far as their feeble­
ness and impotent mind will permit; and if this hope and fear were not 
present to them, but if, on the contrary, they believed that minds perish 
with the body, and that there is no prolongation of life for miserable 
creatures exhausted with the burden of their piety, they would return 
to ways of their own liking, and would prefer to let everything be con­
trolled by their own passions, and to obey fortune rather than them­
selves. This seems to me as absurd as if a man, because he does not 
believe that he will be able to feed his body with good food to all eternity, 
should desire to satiate himself with poisonous and deadly drugs; or as 
if, because he sees that the mind is not eternal or immortal, should 
therefore prefer to be mad, and to live without reason - absurdities so 
great that they scarcely deserve to be repeated." 2 

1 Tract. Polit., I., v. 
• Eth. V., xli. Sch. 
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(iii) THE LIBERTY OF ENLIGHTENMENT 

Returning to the moral life more strictly so called we saw that the 
morality of obedience is founded upon a continuant aifectus or 'exertion' 
of devotion or veneration that moderates the passions and whether 

• ' ' nati~e or cultivated, is more truly the agent's own than his dearest 
~assion. Obedience to a loved authority is of very early development 
m the ordinary civilized man, being first of all directed towards parents 
?r guardians. That it can be cultivated is indubitable, both by the 
inward re-inforcement of reason and by the operation of lmaginatio 
under inward or outward control. But however fully and consistently 
d~ve!oped the morality of obedience may be, after all it lacks the in­
trinsic assurance of essential morality: the genuine power of reason that 
I have called the 'liberty of enlightenment.' 

It follows from what has been said about the human predicament in 
~elation to which morality is brought into operation, that what is at 
issue in moral improvement is not man's power over given external or 
transeunt causes but over himself as he is emanated under unilateral 
self-reference: h~ power to emend the intellect with its agency, and 
thus to correct his metaphysical relativity. The moral agent is self­
enslaved by his own passions. And he can only be saved by his own 
'exertions.' A. E. Taylor complains that Spinoza does not show that 
truth, as truth, "has an inherent attractive power which can master 
the passions " that reason is "able to encounter and defeat the passions . . ' 
in its own strength" - interpreting Spinoza's assertions that affectus can 
only be restrained or removed by opposing and stronger affectus, z and 
that no ajfectus can be restrained by the true knowledge of good and 
~vil, qua true, but only qua a.ffectus3 as meaning that "a true and adequate 
idea has in itself no more hold over our 'passional nature' than a false 
a~d inadequate one; it can only prevail if it happens to be associated 
With a more powerful 'affect'.'' But this is only another example of the 
fatal mischief of attempting to interpret Spinoza's thought under an 
anachronistic set of presuppositions. Reason operates durationally, and 
d~fectively, as 'active ajfectus' or 'exertion,' and not by chance associ­
ation with alien ajfectus. In the imaginational life of duration reason 
eccentrically informs the 'exertions' of the actual essence, or conatus, of 
the lll.oral agent - nay, even informs his passions, though privatively. 

I'$ 
• E 0 me Inconsistencies in Spinozism' (Mind, XLVI. N.S .. p.287). 

lh. IV., vii. 
3 Eth. IV., xw. 
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The 'active a.ffectus' or 'exertions' are the modes of emanational irrup­
tion of adequate causes in the transeunt series of inadequate causes. 

So far, then, is it from being true that reason can do nothing without 
the chance association of an ajfectus stemming from some other source, 
that reason alone, as mind, is fully active, and the 'exertions' of the 
durational mind are its imaginational expressions, while its passions 
are the imaginational expressions of this action as alienated, its com­
munitas defected, under unilateral self-reference. "Killing Truth" may 
not "glare upon" the passions1 and nullify them in the mere "indetermi­
nate choice" (itself chimerical) of the durational agent, for thus there 
could be no emanation of finites into duration at all, no durational 
history, no 'original sin,' no need for salvation. 

This is not to say that man is exclusively durational as emanated, 
with no 'eternal part' remaining, but that all durational emendation 
issues through the reason that informs durational a.ffectus, i.e. through 
'exertions.' Nor does the whole essence of morality lie in the control of the 
passions by the 'exertions'; its positive aspect is the resulting progressive 
eternalization of the agent, or the attainment of the 'liberty of enlighten­
ment.' To use Taylor's platonic phrase, when the "eye of the soul" is 
"turned in the direction of the good" 2 its illumination is no mere 
increase in the range of knowledge: it is a change in the mind's 'axes 
of reference.'3 That this transformation and transvaluation is not 
wholly within the power of this or that durational agent at all times is 
both obvious and inevitable; but that it is wholly beyond his power, 
so that all care on his part, and all preparation, is futile, certainly does 
not follow from Spinoza's reading of the human predicament. Indeed, 
even 'sudden conversion' is not excluded as a possibility, as a great 
love will cure a man of his petty selfishnesses, for change of 'axes of 
reference' is always by its very nature by way of a leap however narrow 
or ample its scope. 

For the most part, however, the morality of enlightenment involves 
a durational process of emendation, though each stage of liberation is 
an eternal moment of illumination marked in the durational life as the 
operation of an 'exertion' in opposition to otherwise prevailing passion. 
"An ojfectus which is a passion ceases to be a passion as soon as we form 
a clear and distinct idea of it"4 - for a 'clear and distinct idea' is an 
'adequate idea' embodying its proximate cause, so that an adequately 

1 Taylor, loc. cit., p.287. 
• Loe. cit. 
3 It is thus that perfect 'liberty of enlightenment' is b~ond morality. 
• Eth. V., iii. 
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conceived ajfectus is an action of the mind itself.I What is here at issue 
is not how far this or that man is capable of such clear and distinct 
conception, but the power ofreason, or adequate intellection, to control 
the passions by their transfiguration in a new creational system of 
reference. It is possible, according to Spinoza, because the whole life 
of the emanatum stems from an eternal source, and is thus durationally 
corrigible by reference to that source. And the transeuncy of the 'ex­
ertion' by means of which the passion is transformed is but the ema­
national expression of its source: the eternal finite creatum. True liberty 
belongs only to the perfectly enlightened agent, and to the partially 
enlightened in the degree of his enlightenment; for it is not causeless 
'action' but action adequately caused by the potency-in-act that is the 
essence of the agent, whether original or derivative. It is a long-standing 
and obdurate error that Spinoza's repeated statements about man's 
imagination of his freedom are denials of his freedom. They are denials 
of indeterminacy. Men "think they are free because they are conscious 
of their will and appetites but ignorant of the causes by which they are 
determined to will and desire"; 2 "their idea of liberty, therefore, is this: 
that they know no cause for their actions; for as to saying that their 
actions depend on their will, these are words without meaning."3 The 
true idea ofliberty is immanent causality, the actualization of potency, 
and it is thus that God is a free cause. 4 And human liberty must be of 
the same general nature, even in its durational form of more or less 
free choice. In so far as his actions are modified transeuntly by things 
alienated by self-reference he is in bondage to those things, i.e. to his 
own 'original sin' by which his eternal complement is durationally 
alienated and fragmented. And to take ignorance of bondage for free­
dom is the very root of wickedness and perdition. 

(iv) SELF-DETERMINATION AND SELF-LEGISLATION 

The theory of freedom as self-determination, however, has sometimes 
been understood, or advanced, in terms, and under preconceptions, 
that confuse the moral issue, and in effect deny what it plainly affirms 
in the spinozistic schema, viz. that self-determination involves agency 
and selfhood, and not the mere nominal inclusion within the contour of 
the 'self' of a certain complex of transeunt causes. Such 'self-determi-

1 Eth. III., iii. 
2 Eth. I., Append. Cf. Etlt. II., xxxv. Sch., et Ep. lviii. 
3 Eth. II., xxxv. Sch. 
• Eth. I., xvii. Cor. ii. Cf. Eth. I., xxxii. Cor. i. 



OBLIGATION AND EMENDATION 171 

nation' is merely nominal, and follows from the supposition that by 
'determination' is meant exclusively subjection to transeunt coercion. 
Self-determination is thus equated with the conception of the self as 
constituting some part of the total series and congeries of transeuntly 
necessitated 'causes' and 'effects' - as a section of the total fabric of 
co-existent and serial 'natural' causes. Because certain of these 'causes' 
lie within the conventional contours of the 'self' and in some measure 
determine its behaviour, it is so far nominally 'self-determined.' But 
here, evidently, the causality, such as it is, does not issue from the self; 
on the contrary, the 'self' is a mere selected parcel of transeuncies, 
determined by what lies beyond it, and only effective as the nominal 
vehicle of causes that are the effects of causes beyond its nominal 
contours. Such merely nominal 'freedom' has no truly ethical signifi­
cance, for moral freedom, or action, cannot be conjured out of such 
merely nominal 'self-determination' by the mere device of calling a 
section of the total congeries of transeuncies 'the self.' It is because the 
causal doctrine of Spinoza has generally been interpreted as mecha­
nistic, and the 'self' as thus pulverulent, that his ethical theory has 
commonly been pronounced unsatisfactory - as, indeed, in that case 
it assuredly would be. Even if the category of reciprocity is introduced 
so as to transform a mere causal series into a causal 'web,' and the 'self' 
is taken thus to form an 'organic' whole,1 holding transeunt causal 
relation with its sources and with the things that form its environment, 
the case is not essentially different from the ethical standpoint, for the 
self thus becomes no more than a mere node in the general fabric of 
nature, and not truly active as a sel£ No doctrine of moral freedom 
can be spun out of underived transeuncy and reciprocity. 

The ethical inadequacy of the conception of self-determination as 
thus conceived was clearly realized by Kant when he substituted the 
conception of 'self-legislation' as the essence of moral freedom. This 
was, indeed, a necessary correction for him just because he had in­
terpreted phenomenal causality as essentially transeunt and temporal. 2 

1 'Organic whole' is the 'blessed word' of radical objectivists vaguely aware of malaise but 
fearing a genuine remedy. Like 'dynamic,' 'organic' should ring like a tocsin. A system of 
reciprocal transeuncies, according as it is taken seriously or not, is c~merical or nominal. 
No real problem is solved, in philosophy as in politics, by the framing of a formula that 
conceals its urgency. Wholeness demands exposition in terms of categories transcending 
transeuncy and reciprocity, and only as so expounded is it related to moral freedom - or 
for that matter any sort of freedom. (Cf. also, Aetemitas, pp.199-203, 295 note I, 298 note I, 
et passim. 

8 Critics of Kant who fasten upon his attribution of causality to things-in-themselves while 
restr~cting it as a category of the understanding applicable to phenomena alone, discover 
nothing fatal to his theory. The inconsistency arises from a [aches in the theory of causality. 
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For Spinoza, on the contrary, the distinction is implicit in the moral 
predicament because causality is immanent and genetic and under 
self-reference is bifurcated without division. Thus the causality of the 
self's eternal source as related to that of its emanational extancy is 
essentially legislative. Yet because emanation reduces immanency to 
transeuncy, and generation to endeavour, some discussion is necessary 
concerning the fashion in which rational genesis is related to durational 
endeavour, and communitas to affectio. 

The distinction drawn by Kant between 'things-in-themselves' and 
'phenomena' does not in that form appear, and could not have so 
appeared, in the philosophy of Spinoza; yet his distinction between the 
objects of Imaginatio and those of Ratio and Scientia Jntuitiva is a version 
of the same type of distinction, and may be compared with it. For Kant 
the phenomenal world is essentially the world of science - indeed, of 
physics - of which the perceptual world is a naive, undeveloped, and 
partly illusory, form. The noumenal world, again, transcends the 
scientific and perceptual understanding, and is thus the object, not of 
science but of faith. We can think it after a fashion, and as moral agents 
we have experience of it, but we cannot have knowledge of it as we have 
knowledge of phenomena. For Spinoza, on the contrary, entia in se are 
the proper objects of adequate knowledge, and the objects of lmaginatio 
always in their degree unintelligible, though their unintelligibility is 
intelligible in terms of their eccentric derivation from entia in se. And so 
far from the perceptual world being more illusory than the world of 
physics, or of science, for Spinoza naive lmaginatio lies nearer to truth 
than its sophisticated elaboration and reduction under the auxilia ima­
ginationis, time, measure, and number - or any of the intermediate 
stages of it that may pass as the 'common order of nature.' And though 
the distinction applies, like that of Kant, not only to 'things,' but also 
to the self (which in itself is an agent while making imaginational 
appearance as transeunt cause or conator in a world of transeunt causes 
or conators), unlike Kant, Spinoza understands that the transeuncy of 
the imaginational self is not complete, but that the durational self is 
not determined ab extra by 'natural causation' and reciprocity sub specie 
temporis, but by intrinsic conatus sub specie durationis. He is thus never faced 
by the insoluble riddle of Kantianism: how the man that is free as a 
member of the 'kingdom of ends' can be wholly determined as a part of 
phenomenal nature. Because he understands the 'phenomenal' as de­
rived from the 'noumenal' he is able to relate the self-legislation of the 
moral agent with the self-determining conatus of durational life. In other 
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words, the Kantian account harmonizes with the traditional view of 
creation as complete in time and callingforsupervenientrepair, whereas 
that of Spinoza harmonizes with the view of creation as including, in de 
Burgh's phrase, "the whole scheme of the world's redemption," and thus, 
while eternally complete, durationally exponential. 

The general character of Spinoza's deduction of the 'phenomenal' 
from the 'noumenal' has been sufficiently expounded: its main result 
is that durational determination is an abridged 'perspective' of the 
eternal, immanent, determination of the constitutive communitas of self 
and complement under the eccentric unilateral self-reference of the 
creandum. It thus appears in the 'common order of nature' as confused 
self-and-other-determination. Adequate causality is thus 'projected' on 
the 'axes' of a self relatively isolated from its complement as inadequate; 
the causality of the self is debilitated to conatus, or the endeavour to 
maintain and improve itself in a world of others, partly hostile and 
partly co-operative, which, as other, operates on it transeuntly, so that 
its self-determination is limited by their hostility, and realized by their 
sodality. Debilitated as it is, it is no mere cipher driven hither and 
thither under the coercion of alien 'forces,' a mere 'object' or 'event,' 
but an artist or craftsman self-limited by his material, but self-expressive 
through it. 

Now, the self-legislation of the moral self is founded on its hier­
archical constitution, with 'superior' elements exercising 'authority' 
over 'inferior' elements which are submissive thereto or rebellious 
therefrom. This Butlerian account, however, is no more than a de­
scription of the moral situation. It suffices to distinguish the self-legis­
lation of morality both from the nominal self-determination of atom­
istic psychology, and from such abstract, formal, self-legislation as may 
be imputed to the species as determining the instance. The species 
'legislates' for the instance, but there can be no question of 'submission' 
or 'rebellion' on the part of the instance: it is an instance only as con­
forming to the species, which, indeed, is posterior to it. The species is 
not the 'author' of the instance, and thus has no genuine 'authority' over it. 

The moral authority of conscience can therefore be validated only 
by reference to the aetiology of the hierarchical constitution of the finite 
durational agent: the 'superior principle' as 'authoritative' must, in 
some sense, be the 'author' of the inferior elements, yet these inferior 
elements not its incorrigible products, but its defective expressions, and 
thus subject to it as norm. This is the peculiar intension of moral self­
legislation; and the spinozistic schema is elaborated in response to the 
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metaphysical problem thus posed. The moral agent is neither a more 
or less remote 'instance' of a summum genus, nor a mere aggregate, 
mechanistic or 'organic,' of atomic elements, 1 but a microcosm of 
Natura in the very act of being created - involved in the dialectic of 
finite creation as it is 'telescoped out' in the plastic speculum of finite 
self-reference as self, and reference to God as finite. Thus it finds itself as 
engaged in a dialectical 'pilgrimage,' at once more or less alienated 
f~om its complement and source, and under obligation, through the 
~zsus of microcosmicity, to seek the integrity of communitas and creature­
liness. As a durational emanatum it strives, by reason of its extancy, to 
preserve itself in the face of hostility from, and to improve itself through 
co-operation with, its 'field'; and as moral, recognizes the authority of 
the principles inherent in its extancy, but partly occulted, and partly 
~alsified- but only partly - by unilateral self-reference. Moral principle 
15 t_he very redeeming 'moment' of finite creation, by obedience to 
which alone its finite dialectic can be completed. And though creation, 
as s~ch, is 'beyond good and evil,' durational morality is momentous 
precisely because it is no mere stage-play of creation, but creation itself 
as emanently enacted in the finite speculum. 

These are the principles that determine the durational moral life of 
the finite agent: it is not divorced from the eternal agency which is the 
source from which its endeavours emanate. That they are 'endeavours,' 
and not mere transitions or alternations, indicates their derivativity; 
that they are endeavours after preservation and improvement, indicates the 
depleted operation of their eternal source; that, in their measure, they 
are moral, indicates their unsevered connexion with inalienable - though 
abstracted_ eternity. The moral law is the ordinance of man's eternal 
~a~ure as Deus quatenusfinitus est? fr~m which his durational life is never 
: 1gidly separated, though by his wickedness he may be self-blinded to 
it. It is abstract and formal in proportion to his immersion in time; 
concrete and detailed in proportion to his enlightenment ( or that of 
his venerated moral authority). For the 'worldling,' a standard that he 
c_an neither apply nor wholly ignore; fo~ the man of 'good will' a con­
tinuant 'exertion' restraining the pass10ns within the limits of his 
realized power, and remaining as a standard by which his achievements 
ar_e judged; for the truly enlightened man, the essence of his communitas 
: 1th ~11 things, and with his source - _the l~w by which he has knowledge 
_of himself, and of God, and of thmgs. The completion of that en­

lightenment would wholly cancel "the shadow, Time," would "stab" 
1 See Aetmiitas, p.115, note 1. 
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the emanent soul "broad awake." As 'moral ideal' it falls short of the 
perfect communitas of .Natura naturata, which is 'beyond good and evil'; 
it may be defined as love to God and love to all things congruent with 
the utmost emendation of the self ''prout tempus et res postulat"I _ a defi­
nition lacking in precision of detail, but not of form, and gathering 
precision only in the actual development of the moral life. And that 
development is from barbarity to civility under sanctions, from civility 
to morality under obedience to obligations, or conscience, and from 
morality to perfection under enlightenment. In vulgar phrase, the 
'natural' man, like Sancho Panza, "must scratch where it itches," the 
civilized man like Kai Lung, "learns to itch where he can scratch " 

' ' the morally obedient man, like Goethe's 'gentleman,' "refrains from 
scratching where he itches," and the enlightened man has so far ceased 
to itch. 

1 Eth. II., xlix. Sch. 



CHAPTER IX 

THE PRECONDITIONS OF THE MORAL LIFE 

We have seen that the Ethics of Spinoza falls, in general, under his 
'second kind of knowledge,' Ratio, so that the 'man' to which reference 
is made in Parts II. to V. is the commune 'man' rather than this or that 
man, though, of course, since the commune is that which is the 'common 
property' of all men, the principles educed are applicable to this or 
that man. But the commune 'man' is not an existing individual, 1 universal 
or singular, but an ens rationis, whereas the moral life is lived by indi­
vidual men. Thus we found it necessary in dealing with the exemplar 
by approximation to which men are morally good, and by recession 
from which morally bad, to identify this with the individual eternal 
nature of this or that man - his own true individual essence as creatum -
for so only, on Spinoza's own principles, can moral goodness or badness 
be validly imputed. For the emanatum must be compared, not with some 
nature beyond his own individual scope, to the character of which he 
thus cannot attain, but with his own eternal and perfect essence.2 

In thus interpreting the application of rational ethical principles to 
individual agency, we have so far taken but one step towards the full 
concretion of the moral predicament - confining our attention to this 
or that man as he stands related to his complement in Natura as ali­
enated by his own unilateral self-reference, and capable of reconciliation 
(it would then seem) by his own self-emendation. We must now pass 
to a further emanational complication if the moral predicament is to 
be fully concreted; and this, indeed, is demanded by our original analy­
sis of Natura creata. For in considering the 'process' of emanation as 
resulting from the unilateral self-reference of 'the microcosm' (palpably 
a commune) our account has been 'rational' (i.e. under the 'second kind 
of knowledge'), and in applying its issues to morality the self-reference 

1 Eth. II., xxxvii. I need hardly again point out that this does not mean, or imply, that the 
'common properties' are abstract universals, or the 'commune' a species. 

s "It is especially to be noted that when I say that someone passes from a less to a greater 
perfection, and vice versa, I do not understand that from one essence or form he is changed 
to another (for a horse, e.g., would be as much destroyed if it were changed into a man as 
if it were changed into an insect); but we conceive that his power of acting, in so far as it is 
understood by his own nature, is increased or diminished." (Eth. IV, Praef.} 
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has been considered as if it pertained to some particular individual - to 
this or to that man. But, of course, the emanation of the durational 
world is not attributable to the self-reference of any one individual man, 
nor can it be corrected by the emendation of any one man. The dialectic 
of finite creation is enacted in the creation of every individual agent or 
microcosm, so that the alienation of emanata issues not from one but 
from the distributive self-reference of all according to their status in the 
hierarchy of creation. The alienation is not unilateral but mutual. Simi­
larly, the reconciliation of emanata is to be achieved, or approximated, 
not through the exemplary goodness of one, but only through the mu­
tual exemplary approximation of all. The isolated 'holy one' cannot 
but be a 'suffering servant of God' by reason of the absence of mu­
tuality. 

In brief: all individual creata are in constitutive communitas in the 
civitas Dei; individual emanata suffer privation of this relation of perfect 
mutuality by reason of the multifarious eccentricities of their self-refer­
ence. Thus the defect is not unipolar but multipolar, as must also be 
its emendation. The fragmentation of the eternal communitas of creata 
involves the resulting emanata in mutual alienation not to be unilaterally 
corrected. 

Thus each man as emanatum suffers both from his own self-reference 
and from that of his others, so that the application of rational moral 
principles to durational life is more highly complicated than Ratio would 
suggest. This or that man is no mere instance of the species 'man', but 
a member of a 'society' of singulars, each one of which is more or less 
similarly placed, and the aggregate of which is subject to varying rela­
tions of mutuality. Even if we could regard the 'man' of Ratio as a 
'concrete universal,' and singular 'men' as its 'individual embodiments'1 

abstractly and differentially expressing its universal nature, the mutual 
relations of these embodiments must also in some manner be 'dictated' 
by the concrete universal to the multiplicity ofits embodiments together 
with their 'epoch, place, and quantity.' For 'man' exists only in 'men,' 
and the mutual relations of men are referrible to the nature of 'man' 
not less than the singular nature of each man. Men as creata hold, nay, 
are constituted by, relations of eternal communitas, each with all; men 
as emanata similarly hold, and are partially constituted by, relations of 
defected communitas, of co-operation and hostility, each with other; 
and ethical emendation is thus at once an individual and a 'social' 
function: for the emendation of any one individual man, however com-

1 See Bosanquet, Logic,. I, p.227. 
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~le~e, can~ot transform .Natura emanata into .Natura creata. In 'this present 
life morality must be "prout tempus et res postulat" 1 - human relations must 
fall short of perfect communitas even for the man of unalloyed 'good will.' 

It would certainly not be true to say that Spinoza neglected this final 
complication and concretion of rational moral principle. There is much, 
especially in Ethices IV., and in the Tractatus Theologico-Politicus and Trac­
:atus Politicus, to show that he was well aware of its importance. It is, 
rndeed, the foundation of his political theory, and is not merely implicit 
even in the account which he gives in the Ethics of the man who lives 
"according to the guidance of reason." 

This or that man, then, is not durationally confronted with a 'field' 
of e_ndeavour either merely 'given' or wholly emanating under the pri­
vation of his own self-reference; and his problem is thus neither that 
of accommodating himself to the other as 'fact,' partly hostile and partly 
co-operative, nor merely that of emending himself so as to achieve har­
mony with his other by insight into its true nature unocculted by his 
own defect. It is that of combining these efforts in the most effective 
way. In so far as distributive self-reference results in mutual alienation 
the relations of finite emanata are those of mutual hostility; for each 
seeks his own preservation and profit under the universally valid 'law 
of nature,' vi;::,. the essential actualization of potency, however defective 
an~ thus corrigible it may be, because as positive potency it is divinely 
~enved. And in so far as, by reason of the varied hierarchical status of 
individuals in .Natura, it fails wholly to exclude their mutual help, their 
moral relations are emanational foreshadowings of eternal communi­
tas; for each, under the equally universal 'moral law,' seeks self-per­
fecting relation with its other as 'tool' or as 'medium,' according to 
status.2 

Now, durational human life is a vast complication of activities or 
endeavours in which these hostilities and alliances are met or exploited; 
and it can best be reduced to tolerably rational order by distinguishing 
~arious kinds of 'state' or condition in which men may be supposed to 
hve, and in part with more or less confusion of'states' do live, according 
as _they are conceived as mainly hostile one to another, or variously 
allied in action. For our present purpose it will, perhaps be sufficient 

1 Eth . 
• For· II., xlzx._ Sr.h. . . . . . . 

modifie moral pn?ciple has n?t o!1ly proper application ~•thm h~man relat10nsh1ps, bu~ also 
c f d and derivative apphcat10n to all forms of active relat10n: to that of the artist or 
t~: tsm:1n with his tools and material, of the farmer with his land, the jockey with his horse, 
f engineer with his machine and so on. The best can only be got out of the other by recogni­
ion of, and adequate submis~ion to, its inmost nature. 
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to consider the 'state of nature,' the state of civility, and the moral 
state - not as being exhaustive, and certainly not as being exclusive of 
one another or of intermediate states which may have been historically 
prevalent in various times and places, but as affording sufficient scope 
for the clarification of issues.1 

(i) THE 'STATE OF NATURE' 

Spinoza's contemporaries and earlier successors were apt to suppose 
that prior to the formation of civil States man existed in a state of uni­
versal hostility, and that it was upon this that civility was artificially 
imposed. Hobbes is the most notable example, and it is, perhaps, worth 
noting that although Spinoza has often been regarded as a political 
hobbist, with or without a difference, he has very little to say about 
this 'state of nature,' and that that little has not much in common with 
Hobbes. True, he writes at length about the 'Law of Nature' or 'Natural 
Right,' but this according to him has universal application, and is not 
confined to a supposed 'state of nature.' It is an expression, as has been 
said, of the nature of agency (which defines existence) as the actualiza­
tion of pote~cy, and is thus fundamental to all being whatsoever. Thus 
'Civil Law' or 'Civil Right' is a special branch or expression of Natural 
Law or Right as it has application to man in a state of civility - nay, 
the Moral Law itself is but the supreme expression sub specie durationis 

of the Law of Nature. 
It is now commonly, and rightly, held that mankind has never at 

any epoch or place lived in such a state of unbridled and universal 
individual hostility2 - though mainly on historical, physiological, and 
sociological grounds. Indeed, to go no further, it is sufficiently plain 
that the conditions of human birth and early nurture must definitely 
exclude the possibility of such a state, whatever may be said of adult 
human life. For the spinozist, however, it is excluded on metaphysical 

1 Other 'states' which may be named are the gregarious_ and the social states. In the former 
individual selfhood is subordinated to that of a grex winch thus operates as a single fluid 
animal with the individuals as separate locomotory 'cells.' By the 'social state' I mean that 
of distinct individuals living in a more or less complicated order of friendliness and occasional 
hostility sufficient to ensure a working sodality without ordered civil government. Colling­
wood has reminded us that 'sociality' existed under the 'customary law' ofancient communities 
in which 'civility' was inchoate - in the condition represented "in the Iceland of the sagas 
where men were to be found who knew, and would tell an inquirer, what the law was bu~ 
where there was no person or class of persons professionally charged with the busin;ss of 
enforcing it; where most men for the most part obeyed it •··; but where the only way of en­
forcing it was for men who wanted it obeyed to get together and smash a man notoriously 
given to breaking it" ( The New Leviathan, 28. 79.) 

• Even beasts live in no such state of universal individual hostility. 
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grounds. For as we have seen, the self-referent 'moment' of the dialectic 
of finite creation issues in a Natura emanata, durationally continuant, 
and composed of finite conators which, according to their hierarchical 
status are more or less co-operant with, and less or more hostile to, 
one another. Thus the hobbesian 'state of nature' is no more than an 
'ideal limit' to which the very lowest grades of being asymptotically 
approach under self-reference (just as the temporal instant is the 'ideal 
limit' to which their duration approximates, and the impotence imputed 
to mere 'events,' that to which their power approaches), and is thus 
chimerical, since to pass to the 'ideal limit' would be to pass to non­
being. The life of the emanatum simplicissimum is not "nasty, brutish, and 
short" but empty, weak, and momentary, and the condition or 'state 
of nature' imputed by Hobbes to primitive man metaphysically unac­
ceptable. 

If, then, we are to speak of a spinozistic 'state of nature' ( as we must), 
it will have to be in terms less extreme: as a condition lacking civic 
order, indeed, but not wholly deviod of natural order or concurrence. 
Nor need this concurrence be limited to the agreement on which even 
hostility must be founded (for things utterly disparate cannot conflict); 
for if some are by nature masterful, others will be submissive, individual 
isolation being thus variously qualified, and mutual hostility narrowed 
to group-hostility - but not thereby rendered less savage. This is a 
condition in which each individual pursues his own advantage exclu­
sively, but according to his own natural disposition, masterful or sub­
missive, in relation to this or that other with which he is brought into 
relation. Thus, parents will guide and protect their offspring, the warrior 
will use and defend the women he has captured, the chief will lead and 
direct his tribe as 'members' of a single 'body' subjected to the 'head' 
- children, wives, and tribesmen being taken as extensions of the parent, 
the warrior, the chief; not human beings with common rights. Here 
there is no rational consideration, no obligation to obedience to authori­
ty, customary or civic or religious; but only the reciprocal assumption 
of natural possession and being naturally possessed. Offspring, wives, 
and tribesmen are taken (let us say) as the 'social property' of parents, 
warriors, and chief.1 

In such a state actions cannot be called 'sinful' or 'criminal' as in the 
civic state, for all are right under the Law of Nature in so far as they 
actualize the potency of the self. But onry so far, for though all means 

1 This account of man as 'higher ape,' of course goes beyond anything to be found in the 
text of Spinoza. 
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may be used for self-preservation, failure to use available means in the 
most effective way through sloth, or dissipation, would be a sin against 
the self. "In the state of nature there is no sin, or if anyone sins he sins 
against himself, and not against another."1 And though it is true that 
"a man ignorant and weak in mind is no more bound by the Law of 
Nature to order his life wisely, than a sick man is bound to be sound 
in body," 2 even in the 'state of nature' the moral law, if only under the 
cloud of pseuditas, has its narrowly restricted place and validity, since 
there will be men not so utterly ignorant and impotent as not to be 
able to choose between less effective but more pleasant ways of self­
preservation, and ways more effective but less congenial, and thus to 
be either 'good' or 'bad' as barbarians.3 

The pre-civil, or 'natural,' state of man, therefore, is neither that of 
Adam in Eden, having all things consonant with his desires, and under 
no demand or urge to preserve and to improve himself; nor that of the 
hobbesian 'state of nature' - a war of all against all, with life in conse­
quence "nasty, brutish, and short," - but rather one that, though mar­
ked by general mutual hostility, is nevertheless tempered by the limited 
natural individual concurrence that such extensions of individual self­
hood as the family, the household, and the tribe involve - the parent, 
the master, and the chief being, as it were, the 'persona' of the incorpora­
tion. And under favourable conditions of territory and sustenance, such 
a 'state of nature' might endure for a long time, and though crude and 
uncultivated, life in it would not necessarily be either "nasty" or "brut­
ish" in any sense in excess of the brutishness of the highest among the apes. 4 

Nevertheless, such a condition affords but negligible scope for the 
development of morality and ~ulture_; on th? contrary, as offspring 
mature and families develop mto tnbes which extend and occupy 
disputed territory, while pari passu submissive 'social property' develops 
into more or less independent strength, and thus incipient hostility 
inter se and against the family and tribal 'persona,' it becomes increasingly 

1 Tract. Polit., ii., I 8 
• Loe. cit. . , • 1 , f • 
a Sin against individuals forming the soc,a property O an agent would be involved in 

sin against himself, and not otherwise d(stinguisha~Ie. For the conc~i:ence~ o_f the 'state of 
nature' are not 'social' in the sense applied by Collingwood to pre-c1v1l societies. See above 

p. I 79 note I). , , • 
, This would not, perhaps, be true of a st'.'-te of ~ature res_ulting from the breakdown of 

the civic State through the preponderance of1ts subjects ~dh~ring to the 'state of nature' and 
not brought to submission. Hobbe~ was, perhaps, envisaging such a calamity. Here not 
'nature,' but wickedness might be so invol~e? as to degra~e men b~lo:W the level of the higher 
apes. Again, a hobbesian 'state of nature 1s more credible as existing between civic States 
than among primitive individuals. See below, pp. 188-9. 
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difficult for individuals and corporate bodies to guard against oppres­
sion, or even to maintain their existence. "It follows hence that so long 
as the Natural Right of man is determined by the power of every indi­
vidual, and belongs to every one, so long it is insignificant, but is a 
matter of opinion rather than actual, seeing that no security can be 
obtained for it. And it is certain that each has so much the less power, 
and consequently so much the less right, as he has greater cause for 
fear. Add to this that men can hardly support life, and cultivate their 
minds, without mutual aid. Thus we conclude that Natural Right, 
which is proper to all men, can hardly be conceived except where 
men have common laws, and can at once legally claim the lands 
which they are able to occupy and cultivate, defend themselves and 
repel all violence, and live according to the common judgement of 
all. "1 

In spite of some of its prima facie suggestions, we must be careful not 
to read more into this statement than it fairly imports. There is no denial 
of the actuality of the 'state of nature' in which, prior to civilization, 
individuals exist by Natural Power which is their Natural Right. What 
is denied is that in such a state this Natural Power has the full actuality 
that is proper to it - for it is largely dissipated by the contingencies of 
mutual hostility, in no way offset by free co-operation, and is thus, 
though not.fictitious, yet "a matter of opinion," 2 i.e. no one can count upon 
it with tolerable certainty. Yet, of course, the remedy is already latent 
even in such a condition, in the solidarity of the family and tribe: latent, 
but in no degree actual, since the submissiveness of the offspring and 
the mass, equally with the masterfulness of the father and the chief, 
are but 'natural' dispositions, not transferable or subject to adjustment 
for the sake of greater certainty in the actualization of individual and 
corporate Natural Power and Natural Right. It is by the epigenetic 
development and extension of the solidarity of 'social property' that 
what is merely latent springs into actuality, as the bondage of solidarity 
is moderated towards mutuality of relation. In this transition mastery 
and submission remain, but the mastery comes to belong, not to this 
or that individual merely by reason of 'natural' status, but to men as 
presenting and seeking to secure a common way of life by which the 
actuality of Natural Power and Right is enhanced for all; and the 
submission to such as recognize the advantages of this common way 

1 Tract. Polit., ii. 15. 
2 . '_Qpinion' is an'other name for 'imaginatio' ( Eth. II, xl, Sci,. ii), and is thus not necessarily 

fictitious. 
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of life, or are by 'natural' disposition prepared to tolerate it. And such 
a common way of life is the state of civility ( or pseudo-civility where it 
is not fully developed) ; and it is important to notice, first, that it can 
be maintained only in so far as those who seek masterfully to oppose it 
can be brought to submission; and second, that 'civic' power and right 
are but canalizations of 'natural' power and right, not as such emendations 
of it.1 Civility produces security for individuals and their associations 
in the pursuit of self-preservation and profit, and this is its original 
virtue, though not, as we shall see, its final benefit for human life. Its 
emergence is possible because mutual hostility is itself patterned on the 
surviving communitas under self-reference of men by reason of man's 
status in the hierarchy of Natura; 2 it is actualized in so far as mutual 
relations among associated men, once the solidarity of'natural' relation 
is, by natural growth, weakened (and further pulverization, in the ab­
sence of moral wickedness, rendered impossible by the nisus of creation 
in the emanata), require the establishment of a common way of life. 
Civility by facilitating the adequate actualization of Natural Power 
opens the way to, though it does not advance, human salvation, by 
the formal neutralization of 'original sin.' 

(ii) THE CIVIC STATE 

No part of the doctrine of Spinoza has received more vigorous condem­
nation in recent times than his political theory. It was for long conceived 
to be more or less identical with that of Hobbes, but according to 
A. E. Taylor3 (following Laird) "it is tainted by a wickedness from which 
Hobbes ... is entirely free .... Spinoza has adopted ... one of the most 
abominable principles of the worst kind of ecclesiastic (vi;::,. nulla fides 
haeretico praestanda) in its full extent, and enlarged its scope by making 
it apply to any man whose political allegiance is other than my own.'' 
He has "supplied the 'totalitarian State' with the standing defence of 
its fanatical particularism.'' These are strange words to use of "the 
ardent defender of the 'liberty of prophesying,"' the apologist for the 
"broadest toleration," who would confine political power strictly to the 
properly political sphere - as Taylor himself evidently felt: though he 
was pleased to style the paradox "an entertaining irony of history." 

1 And it is this that distinguishes the 'civic,' or 'common law,' the recognition of which 
is involved in canalization, from the 'moral law,' the recognition of which is involved in 
emendation. 

• For things which have nothing in common cannot oppose each other. ( Eth. IV., xxb:.) 
8 'Some Inconsistencies in Spinozism.' (A/ind, XLVI. N.S., pp. 293-295). 
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But since the entertainment depends upon the historicity, it will be 
well to examine the latter before indulging in the former. 

We have seen that the natural state of man as unemended emanatum, 
though not a hobbesian war of all against all, is one in which every 
man seeks to be 'a law unto himself,' i.e. to be without 'law.' The 
circumstances of human birth and early nurture, the development of 
the tribe from the family, etc. result from the natural submission of 
some individuals, under some conditions, to others (finding therein 
their greatest profit), so that even the 'state of nature' involves a certain 
'pseudo-sociality' without civility or even pseudo-civility. True 'social­
ity,' however, requires a re-orientation of individual respect from uni­
lateral self-reference towards reference to God - or at least to multilat­
eral self-and-other reference, i.e. a recognition of a common law con­
serving the natural rights of many according to their native potencies. 
It is the growth of this recognition that constitutes civilization, and its 
attainment that constitutes civility. The incidence of this recognition, 
concomitant with the epigenetic development of 'social property.' 1 

rather than any pre-historical 'compact' between individuals, leads 
first to a state of pseudo-civility more or less similar to that which 
Collingwood describes, 2 and subsequently to the formation of fledged 
civic States of various forms according to the prevalent characteristics 
of powerful men among their peoples. Pseudo-civility, however, belongs 
to the process of civilization, and, of course, finds no place in Spinoza's 
political doctrine.3 What we have to consider, or at least to touch upon 
in the space at our disposal, is the essential 'civic State' - its ground, 
nature, governing principles, limitations, and efficacy in canalizing and 
stabilizing the natural powers and rights of men as emanata, and thus 
opening the way to human liberation. 

Laird has described political organization as a 'device,' 4 thus sug­
gesting that it is an artificial contrivance of human ingenuity; and though 
no one now supposes that the State is the result of any formal 'compact' 
among men, the term 'device' may be defended on the ground that 
States are posterior to individuals, not individuals to States - and are 
certainly not self-emanated from the civitas Dei.5 The civic State is a 

1 The mastery of the family or tribal 'persona,' and the submission of his 'social property,' 
constitute no 'pseudo-civility.' 

2 See above, p. 179, note I. 
8 Though the theocratic State of the Israelites, considered in the Tractatus Theologico­

Politicus, is in some ways comparable. 
• See, The Device of Government, An Essay on Civil Polity, with the defence of the description 

in Ch. I. 
6 This stoic and augustinian phrase, which I find convenient, is also possibly misleading 
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natural device, i.e. natural to emanational man (not issuing from a "pat­
tern laid up in heaven" - where civility would be wholly otiose), by 
which, governed as men are alternatively by 'passions' and rational 
'exertions' (but mainly, in the 'state of nature,' by the former), are 
brought to live so far in accordance with reason as to refrain from mutual 
destruction, and thus to realize and enjoy their natural rights.1 Meta­
physically, it is not to be conceived as an abstract, minimal, expression 
of the constitutive communitas of Natura creata, but as the durationally 
extended inchoation of the second 'moment' of the dialectic of finite 
creation, the durational re-orientation of individual selves towards 
mutuality emending their distributive self-reference. 2 

Now, the civic State is essentially an emanational organization, and 
civility a condition of the lives of emanata. Further, emanation issues 
from individual self-reference, so that civility and the civic State must 
be explicated, not as a privation of the civitas Dei, but as a liberating 
canalization of the natural powers of emanational individuals. For "Na­
ture creates individuals, not peoples, "3 and emanation can be imputed 
to individual self-reference alone. Civic States, therefore, are essentially 
emanational canalizations ofindividual powers and rights, not corporate 
emanations of Natura creata. "If men were so constituted by nature that 
they desired nothing but what is required by true reasont i.e. if they 
were by nature 'civil,' not blindly egocentric, "society would plainly 
need no laws; it would suffice to teach true moral doctrines; men would 
freely act in accordance with their true interests. "4 The civic State is 
not perfected in the civitas Dei, but nullified.6 Emanational approach to 
in this part ofmy book._ ~l~e i~plication of'civitas' must be discom_ited, since in Natura cre~ta 
nothing analogous to c1v1l~ty IS to be ~ound. Nor,_ of c?urse, anr~~ng :-inalogous to mora)1ty 
_ though this agreem~nt 11; absence m no ~ay_ 1~phes _that, ~1v1hty 1s a form of morality. 

1 Thus the aristotehan view of man as a poht1cal ammal 1s not wholly remote from the 
spinozistic conception of the emanatum as_lat~ntly_ civil. For though the State is emanational, 
it derives from individuals; and the denvat10n 1s no mere afterthought, for by it alone is 
individual natural right adequately actualized by formal canalization: "If the Scholastics 
wished to call man a social animal because in the 'state of nature' men can hardly be a law 
unto themselves, I have nothing to say against them" (Tract. Polit., ii., 15). 

2 See below, pp. 199-20 I. 
3 Tract. Theo.-Pol., xvii. 
• Traci. Theo.-Pol., v. Cf. Eth. IV., :i:xxvii. Sch.ii. To creata, with their duly subordinated 

egocentricity, even 'true moral doctrines' would not have to be taught. Spinoza is here spea-
king as a political philos~p_her, not as a m~taphy~ician. . . 

s It is thus that the poht1cal theory of Spmoza 1s at once more essentially and exclus1vely 
'political'. than late: theo~ie_s developed un_der the impulse and influenc_e. of idealistic and 
humanistic concept10ns: 1t 1s concerned with the radical essence of pohtical order. Thus, 
though he notes the advantages enjoyed under the State by division of labour and mental 
cultivation, positively economic and cultural developments which, in our own time at least, 
have become more prominent as government (which is apt to be taken for granted) has be­
come Jess, are beyond the scope of political philosophy as conceived by him. He shows no 
disposition to assimilate the civic State with the civitas Dei by conceiving all forms of sociality 
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the civitas Dei begins on the basis of civility; the approach itself is by 
moral and cultural individual emendation, fortified by moral and cul­
tural association. 

Civilization, then, consists in the movement from the contingently 
confused hostility of the 'state of nature' by the canalization ofindividual 
powers recognized as profitably aggregated - recognition concomitant 
with the epigenetic development of 'social property.' But this canaliza­
tion is necessarily only partial, for all cannot be expected, with one 
accord, to recognize the partial agreement of their natural rights with 
those of hostile others, and dissentients must be induced to act conform­
ably by means of sanctions sufficient to this end, and imposed by the 
united will and power of assentients. And though for the assentients 
there thus accrues an increase of liberty, for the dissentients there is 
no loss of such liberty as may be available in the 'state of nature.' 

The civic State, therefore, not negates but canalizes the natural rights 
of individuals, by so conditioning human relations as that all, though 
seeking their own profit, act in harmony one with another. The ob­
servance of a common law is made agreeable with the passions - the 
hopes and fears - of the uncivil, as well as with the rational 'exertions' 
of the civil. Civilization is thus a rationalizing process, and though no 

under its aegis as necessarily involved in its constitution. It is a canalization of the 'state of 
nature,' a means by which natural power and right are liberated, rather than a positive, 
though defective, expression of Natura creata. In the civitas Dei the distinction of State and 
society is superseded; in emanational life it is crucial; for the civic State expresses no more 
than the fundamental reorientation of distributive individual self-reference towards reference 
to God, and has no essential further part in the development, thus made possible, of an in­
creasingly perfect human life for its citizens. But this does not mean that the function of the 
State is purely negative, for it is the ground of all individual and social liberty under the 
emanational conditions of human life. Its function is positive, viz. to negate the negation 
involved in self-reference. It thus opens the gateway to liberty; but the realization and de­
velopment of that liberty remains the work of moral and cultural potency and right within 
the rampart thus established by natural power and right. For Spinoza the civic State, to use 
the phrase of A. D. Lindsay ( The International Crisis, pp. 96-97) is "the indispensable rampart 
within which alone the life of the community can develop." He cites this as being "the tra­
ditional English view " but it is the view of most modem writf'rs before the sentimental 
naturalism of Rousse~u (which infected the idealistic doctrine) took possession of the field. 
Recent writers it is true have distinguished 'State' and 'Society,' and might therefore have 
been expected to distinguish the radical essence of political order from the positive moral, 
cultural, and economic ends of social order. But in so far as they have done so, the importance 
of the distinction has been further concealed by a reversal of the proper order of subordination. 
;:-_s ~indsay says: "The non-political life ofS_ociety somehow comes first in our consideration"; 

it ts the real life of the community" (lac. czt.). I should say, on the contrary, that the 'indis­
pens?-ble rampart' of the life of the community, ought not to come second under philosophical 
consideration, however natural it may be for the ordinary citizen in a settled State that more 
or less ~nobtrusively fulfils its radical functions, to think more of his other interests than of 
that without which all would be Jost. But, of course, with disbelief in 'original sin' there 
nat~~ally goes insensibility to the bases of deliverance therefrom. But what is the use of 
political philosophy if the most fundamental lessons cannot be derived from it, but must be 
thrust home by bitter experience? 
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civic State is fully rational, such as it is it is the conditio sine qua non of 
individual and social emendation and cultivation. Other societies of 
individuals exist for the pursuit of cultural, economic, and moral ends; 
it exists as the essential basis upon which alone they can arise and endure. 
It is requisite, not because all men are by nature, at all times, incorrigibly 
hostile (for so it could never have arisen), but because at all times, and 
in all places, and in all relations, some men are hostile barbarians - or 
perhaps because most men are sometimes hostile barbarians. If men were 
never led by passion contrary to the dictates of reason, the civic State 
would be otiose - for such 'men' would be, not unemended emanata, 
but civil, and salvable, and in the end creata in the eternal communitas 

of Natura creata. 
It follows that, as with the individual, the civic right of the State lies 

in its power.1 Yet this is not to say that all the powers which this or that 
State may arrogate to itself, and all the laws which it may seek to enforce 
upon its subjects, are in accordance with its civic right. For to attempt 
to do that which seems to lie within its power, but does not, does not 
lie within the civic right of the State. Only by resort to uncivil natural 
power can such actions be possible; and by this resort the State so far 
destroys itself. States, like individuals, may err, and do err in so far as 
their laws do not make for a common harmonious life among their 
citizens, i.e. are not in accordance with the dictates of reason under the conditions 
set by the natures of the individuals involved.2 For the laws may be set too 
high or too low for the State to be able to maintain its control over the 
masses or over the few strong enough to resist. And since it is in this 

' control that its power is exerted, and its right is its power, it is but an 
analyticaljudgement that affirms that the State, qua State, has absolute 
civic power and right. And the limitations of the right of this or that 
State, quatenus State, lie in its defects as a 'State.' Broadly speaking, 
every people gets the degree of civility that it deserves, and none, 
therefore, perfect civility under incorrigibly rational laws; nevertheless, 
the State as the organ of civility congruent with the natures of the 
individuals which it organizes, if it is to fulfil its functions at all, must 

1 The manner, here adumbrated, in which the identification of 'power' and 'right' is to be 
discerned is more fully expounded in my contribution ('Ueber das vermeintlich Unmora­
lische von' Spinozas politisc?er_~heori~') to S; Hessing's Spin~za 30p_Jahre !£wi~heit, pp. 68-72. 

2 For the State, like the md1v1dual m the state of nature, can sm agamst itself,' and does 
so when either the ruler ~ules contr~ry_to the wellbeing of the St'.1te, or ~he subjects fail to bring 
pressure in accordance with the conslltutzon for reform of the law m the mterest of the State. So 
far neither the civic State nor the 'state of nature' are wholly and utterly pre-moral. Both 
ar; pseudo-moral. See belo""., p. 1~5'. note 5. Spinoza emphasizes t_he danger to the State of 
disloyal and disgruntled s1;1bJe~t~; it 1s no less necessary to emphasize the value to the State 
of subjects loyal and pubhc-spmted. 
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be absolute in the exercise of its governmental power. For its power 
is not supervenient upon that of the individuals subject to it, but is 
derived from them in so far as they are loyal to it, though in relation 
to the disloyal it appears as supervenient, with force undiminished by 
the power with which their disloyalty is corroborated. Yet even with 
the disloyal the power of the State is not truly supervenient since it 
does but canalize the 'state of nature.' All that weakens its control over 
dissentients lessens its right, whether issuing from the subjects, or from 
the incongruence of its laws with the civility of the subjects from which 
it derives its power. 

So far our attention has mainly been confined to the internal nature 
of the civic State, and the relations of government and subjects. Some­
thing must next be said about the relations holding between States. In 
the absence of supranational authority and sanction these are broadly 
analogous with those of individuals in the 'state of nature.' 1 In the 
seventeenth century this was very largely the actual situation; but today 
the civility of States corresponds broadly with Collingwood's pre- civil 
condition2, with international 'law,' like the 'customary law,' being 
supported by the armed might of States strong and civil enough to 
threaten and if necessary to take the risk of making war on barbarian 
States infringing it. True State-civility would require orbal, or at least 
continental, government.3 It follows that just as in the individual 'state 
of nature' there can be no 'sin,' save against the self, so in that of States 
mutual faith is a dream save in so far as it remains in the interest of the 
independent States. Treaties are made between States, not their sub­
jects as individuals; and Spinoza's teaching is that in the absence of 
State-civility under the security of supranational power ( derived from 
loyal States, and thus ultimately from individuals) such treaties are 
valid only so long as they subserve the interest of all parties. 4 In the 
international 'state of nature' international morality concerns only the 
avoidance of 'sin' against the self, for in the absence of civic order 'sin' 

1 But because States are relatively few in number, widely dispersed, and inwardly organ­
ized, their 'state of nature' can be more enduring even than that of individuals with thei1· 
'social property.' 

• See above, pp. 179, note I, 181, note 3, 184. 
8 These topics are more fully discussed in my paper: 'World-Politics and the Philosopher' 

(Proc. Arist, Soc. 1942-43, N.S. XLIII, pp. 79-110). 
4 It is on this doctrine, among others, that the charge of 'wickedness' has been levelled 

against Spinoza's political teaching (See above, p. 183). But it does not (as Taylor seems to 
suppose) imply that moral relations must be denied between subjects of independent States; 
for in so far as both States are civil, and not actually at war, their subjects will certainly be 
morally related. As well might we say that as subjects of independent States they cannot 
trade together, or cultivate the arts. Civility is but the pre-condition of morality and culture 
and commerce, which are thus not confined within its bounds conceived as national. 
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of one State against another is impossible. Only under an international 
civic, or pseudo-civic, order can international morality be developed; 
~nd for this it is not sufficient to make treaties without enforcable (and 
if necessary enforced) sanctions. A treaty that is not, naturally or arti­
ficially (i.e. by way of sanctions), in the interest of both parties is in 
truth a mere "scrap of paper." But how far such a doctrine is from the 
"abominable principle" (so described by Taylor): nulla fides haeretico 
praestanda need hardly be emphasized. To suppose that there can be 
a developed morality or immorality prior to the foundation of civility 
or at least pseudo-civility is to suppose that 'original sin' ( i.e. distributive 
unilateral self-reference) is a myth, and that the good life as we know 
it owes nothing vital to the 'rampart' that civility provides.1 

(a) The Civic State as Absolute 
We return, then, to the consideration of the civic State. This, I have 
said, is defined as absolute in power, i.e. in right, and this or that State 
is defective as a State in so far as it lacks such absolute power or right. 
The laws of the State, to this end, must be in accordance with the dic­
tates of reason, not in the abstract, but under the conditions set by the natures 
of the individuals involved. How, then, can a State so conditioned be abso­
lute in power and right? Spinoza's broad reply is that "the universal 
right of the sovereign power ... agrees not a little with practice; and 
though practice may be so arranged as to conform to it more and more, 
yet it must always remain in many respects merely theoretical." "No 
one can ever so utterly transfer his power to another, and consequently 
his right, as to cease to be a man; nor can there ever be a power so 
sovereign that it can carry out everything that it wishes. It will always 
be vain to command a subject to hate what he believes to be beneficial 
to him, or to love what brings him loss, or not to be offended by insults, 
or not to wish to be free from fear, or a hundred other things of this sort, 
which necessarily follow from human nature." 2 The question is: what 

1 Spinoza himself goes rather further: not only are prom_ises made in a 'state of nature' 
not binding, but even in the civic state the sanctity ofa promise depends upon the conditions 
u~der which it is given, and is to be kept: "Neither reason nor Scripture teach a man to keep 
his word in every case. For if I have promised a man e.g. to keep safe a sum of money which 
he has secretly deposited with me, I am not bound to keep my wor~ from_ the time that I 
know, or believe, the money to have been stolen, but I shall a~t more nghtl_y m endeavouring 
to restore it to its owners. So likewise, if the supreme authority has promised another to do 
something, which subsequent occasion or reason shows, or seems to show, is contrary to the 
welfare of its subjects, it is certainly bound to break its word" (Tract. Polit., iii., 17). The 
"good faith inculcated by sound reason and religion" is in neither case made void however· 
on the <;on\~'.'-ry, it is rr.tanifested by the breach- like t_he "qualitr of mercy" the "~uality" of 
good faith 1s not stramed," and the supreme authority owes faith first of all to its subjects. 

• Tract. Theo.-Pol., xvii. 
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is the sphere within which the State must maintain absolute right, and 
thus fulfil its purpose, and to what limitations must this sphere be subject 
if the absolute right is to be more than "merely theoretical." 

As to its sphere, we have already seen that, qua civic State, its function 
is not to advance moral, cultural, and economic ends, but to provide the 
rampart of security within which these activities may be pursued.1 But 
even so, we have also seen that the laws of the State are not dictates of 
pure reason, but of reason as accommodated to the prevalent level of 
human nature among the individuals subjected thereto. And it may 
well be that where great inequality of capacity is found among consider­
able portions of the citizenry, further accommodation will be requisite. 
Only with these limitations and accommodations can the absolute power 
and right of the State be practical. With these, however, the State cannot 
afford to yield one jot of its power if it is not to suffer serious set-back 
on the road to ruin. For as it fails to fulfil its function it suffers destruction 
- seeing that it has no true being of its own, deriving all its power ( and 
therefore its existence) from loyal individuals. It is no emanation of the 
civitas Dei (which cannot thus be emanated), but only the potent re-orien­
tation of individual self-reference towards reference to God by recog­
nition of the effective harmony of the natural rights of many. 

These limitations and accommodations, therefore, are intrinsic to 
the nature of the civic State, which has existence only as practical. 
As 'merely theoretical,' unlike the civitas Dei, it is nothing. And thus 
the absolute power and right of the State suffers no qualification with 
respect to its subjects2 so long as it is restrained within these limitations 
and accommodations. But beyond them it has neither power nor there­
fore right. If it seeks to govern what is beyond its sphere, or if its laws 
are set too high or too low, so as to be incongruent with the prevalent 
natures of its subjects, it cannot but weaken itself, and in the end be 
destroyed. Granted, the State has a certain right to exceed its proper 
bounds, seeing that it has the power, but this power is not civic power 
but the uncivic, natural, power to weaken itself by such practices, so 
that the distinction which Spinoza incidentally makes between the 

1 It is thus that under civility men seek to "live according to the common judgement of 
all" ( Tract. Polit., ii, J 5), i.e. un?er the authority of a 'comm~m law', but under ;fiOralit_Y 
each 1s subject to the dictates of his exemplar (see above, p. 140), i.e. under the authority ofh1s 
own eternal nature a~ creatum, qualified by the requirements of his 'field' (see below, chapter 
X.). 

2 "7'ith respect to other States, of ~ourse, it~ power_and right are limited by their power 
and right so far as they are brough~ mto relation. I ~111 add that the accommodations with 
re~pect to the subjects will differ m deg~ee according to the type of State: monarchical, 
aristocratic, democratic, etc._ being least with the democratic and greatest with the tyrannical. 
The question being: how great is the danger of sedition? 
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"strict rights" of the State and its "proper course of action"1 comes to 
nothing more than the distinction between the "merely theoretical" 
rights of a fictitious State and the "practical" rights of an existing State. 

Spinoza commends the "wise words" of Ferdinand of Castile (won­
dering at their utterance by one "accustomed to command not free 
men but slaves") that "his kingdom would be stable so long as its safety 
was as much to the subjects' as to the king's interest, so that neither the 
king should outweigh the subjects, nor yet the subjects the king" ;2 and 
again and again he emphasizes the dangers faced by a badly governed 
State from its own subjects. "Necessity is often the mother of invention, 
but she has never yet succeeded in framing a dominion that was in less 
danger from its own citizens than from open enemies, or whose rulers 
did not fear the latter less than the former." 3 Many similar statements 
emphasizing the necessity of conciliating the subjects may be culled 
from the Tractatus Theologico-Politicus, especially from chapters xvi. and 
xvii., as well as from the Tractatus Politicus. The interference of the 
government in individual and social activities must thus be limited 
by what the subjects will tolerate for the sake of security, but these are 
limitations, not of the State but proper to the State: they are limitations 
of the State only where the State is in some way bad because its laws 
are set too high or too low in respect of its citizens. For "the firmest 
dominion belongs to the sovereign who has most influence over the 
minds of his subjects."4 This is the essential weakness of the tyrant who, 
though he is greatly feared, yet is not obeyed by his subjects "with their 
whole hearts." Indeed, "seditions, wars, and contempt and breach of 
the laws are not so much to be imputed to the wickedness of the subjects 
as to the bad state of the dominion."5 For the individual does not yield 
up his whole natural right in becoming a citizen, he cedes, or contracts 

1 Tract. Theo.-Pol., xx. 
2 Tract. Polit., vii., 30. 
8 Tract. Theo.-Pol., xvii. Perhaps it will be asked: what is the significance of the State's 

'absolute power' if the stability of the State depends on a balance of power between government 
and subjects? The reply is that thejimctions of government and subject are fundamentally 
distinct: to command and to obey. Thus the subject has no right to decide what is just or 
unjust; the decision rests with the ruler, and the subject must execute the commands "how­
ever unfair he may think them" ( Tract. Pol., iii., 5). "Contracts or laws whereby the multi­
tude transfers its right to one council or man should without doubt be broken when it is 
expedient for the general welfare to do so. But to decide this point • •. is within the right of 
no one_but of him who holds dominion." (Tract. Pol., iv., 6). F~r h_e alo~e is not bound by 
them, z.e. qua ruler. But if the laws are such as to turn fear to md1gnation, the State is in 
extreme danger of dissolution. Thus reason counsels the private citizen not even to save his 
(ife at the expense of infidelity to the laws ( Eth. IV., lxxii. Sch.) - for in this matter Spinoza 
1s as severe a mentor as Socrates in the Apology. 

4 Tract. Theo.-Pol., xvii. 
• Tract. Pol., v., 2. 
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out, part of it, but retains a part absolutely. Any attempt by the State 
therefore, to control its citizens beyond its due measure, so as to arouse 
"the indignation of the majority," produces "great danger" to itself, with 
a congruent diminution of its power or right, and in the limit civic 
jurisdiction gives place to the "awful arbitrament of war." 

( b) The Limitations of the Civic State 
When we speak, then, of the limitations of the civic State as such, it is 
not implied that its power, its potency-in-act, and right with respect 
to its subjects is not absolute, but that it must be defined by its proper 
functions alone, which are so limited. It has no other ground of ex­
istence. Without these limitations the State would be "mere theoretica," 
nowhere capable of existing among men, and thus not to be conceived 
as 'the State' par excellence which must be moderated to meet the defects 
of men. The actual State is essentially so limited in scope, and by ac­
commodation to the individuals from the loyal among which all its 
power and right are derived, and which exist independently of it; and 
in so far as a State attains to this real, and theoretical, perfection, by 
approximation to which alone it is capable of actually performing the 
functions of a State, its power and right with respect to its subjects are 
absolute. 

The characteristic limitations of a theoretically perfect State to which 
Spinoza makes reference may broadly be classed under three heads: 
(1) Its decrees must be capable offulfilment, (2) they must not endanger 
its own existence, and (3) they must not be such as to weaken its au­
thority. States are imperfect, let us say, in so far as they command what 
is impossible, what is unsafe, or what is inadvisable. Let it suffice to illustrate 
these heads of essential limitation of the civic State from Spinoza's own 
discussions. 

( 1) What is Impossible. "The most tyrannical governments are those 
which make crimes of opinions, for everyone has an inalienable right 
over his own thoughts."1 By no reward or threat is it possible (e.g.) to 
make a man believe what is contrary to his reason. Nor can a man be 
commanded to feel this or that ajfectus with respect to this or that thing 
or person (though he may be led to do so). Though a State may be able 
to treat those who think or feel in ways contrary to what it takes to be 
its interest, as enemies - just as it can "rule in the most violent manner, 

1 Tract. Theo.-Pol., xviii. 
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and put citizens to death for very trivial crimes, but no one supposes 
that it can do this with the approval of sound political judgement. 
Indeed, inasmuch as such things cannot be done without extreme peril 
to itself, we may even deny that it has the absolute power to do them, 
or consequently the absolute right; for the right of the sovereign is 
limited by his power."1 The 'impossibility,' of course, concerns not the 
attempt to control thought and feeling, but the ability to carry it out; 
and it is absence of the latter that evinces the impotence of the State. 

Further, there are deeds "so abhorrent to human nature, that they 
are regarded by men as worse than any other evil that may befall 
them: as that a man should be witness against himself, or torture him­
self, or kill his parents, or not strive to avoid death, and the like; to 
which no one can be induced by rewards or threats." 2 To attempt to 
command such deeds is a sort of madness, "for what but an imbecility 
would such a right be, as could bind no man?"3 

( 2) What is Unsafe. An important example of dangerous legislation is 
that against freedom of speech. Because freedom of thought and feeling 
cannot be abdicated by the subject at the command of the ruler or 
another, the attempt to make him speak only in accordance with the 
dictates of the government may have dangerous results for the State. 
For those only who lack generosity and integrity of mind can be made 
to stifle their real opinions. "The more rulers strive to curtail freedom 
of speech, the more obstinately they are resisted - not, indeed, by the 
avaricious, the flatterers, and other numskulls, who think that the chief 
wellbeing consists in filling their stomachs, and gloating over their 
moneybags, but by those whom good education, sound morality, and 
virtue have rendered more free." 4 Such laws are, therefore, "adapted 
less for coercing the ill-disposed than for irritating men of integrity; so 
that they cannot be maintained without great peril to the State."5 Yet 
there is a limitation to this limitation, for speech is an action that may 
injure the authority of the State as much as, or even more than, any 
other kind. Distinction must, therefore, be made between speech ex­
pressing rational judgement or opinion, and speech aimed directly or 
indirectly at the destruction of the State. For the latter is true sedition: 

1 Tract. Theo.-Pol., xx. The power and right of the State,_ qua State, is civic power and right. 
2 Tract. Polit., iii., 8. Spinoza's assessment of human virtue was, perhops, unduly high. 
• Loe. cit. 
' Tract. Theo.-Pol., xx. In so far as a State makes use of uncivic natural power it reverts 

to the 'state of nature,' ceasing to be a 'State'. See above, note I and p. 187, note 1. 
~ Tract. Theo.-Pol., xx. 
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an attempt to stir up the people against the government, or to abrogate 
the law, without the consent of the rightful authority. "If a man shows 
that a law is repugnant to sound reason, and should be repealed, and 
if he submits his opinion to the judgement of the authorities ... and 
meanwhile acts in no wise contrary to that law, he has deserved well 
of the State, and has behaved as a good citizen should" ;1 but if he tries 
to undermine the authority of the State, or to induce the people to 
disobey it, he is "a mere agitator and rebel." 

But the danger to the State may be even more serious, and the re­
action of the subjects defencibly more positive: this occurs when the 
enactments, or the conduct, of the rulers are such as to awaken indig­
nation among powerful citizens rather than reverence and fear. For 
this breeds sedition and conspiracy which dangerously diminishes the 
power of the State. The State is bound to preserve the causes offear and 
reverence, and thus must not make laws so contrary to sound reason 
as to promote indignation among the otherwise well-disposed. And 
further, the rulers must not violate their own laws, or bring the laws 
into contempt by slaying and robbing subjects, "ravishing maidens," 
"running with harlots drunk or naked in the streets, acting in stage­
plays," and the like.2 Not that by such scandalous conduct the rulers, 
as such, are guilty of crimes under the law (for as rulers they are not 
subject to the laws). Nevertheless, they sin against the State as its 
rulers, 3 in that thus their power is turned to impotence, and civic order 
abrogated by a just transition to the law of war vindicating the indig­
nation of the multitude. By acting contrary to sound reason under the 
conditions set by the natures of the individuals involved, the rulers 
themselves destroy the State, sin against themselves qua rulers, involve 
the State in sin against itself (save where the other party of the State, 
~iz. the subjects, by constitutional resistance enforce reform), reducing 
it to impotence. 

( 3) What is Inadvisable. "He who seeks to regulate everything by law is 
more likely to arouse vices than to reform them. It is best to grant what 
cannot be abolished, even though it be in itself harmful. "4 Just as it is 
possible to arouse the indignation of subjects, not only by bad laws and 
conduct, but even also by laws too rational for the general level of 
human excellence among them, so also, since there will always be many 

: Tract. Theo.-Pol., xx. 
Tract. Polit iv 4 

8 It is not su~ge;~cd that this is their only sin: it is their only political offence. 
' Tract. Theo.-Pol., xx. 
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among the subjects who fall below the general level of excellence, and 
who therefore will find laws suited to the majority too exacting to win 
their respect, a certain forbearance is incumbent on the State. When, 
therefore, the matters arising are not of high general importance, it is 
better to tolerate their evils in the interest of general stability. In the 
nature of things the number of such matters must be very great, and 
Spinoza instances such things as luxurious living, envy, avarice, 
drunkenness, and the like. They are to be tolerated, uncivil as they are, 
and inimical to the State in their measure, because for one reason or 
another they "cannot be prevented by legal enactments". 

Interference with the propagation, and observance of the rites of, 
religion seems, to some extent, to fall under this head. If these can 
become the source of general indignation among powerful classes in 
the State, they fall under the previous head as dangerous to the State. 
The propagation of a form of religion may, therefore, for good reason 
be forbidden, 1 at least so far as it involves more than "the true knowledge 
and love of God, i.e. 'rational religion,' so that opposition to a civic 
decree against it would require special divine authority. "As for ex­
ternal rites, it is certain that they can do neither good nor harm at all 
in respect of the true knowledge of God, and the love that necessarily 
springs from it; so that they ought not to be held to be of such impor­
tance that it should be thought worth while on their account to disturb 
public peace and quiet." 2 Control of these, therefore, though it may 
well be exercized by the government (since this would involve no 
interference with a man's freedom to "worship God with true religion, 
and mind his own business, which is the duty of the private man") 3, is 
not always advisable. The State should not be unnecessarily active in 
such matters. But certainly the State has no concern with 'piety' and 
"the inward worship of God," or with "the means by which the mind 
is inwardly led to do homage to God in singleness of heart."4 

So much, then, for the limitations which the State must, not suffer, 
but place upon itself. 5 Its perfection lies in a nice balance between the 
extent to which its civilizing functions are requisite by reason of the 

1 See below, note 5. 
9 Tract. Polit., iii., JO. 
3 Loe. cit. 
4 Tract. Theo.-Pol., xix. 
5 Spinoza thus allows a certain flexibility in assigning the proper limits of civic action. In 

the same spirit, and to avoid a doctrinaire appearance arising from the emphasis I have placed 
upon the distinction of civility and morality, I will add that though security for its subjects 
is the proper business of the State, and not moral, cultural, and economic improvement, yet 
conditions of general individual incivility can be conceived under which, by reason of the 
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barbarity of its subjects, and the extent to which those subjects will 
tolerate the exercise of those functions. Nor is it possible to say which 
form of State in the abstract is the best, since much depends on the 
general standard of its people, their refractory or submissive character, 
their level of civility or barbarism, and their mental elevation or de­
pression. The greater the barbarity and ignorance, the wider will be 
the necessity for State-interference in the interest of security; and on 
the contrary, the more refractory the people, the more they will resent 
such interference, and thus promote insecurity. It by no means follows, 
however, that the State can only be 'perfect' when its subjects are 
'perfect,' for with such subjects it would be perfectly otiose. On the 
contrary, a State so imperfect as wholly to lack absolute power over its 
subjects would be no 'State' at all (being unable to perform the functions 
of a State); and as any State approximates to this limit it must lie under 
the threat of dissolution. In other words, true 'perfection' in a State, by 
which it exists in performing its functions, lies between these limits of 
non-existence and otiosity, in the absolute exercise of a power pro­
portioned to the capacity and needs of the subjects, from the loyal 
among which it is derived. 

(iii) CIVILITY AND MORALITY 

I have described 'civility,' as established and maintained by the civic 
State and its pseudo-civic precursors, as the precondition of the develop­
ment of morality and other forms of culture; and it is of first importance 
that this should be taken au pied de la Lettre. It is a view that involves a 
complete break with the notion, ultimately derived from the Greeks, 
and generally prevalent in modern Western thought, that confuses 
civility with morality, regarding civic government as subject to moral 
principle, and commanding obedience only in so far as, in addition to 
the maintenance of security, it legislates with a view to the moral (and 

bigot11;, greed, and ignorance of the people, the latter ~ould only be advan~ed by the State 
- provided, of course that the rulers were not equally bigoted, greedy, and ignorant. Such a 
'closed' totalitarian ;ociety may be temporarily defencible with a barbaro~s p~ople fortunate 
enough to be ruled by an enlightened government. But least of all defenc1ble m a democracy 
where rulers and subjects are equally civil or barbarous. Totalitarian socialism is proper only 
to a primitive society. On the other hand, as subserving security for moral and cultural 
development the State is bound from time to time, to 'take sides' against moral wickedness, 
cultural degi'.adation and even 'moral and cultural bizarreries, and thus formally to enter 
t~~ field~ ofmoraliti and culture. ~nd on_ the contr~ry, mora! and cul_tura! advance in ~he 
c1~1z~ns 1s reflected in the increasing leniency of c1v1c sanctions, registering the growing 
?t1os1ty of civic power and right. Yet there is danger even in this which must not be altogether 
ignored. 
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even the cultural) improvement of its citizens. In this view the State is 
subject to moral estimation, in that its authority is founded upon its 
pursuit of the moral and cultural elevation of society. 

The view advanced in this chapter is, in the main, wholly opposed 
to this, so far as positive moral and cultural interests are concerned, 
though undoubtedly, as providing security for moral and cultural 
development, individual and social, the State must be regarded as 
morally and culturally auxilimy. In the 'state of nature' morality is 
confined to the avoidance of 'sin against the self'; in the civic state, 
which by canalizing 'natural right' provides the conditions under which 
individual and social power is enhanced, 'good for the self' is rendered 
positively realizable. The State opens the way to positive moral and 
cultural development; h is not the organ by which it is realized. 

The divergency may be emphasized by contrasting, on the one hand, 
the platonic account1 of the 'perfect city' as, for man, "confined to 
discourse" concerning "a pattern laid up in heaven," with that, on the 
other, which has been expounded above, according to which it is a 
'device' whereby the distributive unilateral self-reference of emanata is 
deprived of its sting - the formal neutralization of 'original sin.' The 
civitas Dei, we have said, is no perfected civic State, 2 since its consti­
tution involves 'reference to God,' i.e. the correction of unilateral self­
reference, not its mere neutralization. Thus the essential function of the 
civic State finds no place in the civitas Dei, which is therefore not the 
fulfilment of civility, but its nullibiet_y.3 In other words, the civic State 
cannot properly be regarded as a defective manifestation or emanation 
of the civitas Dei (for this, as God-referent, cannot thus suffer emanation), 
but only as a means by which the pulverulence of distributive unilateral 
self-reference among individual emanata can be so checked, in the 
absence of individual self-emendation, or morality, among a whole set 
ofrelated individuals, or some part of it, as to render the whole capable 
of avoiding self-destruction, or at least self-stultification, by the inter­
necine struggles of its parts. 

Again, the aristotelian notion of the State or city as an association 
originating for the sake of the bare needs of life, and continuing in 
existence for the sake of the good life, 4 in itself justly admissible, is given 
a fatally false turn by the prior statement that it is an association that 

1 Rep., IX., 592. 
2 Or even a perfected moral order - though morality is emendation towards the ciuitas 

Dei, whereas civility is but the canalization of the 'state of nature.' 
3 See above, p. 112, note I. 
4 Polit., I., ii. 
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includes all other associations. 1 For to be 'for the sake of' is not neces­
sarily to 'include.' That, indeed, which "precedes in the order of 
nature" 2 must 'include' that which it precedes, but the State (in sorne 
form or other, civic or pseudo-civic) precedes all other associations, not 
in 'the order of nature,' i.e. of creation, but only in the order of duration 
which, as an emanation of distributive unilateral self-reference, perverts 
the order of nature. The Greek mind had no awareness of 'original sin'; 
the modern mind rejects it. 

Popper3 has many hard things to say about the political doctrines of 
Plato, as essentially defining a 'closed society,' yet in so speaking he 
remains under the influence of the same general confusion of civility 
and morality (and other forms of culture) by which the State is con­
ceived as 'including all other associations.' Plato, rightly conceiving 
the civic State, as such, to be 'closed,' seeks to make all other moral and 
cultural associations, conceived as included in it, equally 'closed'; 
Popper, rightly conceiving moral and cultural associations, as such, to 
?e properly 'open,' seeks to make the civic State itself, conceived as 
mcluding them, equally 'open.' But the fundamental error is the same: 
the failure to distinguish the nature and status of civility from those of 
morality and culture so that the characteristics of the one are made to . , 
mfect the other and thus to determine the whole life of the individual. 
Resenting the ~otalitarianism of Plato, Popper elaborates a reversed 
totalitarianism equally unacceptable.4 

i Polit I • • VIII • 2 . ·, ·, i.; Nie. Eth., ., ix. 

3 Polit., I., ii. . 
See, The Open Sociery and Its Enemies, I. . 

• 4 A further, and even more fateful, concomitant of this confusion of civility and moraht~ 
is the tendency to derive from it an identification of the distinction ofan 'open' and a 'closed 
order with that of a democratic and a non-democratic polity. Thus it comes to be assumed 
that a _democracy, as such and in itse_lf, ~s 'be~te~' than an aristocra~ic, monarchical, or 
tyrannical polity because it is less totahtanan - 1s, mdeed, as many believe, the only escape 
from totalitarianism. But if democracy is "the best form of polity," and tyranny the worst 
(and something of the kind is suggested even?)'. Spinoza (Tract. Theo.-Pol., xx.) - though he 
als? says that "if such were the nature ofpatncians that they were free from all passion, and 
guided by pure zeal for the public welfare in choosing their patrician colleagues, no dominion 
~ould be compared with aristocracy" (Tr. Polit., xi., 2).) - it is certainly not for this reason, 
tr t~ere can hardly be a more incurable form of tyranny than that of a democratic majority 
. the individual tyrant after all, has only one throat, and an aristocracy but few). Democracy 
is to be preferred ac~ording to Spinoza, because "of all forms of government it is the most 
natur 1 ' • h • d" "d l l"b "(,,.. • 

1 a, and the most consonant wit m 1v1 ua I erty , ract. Theo.-Pol., xvi.), while being 
a so "perfectly absolute" (Tract. Polit., xi., 8). But even this judgement fails to take due 
~~~o~nt <;>f_what Spinoza elsewhere main_t_ained, viz. that "Nature does not create nations but 
t )'. 1nd1v1duals," (Tract. Theo.-Pol., xvzz.) so that any attempt to estimate the relative per­
e~~ons of different forms of polity without reference to the natures and capacities of the 

su ~ects and the rulers thus organized, is altogether futile. For democracy requires the 
prevalency of democratic men, just as monarchy requires men loyal to a wise king and aris-
tocra l • • • d • • ' . cy P ebs devoted to pubhc-spmte patncians. Even tyrants may have their place among 
ignorant and servile peoples. The modem craze for setting up socalled 'democracies' among 
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Finally, the metaphysical foundation of the distinction of civility and 
morality, etc. may now be succinctly stated in the light of the emanation­
al principles explained at the beginning of this chapter.1 The 'state of 
nature' is the state of creanda under unilateral self-reference, so that 
each unemended emanatum, being self-centred, operates from unilateral 
self-interest, though not, of course, therefore wholly contrary to the interest 
of others (for emanation does not wholly pulverize Natura) - and 
indeed, so far as individuals are by nature submissive, and constitute 
'social property,' they operate in accord with the interest of their 
master, whose otherness is thus merely formal. The master makes use 
of his 'social property' for his own profit ( and thus for the profit of the 
'whole' body); the submissive (quatenus submissive) seek their own 
profit in subservience to the master. In so far as the submissive develop 
towards independence the relation of master and 'social property' 
develops hostility, or civility. 

From this state of individual and corporate self-centred hostility 
there can be but one way of escape for durational 'man,' and therefore 
for durational men taken singly, viz. by moral and cultural self-emen­
dation, i.e. by passage from unilateral self-reference towards reference 
to God. And if men could thus be 'taken singly' (or even collectively), 
i.e. if distributive self-referent emanation, and again, re-orientation and 
emendation towards reference to God, respectively, were simultaneous 
among all men, there could arise no distinction between civility and morality, 
for the former would have no function. But this is precluded by the 
distributive character of the individual self-reference by which the many 
peoples the masses of which are illiterate, barbarous, unaccustomed to, and largely incapable of 
self-government, may be an exhibition of what Thrasymachus called "egregious good nature" 
(Rep.I., 31:8), but is nevertheless also one of political folly, and may therefore well bring seri­
ous consequences in its train. It is well, perhaps, that today 'democracy' has become a 'blessed 
word' made to stand for many highly qualified modifications {I speak with restraint) of pure 
democracy, either in the platonic (See Rep. VIII.) or in the spinozistic sense (See Tract. 
Polit., xi.). 

As to the common belief that democratic polity affords a natural and effective safeguard 
against totalitarianism it is one of the less "entertaining ironies of history" that Western 
democracies, with the fateful examples of totalitarian tyrannies in full view (som~times also 
styled 'democracies'), and having sacrificed untold blood and treasure towards their destruc­
tion, are yet to be seen, step by step, though not unhesitatingly, moving towards the abandon­
ment of individual and social liberty, towards the idolizat!on of the State as all-devouring 
Leviathan - disguised, indeed, in the cloak, and decked with the garlands, of the 'welfare 
State,' but still untamed. • 

Some of the questions relating to the nature and requirements of the various forms of polity 
are surveyed by Spinoza in the Tractatus Politicus (though the treatment of democracy 1s 
largely wanting). Into this important region of political theory I have not entered, judging 
it to be not directly apropos to our main purpose. . . 

1 See above, pp. I 76-9. I wish to invite the serious _rea_d~r to pay s~ecial '.1~tention to the 
distributive character of unilateral self-reference among md1viduals, and its political and moral 
significance and importance. See below, chapter X. 
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individual lives are themselves durationally distributed, i.e. are ema­
nated more or less in sequence. Hence it follows that each is ever faced 
by the hostility of others which issuing from their unemended self­
reference, is irremediable by the emendation of the self, even if this could 
be achieved in face of overwhelming hostility. It is thus that self-emen­
dation must await the institution of conditions (vi;::,. those of civility) 
under which hostility is moderated by the canalization of individual 
and corporate natural power and right, sufficient to control the hos­
tility of effective dissentients. On the basis of this reorganization of the 
'state of nature' alone can positive moral and cultural transcendence 
be attempted without a conflict of natural power and right ,vith moral 
and cultural power and right necessarily disastrous to the latter. 

Civility, therefore, though involving no moral transcendence - being 
essentially the organization of individual natural powers already 
available in the 'state of nature,' 1 a canalization sufficient for stability 
and security, but not involving individual self-emendation from the 
self-referent status quo towards reference to God - civility, I say, which 
brings to effective order the natural powers and rights already available, 
though in great measure mutually obstructed, in the 'state of nature' 
by reason of the distributive self-reference of the individuals involved in 
it, is the essential pre-condition of moral and cultural emendation under 
these conditions of mutual relation. Civility, in this sense, is non-moral 
(though it may come to be perfected among individuals already partly 
moralized) but - offsetting the contingent confusion resulting from 
distributive self-reference - it sets free, or furthers the enfranchizement 
of, man's moral and cultural potencies. 

Yet so mingled and mutually qualified2 in durational human life are 
1 But sec below, note 2. 
2 The manner in which civility qualifies morality and culture need not be further laboured, 

but the reader may feel that in view of what has been said about their relation and order it 
is paradoxical to suggest that morality qualifies civility. That the moralization and cultivation 
of the individual does tend to render civility for him increasingly otiose can hardly be denied 
(for the good man is good independently of ~he sanctions ?f_civic law); and certainly in this 
way morality qualifies civility. It may be obJccted that th,s 1s not so much 'qualification' as 
elimination yet closer consideration will show that the requirements of civility (and therefore 
the special forms of its laws and sanctions) must have regard to the moralization and culti­
vation advanced under its protection. Moral and cultural emendation are already facilitated 
under pseudo-civic organization, and in so far as these develop positively under the partial 
security thus afforded, the fledged civic State, when it comes to be established, will he a 
canalization of individual powers and rights, 'natural' indeed, being actual, but not emanation­
ally Primordial. Its laws and sanctions, therefore, will properly be accommodated in nature to 
these partially moralized and cultivated co~dit~ons, though not exclusively. But this in no way 
qualifies the essential form of civility as the canalu;atzon of actual powers and rights without transce1z­
dence; it does not render the State a moral or cultural association. And though civility becomes 
increasingly otiose for the moralized individuals (not by mere elimination, but qualification 
- maintenance of essential form with modification of laws and sanctions reciprocating with 
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civility and morality that their fundamental distinctness of function is 
apt ~~ be concealed even from those who do net adopt the merely 
emp1ncal mode of approach, yet prefer the 'analytic' to the 'synthetic' 
order in metaphysics. For it is the 'synthetic' approach that reveals it 
unmistakably (and thus confirms its superior intelligibility). States and 
pseudo-civic organizations are certainly rationalizations of the 'state of 
nature,' by which the 'natural' powers and rights of men, otherwise 
rendered fruitless by the contingent pulverulence of distributive self­
ref erence, are rendered effective by canalization sufficient for tolerable 
security. That civility is possible at all is, of course, due to the status 
enjoyed by man in the hierarchy of Natura creata (by which his self­
reference is not wholly destructive of eternal communitas). For man in 
the 'state of nature' civility is a 'natural good': it is not in itself a 'moral 
good,' but only the pre-condition of all moral advance under the conditions 
of distributive unilateral self-reference, the excessive pulverulence of which, 
by reason of confusion, it so corrects as to maximize individual natural 
power and right. Nor does the distinction of morality and civility imply 
diversity of origin, for both, in due measure, are derivatives of man's 
relation as creatum with his complement in Natura creata. In the dialectic 
of finite creation the 'instant' of transition, or re-orientation, from the 
first to the second 'moment' for the commune 'man' (under Ratio' is, for 
the individual 'men,' as distributive!J emanated, 'telescoped out' to the du­
rational order of civility, which underlies and secures the concurrent order 
of morality. And though in the life of the individu~l as such civility 
becomes increasingly otiose as morality is developed, it cannot become 
otiose in the life of society because sequent gener~tions :enew _the need 
as they issue ex utero Naturae. It is thus that "the price ofhberty 1s eternal 
vigilance" - the price of morality and culture, continuant civic organ-
ization. 

the moral and cultural elevation of these individuals), it cannotMbecomedoti~s~1ror soczd·ery if 
· . . d" I h t"Jity en un er c1v1 1ty nee not 

sequent generations are not to relapse mto pnmor ia os. 1 : t rds their eme d t" 
be wholly unemended; but civility makes no positive contribut11on ot_wa w"th the • ;. ~d 10l~­
In short, though civic law and sanction become increasing y o iose . I • 111 tvz. ua s 
moral and cultural development the demands of civility be_come pdarz P1~su mdcr1easu:~gly 

I b h • ' h" hi orahzed an cu tlvate oyahsts 
amp e, ot m order to ensure security for more 1g Y ID d ·t f d" • I ' 
:in~ also for the control of the moral wickedness and cultural eprav1 "/ o '.sse~lients ~ iat 
is hkely to be parasitical on moral and cultural development. Yet this agam involves no 
positi11e entry by the State 1·nto th h f orality or culture: for to defend the man of . . e sp eres o m . h. enemies 
virtue or culture 1s not to moralize or cultivate either hun or is • 



CHAPTER X 

MORALITY AND SALVATION 

From the essential pre-conditions of morality, let us first turn ou_r 
att~ntion to the permeating conditions imposed upon it by the distri­
butive character of the self-referent roots of durational emanation. In 
.Nat~ra creata the perfect mutuality which I have called 'eternal corn­
munz_tas' is not merely tentative, contingent, and normative, but throug~­
out Its entire amplitude constitutive, necessary, and essential. In 'this 
present life' of emanational privation, of durationally corrigible defect, 
mutuality remains normative as morally constitutive, but conativelY 
te~tative and contingent. In mystical religion, perhaps, a man is alone 
With. God, 'born again,' and trans-moral; in morality each man faces 
re!ation with co-creanda of every grade of perfection under the mutual 
~henation of distributive self-reference which, in their measures, variously 
1~fects, or may infect, them all. Thus, his other may be alienated fro11l 
him not merely by his own self-reference, but self-alienated, so that the 
emendation of his own defect must, sub specie durationis, be accomrn°­
dated to the self-reference, more or less emended, of the other, in 
accordance with, and in part constituting, a durational moral order. 
Love towards one's enemy, for example, is not properly expressed by 
non-resistance to, or appeasement of, him. 

(i) EXEMPLARY AND MUTUAL ETHICS 

The distinction between 'absolute ethics' and 'relative ethics' has been 
t~o Well canvassed for it not to be necessary to warn the reader that the 
~1stinction which we are to draw between 'exemplary ethics' and 
mutual ethics' is not to be confused with it.1 'Mutual ethics' is not less 

ap;li~ther_ distinctions such as those_dra~n- ~etween theo~etical :1nd practical ~thics, pure 3:nd 
the d • ~thics, abstract and concrete ethics, mdwzdual and social ethics and the hke with which 

isti • I h" h ' ' and • nction of exemplary and mutua et ics as a vague more or less verbal affiliation, 
dist· is t?us liable to be confused, one and all will be found to' miss the essential gr~und of this inctio • • 1 • • 1 
referent in, _vi~. that between the essen~ia prm~ip es _of th~ eth_ica! em_endation of the self-
operant :dividual as such, and t~e- special ~a)'.s m which this prmc1ple 1s uncompromisingly 
ind" .d nder the complex conditions of distrzbutwe self-reference in a durational society of iv1 uals. 
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~bsolute than 'exemplary ethics' -for it represents no mere compromise 
m deference to practical difficulties or human expediency. Indeed, it 
may be much more difficult to determine, and sometimes to realize 
than 'exemplary ethics,' though not, perhaps, more replete with 
futility and suffering. 

The reader will recall that the ethical doctrine of Spinoza is formally 
elaborated under the 'second kind of knowledge,' Ratio, and thus 
considers the moral predicament of the commune 'man' rather than that 
of this or that man - the application of the resulting principles being 
left, but for examples, to the good sense of the reader. In identifying, 
as we have done, the moral exemplar of this or that man with his own 
nature as eternal creatum, rather than with the eternal commune 'man' 
(which is the exemplar of emanational 'man' according to Ratio), we 
took the first step towards the concretion of the abstract ethical princi­
ples elaborated by Spinoza; and by this step we understood the nature 
of 'exemplary' ethics, which thus remain partially abstract, as taking 
no account of the nature of this or that man's 'field' of moral endeavour. 
It is the further step that we now take by which those principles have 
fully concrete expression, as general principles short of casuistry, in 
relation to the actual durational life of 'men,' i.e. individuals standing 
in relations with other individuals, with full recognition of the mutuality 
of their durational natures and relations. By this step we understand 
the nature of 'mutual ethics': the fully concrete obligation to act in 
accordance with the dictates of reason under the conditions set by the 
natures of the individuals involved. In other words, it is not sufficient to 
consider this or that man as emanatum in relation to his source; for from 
that source there proceed, and emanate, a multitude ofm~n and things 
which, with him, as creata constitute the eternal communztas of Natura 
creata. Not only the exemplar of the individual, but also this communitas 
of Natura creata must be privatively expressed in fully con~rete ethics. 
For just as communitas is constitutive in the natures of communza (and thus 
also of the natures of the eternal finite creata as various integrations of 
com_munia), so mutuality among durational emanata i~ no 'e~te~nal re­
lation,' but permeates its terms. The abstract ethical prmc1ples of 
Ratio (e.g. the irrationality of hatred) as an obligation for this or that 
~an (e.g. thou shalt love thy neighbour) t~us do not_ consti~ut: an 
absolute ethics' that must suffer compromise sub specie duratzonzs by 

reason of excessive rigour but rather the abstract schema of human 
salvation that must be re;Jjzed 'quantum potest,' ~r- 'prout tempus et res 
Postulat' 1 by each man under the durational cond1t10ns set by the dis-

1 Eth. II., xlix. Sch. Cf. also Eth. JV., txx. et Sch. 
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tributive self-reference of the concourse of men and things (e.g. thou 
shalt love this er that man according to lzis disposition and response, i.e. by 
actions fit and proper, and not necessarily in agreement with his 
preferences). The aim is not the relativization and accommodation of 
too rigorous principles, but their proper application and expression, 
realizing their full severity under the concrete conditions of durational 
life in the durationa] world. 

'Mutual ethics' are thus the exposition of the via ad salutem of the du­
rational individual in a world of durationa] individuals, more or less 
pulverized by distributive self-reference and partial emendation - in 
which the eternal communitas of Natura creafa is not merely emanated 
under the self-reference of some representative individual self, but is 
distributively self-emanated, and variously self-emended, by indi­
viduals to a state of pseudo-communitas that (on the analogy of eternal 
communitas) informs the natures of individual conators, modalizes their 
self-emendation, and thus sets bounds to its fruition. Thus the way of 
salvation, "steep and difficult" as it must be, is rendered doubly so by 
the company of those not trained for the ascent, or even resenting the 
effort, - and these are many. Contrariwise, it is made easier by the 
company of 'free men' - but these are few. 

I have admitted a formal lacuna in Spinoza's overt expos1t1on in 
relation to these matters, but I am less ready to believe that it is more 
than formal.1 For not only have we the scathing indictment of utopian­
ism in politics in Tractatus Politicus, i., but as I have said, in Etlzices JV. 2 

there is to be found, admittedly in somewhat piecemeal form, and 
without formal deduction, statements concerning the 'free man' and 
his relation to his concives under the extant conditions of 'this present 
life' that imply the mutuality of their ethical relations. In virtue of this, 
too, the valuations cf the a:!fectus are moralized: for though joy and 
cheerfulness are good in themselves, and sorrow and melancholy bad,3 

yet pleasurable excitement may be bad, and painful repression good.4 

1 The differences that have often been noted between the rational air of Part IV. of the 
Ethics, and the ethico-mystical air of Part V. may thus in part be accounted for. In Part JV. 
Spinoza is examining the ethical situation of 'man' as commune, and questions concerning 
human relations are introduced mainly by way of example - dealt with in 'realistic' fashion 
witho~t showing how the special moral attitudes recommended ar_e deri~ed from the princi­
P_les laid down_ assuming the importance ofresp~mse. In Part _V. hberat10n by the 'emenda­
tion of the intellect' is considered, on the foundat10n thus provided, and the emphasis comes 
~o be placed on the individual agent rather than on the aid or hindrance of his other - as 
if the imperfection of the world stemmed from his self-reference alone, or like the mystic, he 
were alone with his creator. 

: Especially Eth. IV., xii. - lx:.:ii. 
Eth. IV., xii., xiii. 

' Eth. IV., xliii. 
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Again, love and desire, though in themselves good, as partial or ex­
cessive may be bad.1 Glory, as joy in some accomp1ishment2 is good, 
but that which arises from the discomfiture e,f another, viz. vainglory, s 
is bad. Quietude of mind born of a clear conscience4 without pride, 
magnanimity without depreciation of the less worthy, but "as much 
as possible" avoiding their favours, shunning parasites and flatterers, 5 

cultivating the whole man in a whole life, 6 without fear, anger, or 
hatred, accepting necessary evils both for the self and for others7 - these 
are the characteristics and endeavours of the 'man who is led by reason,' 
not reason in the abstract but under the conditions set by the natures 

' of the individuals involved. "All the actions that follow from the ajfectus 
that are related to the mind in so far as it thinks, I ascribe to fortitude, 
which I divide into strength of mind and nobility of mind. By 'strength 
of mind' I mean the desire by which each end~avo~:s, from _the, dictates 
of reason alone, to preserve his own being; by nob1hty ofmmd I mean 
the desire by which each endeavours, from the dict~tes of reason aJone, 
to help others, and to join them to himselfin friendship. • • • Tempera~ce, 
sobriety, presence of mind in danger, are species of strength of mmd, 

d · b"l" f mind "8 The 'free man' 
~o erat10n and mercy are species ofno 1 ity e, • ,, 
1s "guided by consideration c,f what is profitable and honourable, re-
membering that "although men are ignorant, _they are _neve~th~less 
men" with whom it is well, and even at the sacrifice of strict pr~nc1ple, 
to cultivate friendship. 9 Man may be a wolf to man, he may also be 

a god. 
In sum, then, though Spinoza's ethicai teaching is cenf thre~ 0d~ i~ddi-

"d I If . . • • h" thepowero t em 1vi u-
v1 ua se -emendation (which alone 1s wit m 

1 E . . · can never be good (Eth.IV., xlv.). 
. th. IV., xlw. Though hatred, unlike painful repressi~n~evenge, etc. ( Eth JV., xiv. Cor. i.), 

With hatred he couples envy, mockery, contempt, ange ' 's' response to hatred anger 
as well a • t (Eth JV: l ) • • the 'free man ' ' s p1 Y . ., .. Love or generosity 1s • • ,ries by reciprocal hatred lives 
a~d contempt from his concives: "He who wishes to a~enge md~t • out hatred by love fights 
miser bl • d d b h strives to rive ' . a Y m ee ; ut e who, on the contrary, ny needing scarcely any assist-
Joyfully and confidently, with equal ease resistin!!" one f;Jr~ n~t from the lack of strength, 
ance from fortune. Those whom he conquers yield g yd behaviour" which accord-
but fi ·t . "(E Th ti e"han some ' i rom Is mc~ease. •th. JV., xlvi. Sch.). us, 1 connected by common subjection to 
ng to Taylor, 1s confin.-d to "those who happen to be d b t Jaw that makes non-concives 

!he same sovereign," has a wider scope: for it is not ~atre :Ce of weakness. 
e1!emies' ( Tract. Theo. - Pol., xvi.). In strife, hatred is a sou 

Eth. III., A,tf. Def. xxx. 
" Eth. IV., lviii. Sch. , has in common use an air 
, "A · · · . ) •self-esteem • • cquzescentza in se ipso" ( Eth. JV., xxv., etc. • 

of complacency which is foreign to Spinoza's phrase, 
: Eth. IV., lvii. Cf_ also Eth. JV., /xx. Dem. et Sch. 
7 

Eth. IV., lx._, __ lxzz., lxv., [xvi. et Cor. 
Eth. IV., lxm. Sch. seq. Cor. . -1 'and 'generositas.' 

8 Et' Ill 1· "h s · • .1 ' 'a111mosz as, "· ·• zx . .,, . p1noza's terms are 'fortztuuo, 
8 Eth. IV., lxx. Sc/1. 
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al), which issues in what I have called 'exemplary ethics,' he is by no 
means unaware (as indeed he could hardly be) that in the moral life 
due consideration must be given to the response of the other in deter­
mining what it is precisely that reason dictates. Not to do so is to be 
involved in what in another connexion I ventured to assimilate with 
the formal fallacy of 'non-composition' or 'division.' Just as the mathe­
matical tiro may argue that since the interior angles of the triangle 
are together equal to two right angles, and a polygon is composed of 
triangles, this property also belongs to the polygon, so the metaphysical 
tiro will infer that the mere generalization of the principle of spatio­
temporal relativity is sufficient to determine the absolute character of 
the reality that appears ab extra in the form of space-time.1 So in the 
present instance, if not inferred, it is often assumed that 'exemplary 
ethics' are applicable in their abstract form to individuals as socially 
related - whence arises the seemingly unresolved problem of the divorce 
of 'right' and 'good' in concrete moral experience, that in principle is 
a necessary entailment of distributive emanation. 

Now all this is implicit, I suggest, in Spinoza's 'quantum potest' or 
'prout tempus et res postulat' 2 - what is lacking is its formal exposition. 
Doubtless it is true in principle that a completely free man would find 
all things "as perfect as it is their nature to be," and 'right' and 'good' 
thus in essential harmony; but such a man would not be a durational 
emanatum. In 'this present life' no man is wholly free in the actualization 
of his potency. For the freedom of each implies the freedom of all, 
whether in eternity or in duration. Thus the communitas of Natura creata 
is, sub specie durationis, indefinitely postponed. Increased freedom is what 
the moral agent strives to achieve by relation with the inseitas of his 
other, human or non-human. In this endeavour he cannot ignore their 
distributive ignorance and subjection to passion, and escape the charge 
of fanaticism or enthusiasm. He must adjust his action to this under the 
dialectic of finite creation. He must do his part, not as if they were but 
the 'field' of his endeavour, but as fellow-beings labouring under the 
same dialectic of emanation and emendation, and with no pre-estab­
lished ethical harmony. I do not say that non-resistance and patient 
suffering is never proper to the good man, but that ethical solipsism 
compensated by ethical quietism is not the characteristic attitude of 

1 Cf. 'Physical and Metaphysical Reality' ( Proc. Arist. Soc., 1931-32, pp. 31-32). See above, 
P· 9~, note 1. Here I complain, not of the argument (which may have its uses) but of the 
implied assumption that it has metaphysical significance; i.e. that metaphysics is but clari­
fied 'natural science ' 

2 • 
See above, p. 203, note I. 
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virtue in a condition of civility. What it may possibly be in a semi­
barbarous society is another matter.1 

(ii) MORALITY AS 'PSEUDO-COMMUNITAS' 

Communitas is the relation holding between finite individual agents 'as 
referred to God,' and their complements of agents in Natura creata, by 
which each is at once constituted and distinct as microcosm and creatum. 
This perfect relation is shattered in proportion as in the dialectic of 
finite creation the self-reference of the individuals involves eccentricity 
of projection, i.e. in proportion to the varied subordination of the micro­
cosmic hierarchy. Only macrocosmic Natura creata can be both self­
referent and genetically centric. But the communitas of the individual 
with his congruent complement in Natura is no less imperfected for 
the finite agent by the self-reference of the members of his complement, 
so that self and other are doubly alienated. It follows that emendation 
that is not mutual either remains a mere ideal or is involved in durational 
tragedy. In moments of vision the mystic may bypass the indefinitely 
prolonged and inextricably involved maze that constitutes the moral 
life, by concentrating upon the eternal effluence of his inchoation in 
and undated 'present' - alone with 'The Alone' - but this is vision 
and not morality, and divorced from morality, mere mirage. For mo­
rality the problem is to find the most effective expression of abstract 
'exemplary' principle within a 'field' that is in great part refractory, 
how to achieve the nearest approach durationally possible under the 
circumstances to eternal communitas - a state which I shall call 'pseudo­
communitas,' which is to be achieved by the severest application of moral 
principle, and not by ethical compromise or appeasement. 

The pseudo~communitas that constitutes, in one mode or form or another, 
the actual limit of the free men's relation to his other, is thus not se­
lective communitas supplemented by indi~erence, for he cannot escape 
relation with the dissonant elements of his world - nor will he attempt 
to do so. Though all things alike "follow from the necessity of the divine 
nature,'' no emanatum can enjoy perfect communitas, as ifby the correction 
of his own unilateral self-reference creation would drop into focus. He 
remains in the world though he is not wholly of the world, and for him 
the 'tower of ivory' would be the 'chamber of death.' Though "the 

1 The J?~cificistic teaching of the Gospe_Is m~)'. we!l have been best suited to the sp~­
cial_ c?nd1t10ns of the Christian cornrnulll~Y l,ivmg m ~ host~le ~ut subject State. B~t 1~ 
so, 1t 1s a proper application of •mutual ethics, not a misapplication of 'exemplary ethics. 
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brave man will consider that ... whatever he thinks to be injurious and 
evil, and whatever seems to be impious, dreadful, unjust, or wicked, 
arises from this, that he conceives things in a disturbed, mutilated, and 
confused fashion''; nevertheless, the failure of his conception is by no 
means his sole affair: it depends also upon the other that lies beyond 
his direct control, so that he can only "endeavour as much as possible 
to do well and rejoice." "How far human virtue reaches in the attain­
ment of these things, and what it can do" 1 is another matter that is 
deferred to Ethices V. And though it is true that in thus deferring the 
matter Spinoza is found to be thinking rather of the defects that arise 
from the impotence of the self than of those reciprocally resulting from 
the impotence of the other, it must not be forgotten that the passions 
that express the impotence of the self are affectus congruent with its 
inadequate1y determined affectiones, confusing self and complement, and 
that there is a limit set to the adequation of its causality in so far as 
it remains durational: "Everyone has the power, partly at least, though 
not absolute!), of understanding himself and his ajfectus clearly and dis­
tinctly, and consequently of bringing it about that he suffers less from 
them."2 He is never wholly at their mercy. 

Thus, in the earlier propositions of Part V. of the Ethics Spinoza speaks 
in terms of a greater or less impotence or power, not of complete power 
to achieve communitas with the other. For up to proposition xx.Sch. he 
is avowedly treating of "what relates to this present life." Nevertheless, 
as I have allowed, his procedure under Ratio is apt to suggest to the 
unwary that the application of the principles of 'exemplary ethics' thus 
expounded to singularia must be that of the abstract universal to par­
ticulars in Barbara, and thus to confuse the issue. The application cannot 
be syllogistic, because by descent into duration constitutive communitas 
of self and complement is degraded to a complex of concinnitas and strife 
with the other; so that the free man in 'this present life,' i.e. the self­
enfranchizing man, attains the end set forth by 'exemplary ethics' only 
quantum potest, not by compromise of principle but by its proper appli­
cation. The doctrine of the latter portion of Ethices V., therefore, with 
its insistence on the omniprevalence of 'intellectual love' throughout 
creation, must not be allowed to be in conflict with the 'realism' of 
Part IV., nor to suggest that 'quietistic love' is the only available remedy 

1 :'hese passages are from Eth. lV.,_l':xiii. Sch. fo~ming the transition to Part V. The removal 
0 : hmdranccs to true knowledge ansmg from h1~ own nature is the first essential if he is 
rightly to envisage the obligations of 'mutual ethics.' 

2 Eth. V., iv. Sch. The proposition itself states that "there is no affectio of which we cannot 
form some clear and distinct conception." 
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for the mutual impedance of durational emanata. The importance of 
love's inferior modalities in relation to the self-reference of the other ' 
that lies beyond the direct correction of the self, must not thus be mini-
mized or discounted. 

I have spoken of the 'realism' of Part JV. of the Ethics and its seeming 
~onflict with what, for brevity, I may, perhaps, be allowed to call the 
'idealism' of Ethices V., xxi. onwards. Thus the innocent device of sepa­
rately considering the conditions of human bondage and human freedom 
is apt to produce the effect of a double theory of morals if it is forgotten 
that by 'morality' is signified neither bondage nor freedom but enfran­
chizement. "The power by which singularia ... preserve their being is the 
actual power of Deus sive Natura ... in so far as it can be manifested 
by (their) actual essence, "1 i.e. by their conatus, 2 so that th: power of 
man "is part of the infinite power of Deus sive Natura, i.e. ofh1s esse?ce." 
But this too easily suggests that Deus sive Natura is but the totality of 
sin_gular conatus - a description that fails even to char~cterize thefacies 
totzus universi, which is eternal and is only in part applicable even to the 
'common order of nature.' No~, as part of the 'commo~ ~rder of nature' 
each man is "necessarily always subject to passions m s~ far _as he 
"roll d b f ccommodatmg himse]f 

11 ows an o eys the common order o nature, a . . 
to it as much as the nature of things requires"a - a pr~~ciple th_at, taken 
alone, of course excludes morality. This is not suq~nsmg, seemg th~t 
human bondage is bein discussed. But it is a prior truth that ~his 
'c d g . . 1 , • n' but an emanat10n 

ommon or er of nature' 1s no 1neluctab e give ' • 
of th d" "b · . l • so that the pass10ns by e istn utlve self-reference of smgu aria, . "bl b , 
' ' · 1· · . · d fi ·t ly corngi e v refer-nature ine 1m1nable are by 'morality' m e Ill e . • • 

G , , , • posterior to the active 
ence to od. The common order of nature is d • h · [ · T this emen at10n eac 
szngu aria, and thus, with them emendable. 0 • b r d 4 · ' • an 1t e penecte 
singulare can contribute but by none in isolatJOn c d • Th . ' · to the 'common or er 

e moral hf e, therefore which as belonging • ') h 
f , . ' ' . and 'exert10ns , as an 

o nature, 1s a conflict of az.ffectus (of pass10ns • • • I · · art determmmg 1t. n 
aetiology transcending that order and thus in P d d • I • 
E h · · ' xpoun e m re a tJon 

t tees V. the prmciples of that transcendence are e 

1 Eth. IV., iv. Dem. 
2 Eth. III., vii. 
3 Eth. IV., iv. Cor. " .ff.ectus cannot be restrained 
' Th" · · d d h . . • that ana.u, 1s 1s, m ee , t e foundation ofSpmoza's assert10n , JV: vi"i) and that even the 

or d b " (Ett1 ·• • ' " remove save y an opposed and stronger affectus . • • tue of its truth, but only in 
knowled?e. of good and evil" cannot restrain an a.ffectus m fVl:od and evil is "nothing else 

so far as it is an affectus ( Eth. IV xiv) _ for the knowledge 0 f?"t" (Eth IV viii) But this is th ,rr. · ., • • S O I • ., •• 
an an a.uectus of Joy or sorrow in so far as we are conscI0\1 on a particle. 

not to say that the ajfectus are ineluctable data like forces acting 
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to emanent and emendable 'man,' but what is lacking and is a plain 
desideratum if the moral predicament of 'men' is to be deduced is the 
application of these 'exemplary' principles to the situation of this or 
that man in the 'common order of nature' that reciprocates with the 
varied degree of emendation in himself and in his other. It is this that 
sets the concrete moral problem: how, and how far, can the durational 
moral conator realize his transcendence sub specie durationis in a society 
of imperfectly emended conators? 

Ethices V., as discussing human liberty, provides the principle: the 
correction from unilateral self-reference to 'reference to God'; but moral 
enfranchizement requires the proper relating of the opposed principles of 
bondage and freedom, i.e. the concrete application of these where uni­
lateral self-reference is distributive. For complete liberation of the indi­
vidual is not within his power, but demands mutual correction and li ber­
a tion. We have considered some of the conditions conducive to this: 
primordially, a sufficient foundation of mutual agreement among 
individuals capable of co-operation must be established and made 
secure by the imposition of sanctions on those otherwise by nature 
incapable - i.e. the civic State in some form - and within this ram­
part, augmented by all available means by which individual self­
emendation may be promoted, or its absence compensated, moral, 
cultural, and economic institutions may develop. Each may now emend 
himself quantum potest in accordance with such "remedies" as are ex­
pounded in Ethices V., i.-xx. and tabulated in the Scholium to the latter 
proposition. In so far as he does so, his passions are transformed, not 
into eternal actions, but into 'exertions' with respect to conators that 
remain alien (both by reason of his own residual defect, and by reason 
of their own unemended character). By these 'exertions,' though eternal 
communitas is indefinitely postponed sub specie durationis, he will establish 
a state of pseudo-communitas of appropriate modality. It is thus that the 
individual can play his part in the salvation of the world, in which is 
bound up his own salvation - and thus alone, however virtuous he 
may be. By the impedance of the other his 'right' and his 'good' suffer 
partial divorce, for complete divorce would spell the utter futility of 
morality, just as their identity would mean its supersession. Though 
eternal communitas in the civitas Dei is "beyond good and evil," it is 
this, indeed, that, under the diverse modalities and in varying degree 
and quality, vitalizes and illuninates every form of pseudo-communitas 
that lays open and straightens the 'crooked ways of Time.' 
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(iii) THE MODES OF 'PSEUDO-COMMUNITAS' 

What, then, are the relations that the self-enfranchizing man must seek 
to establish with his others of all classes in the 'common order of nature'? 
What are the relations that as morally good he holds with his natural 
and human 'field' of endeavour under the conditions of partial natural 
and human concinnity - that middle state most familiar to us, and 
lying between the 'ideal limits' of pure indifference ( or non-being) and 
eternal communitas (or 'creatureliness')? By 'natural concinnity' I mean 
that mutual adaptation of man and his sub-human other that is ex­
emplified at its best in the technical efficiency of the artist or craftsman 
in relation with the tools and materials of his craft; by 'human concin­
nity' I mean the mutual adaptation of men which civility liberates, 
and which is developed within its rampart, and is the essence of all 
moral, cultural, and economic relation among men, whether they be 
concives or not. For human concinnity even among conciues transcends 
the order of political civility, and our relations of concinnity with citi­
zens of other States falls, for the most part, beyond the aegis of civic 
law. Thus, by 'human concinnity' I mean the aptness of relation that 
holds between men enjoying moral, cultural, and economic order, what­
ever may be their civic bond.1 And I couple natural and human con­
cinnity because they are of the same general character: morality in its 
full amplitude is not solely concerned with human relations, though 
these are, admittedly, of vital importance. The craftsman's relation 
with his tools and materials, the farmer's with his land and cattle, 2 

and even the mathematician's or scientist's with his 'objects,' are subject 
to moral valuation. 

Of the conduct of a rational man in a 'state of nature' enough has 
already been said. Morality for him would be concerned solely with 
his duty to himself and his 'social property,' and neglect of this would 
be tantamount to suicide. He must fight or take to flight in the face of 
hostility. How far it is legitimate to style such relations 'forms of pseudo­
communitas' is a question that need not detain us, though we can say 
that in so far as hatred of an enemy weakens resistance or skill in flight, 
they do not fall wholly beyond such a description. 

1 The term 'civilization' is commonly _used i:1 _t~~ b;~ad sense of human concinnity; but 
this mo~a~,. cu~tural, and economic extens10n of civility is founded on, though not developed 
from, c1vihty in the political sense. 

a Expressed by the farm-bailiff in his judgement of the new motor-plough: "It don't turn 
the earth a spi~, deep, 'taint no good/or t(ze konour of,the land"; or the gardener who refused to 
use old seeds: I can't put this 'ere seed m, it waun grow, I call it a-baulking the ground," Nor 
is this mere fanciful analogy. 
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Nor need we consider further the relations of rational men as com­
bined to constitute the civic State as such. It is determined by 'obedience' 
based on civic veneration, not servility based on hope and fear of civic 
sanctions. He who seeks at once to set aside the laws of the State, yet 
cleverly to avoid their sanctions and enjoy the benefits of general civility, 
may be rational in his way, but he is a rational barbarian, and a very 
irrational citizen. For the rational foundation of the civic State is the 
endeavour after security, only attainable by that submission to a common 
law which, under qualification by the morality thus liberated, is per­
fected in the obedience of the loyal subjects. 

If security constituted the whole endeavour of men, the absolute 
power and right of the State would be a sufficient determinant of all 
human conduct, and morality would be identical with civic obedience. 
But, as we have seen, it is but the means to a life that transcends security, 
as the good life must be supervenient on mere survival. 

Now, it is the rational application of the special principles governing 
the 'state of nature,' the civic State, and the eternal civitas Dei, i.e. their 
proper ordering and relation within the conditions of the prevalent 
state of variant concinnity among men and things, that determines 
specifically 'moral' relations; and to failure to understand Spinoza's 
position in this matter must be ascribed the common ascriptions of 
naturalistic 'wickedness,' on the one hand, and intellectualistic poco­
curanteism, on the other, to the ethical teaching of the philosopher. 
His supposed 'mechanistic' leanings are taken as favouring the universal 
application of the 'law of nature' as it operates in a 'state of nature,' 
and his metaphysical theomorphism as favouring an individualistic 
identification of morality with mystical religion. Those who impute 
the double bias to him regard him as involved in an ethical dichotomy. 
But the former bias has been more generally imputed, for a quietistic 
morality must be supplemented by a stoical asceticism with respect to 
the issues of durational life, and Spinoza's rejection of asceticism can 
hardly be overlooked.1 What remains, therefore, is to consider something 
of the nature of the principles that govern the relations of the self­
enfranchizing man with his extant durational other in that middle 
state of distributive civility, barbarism, and variant concinnity in which 
the agent transcends the 'state of nature' in relation with his concives, 
faithful or unfaithful, and (under conditions of peace) with more or 
less moralized men beyond his civic pale. 

Broadly, we may distinguish five modes of pseudo-communitas consti-
1 Cf. Eth. IV., xiv. Sch. seq. Cor. ii.; lxvii.; etc. 
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tuting t!1~ relations of the self-enfranchizing man to the various types 
o_r _cond1t1ons of other within his field of endeavour: indifference, oppo­
s1tion, toleration, co-operation, and love - the first and last, in all 
strictness, being of the nature of 'ideal limits.' The self-enfranchizing 
man is the rational man, i.e. durational man in so far as he is rational. 
The aim of such a man, we have seen, is self-enfranchizement by such 
adaptation of self to other as will best promote that concinnity of self 
and other by which mutual potency-in-act is maximized. Where the 
other is ill-adapted to this end it is evident that whatever may be the 
emendation of the self, free co-operation of self and other is impossible 
- the hostility of the other must be tolerated or opposed. But not so 
that concinnity is rendered still more remote: the aim must be to induce 
self-emendation in the other. It is for this reason that Spinoza deprecates 
such affectus as hatred, mockery, contempt, anger, re~~nge, and ~ity, 
and commends strength and nobility of mind. Opposit10n, tolerat10n, 
and co-operation, the main forms of pseudo-communitas must, therefore, 
be such as issue from the latter 'exertions,' as eliminating the former 

'passions.' 
One danger that arises from the too common rest~ic~io~ of mo~ality 

to human relations lies in the resulting tendency to mm~m1ze the d1ffe_r­
ences of ontological status which must also be taken mto. account m 
determining moral attitudes of self to other_ it being too easily assu~ed 
th t II · • d ) 'equal' The KantJ.an a a men are (m some undetermme way • 
principle, e.g., "So act as to treat humanity ... in every case as an en~, 
and never as means only ,, if taken au pied de la lettre, suffers from ~h1: 

· · ' · • 1 of 'exemplary ethics 
restriction. For true as it may be as a prmcip e • , • 
"t h d • · 1 f 'mutual ethics without 
i can ar ly be transferred as a pnncip e 0 

expansion to the form: "So act as to treat the othe~ (of_every gra~e) as 
d r · ·t ·s of mfenor status. Nor 

an en 1or itself, and as means in so far as i 1 , · , t" g the other as means 
can even this formulation satisfy us; for trea 10 d · "f • . , ens ab extra, to be use as 
may sigm y treatmg it as a mere 'object, or . • • b • 

h . 1 t"ng its znseztas as emg 
sue for the seemmg profit of the self, neg ec i • h • ·e 1 · b • the case seeing t at m 
z s so e affair. But this is very far from emg • • 

d · ans it is necessary to 
or er effectively to make use of the other as me b d d 

k . h , biect' must e regar e • 
ta e account of its inseitas The agency oft e O :i h d 
Th . . • t the ot er as en or as 

us 1t 1s not a question as to whether to trea . • d Th . b taking it as an en • e 
means, for 1t can only be treated as means • v fr. d 
d . . . J"k that o 1orm an matter 

1stmction of ends and means therefore, i e d • fi 
( . . . ' . b t mutual an it con uses 
to which 1t is related) is not merely relative u • ' • t 
h . d with the attammen 

t e issue by suggesting that morality is concerne 
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of objective ends by the utilization of objective means under purposive 
transeuncy, whereas it is concerned with agents with entia in se and 

. ' ' their rational association.1 Moral action involves a transition from 
unilateral self-reference towards reference to God in so far as self and 
other are related as co-derivatives of one source, as entia in se united 
by concinnity appropriate to their relative status in Natura creata. Only 
thus can an other be an effective means to the ends of the self - only 
so far as a physical instrument, e.g., becomes, as it were, an extension 
of the agent's body, his tool or medium, can it serve the ends of the 
craftsman; and the essential objection to any attempt to use the other 
as means without this ability to enter into its inseitas, is that the result 
is fumbling, incompetence, and failure. For the other has a nature of 
its own by accommodation to which alone the self can make use ofit.2 

By the 'emendation of the intellect' the self-enfranchizing man tran­
scends as far as possible the imaginational perspective of 'objects,' and 
views both self and other as agents 'living their own lives' as entia in se, 
or if you will, as 'ends in themselves' (i.e. not as 'ends' at all, but as 
creata). Thus, for the 'free man' the 'right' and the 'good,' though di­
vergent, are related through the distributive dialectic of finite creation, 
whereas for the 'slave' they are taken as identical while remaining 
utterly divergent.3 He imagines his other as a mere 'object,' an ens ab 
extra, to be sought after as means to his profit, or avoided, and if possible 
destroyed, as a threat ofloss, and not as an ens in se capable by reason of 
its agency of entering into appropriate relations of pseudo-communitas 
with the self according to its status and degree of self-emendation. For 
there is in all cases an appropriate relation of concinnity between self 
and other determining the action of the self as 'morally good' or 'morally 
bad': the other is no mere passive material to be exploited by the self. 
And I say that morality is of wider amplitude than personal relationship, 
for it is this attitude to his 'material' that makes the good shoemaker, 
t~e good craftsman, the good sportsman, the good soldier in opposing 
his 'enemy': in common life we often call it 'sympathy' with tools, 
medium, quarry, or 'enemy,' and the relation of self to other in such 
~ases as 'technique.' It is not for nothing that we speak of 'good' and 
bad' sportsmen craftsmen, strategists or tacticians, for technique is a 

. ' species of morality. Just, then, as technique must vary from material 

1 See my contribution to the Symposium on 'The Moral Good as a Relation between 
Pe;sons' ( lfume and Present Day Problems, _A_rist. S?c· Supp. Vol. XV/II., p.171 et passim.). 
b . The simple converse' of this propos1t10n, viz. that exploitation of the other is justified 

Y its efficiency, does not follow from it. 
3 These topics arc more fully considered in the symposium referred to in note I above, 
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t~ material, and from instrument to instrument, with unchanging sig­
m_ficance (for the artist cannot make successful use of the same technique 
w1~h marble as with clay), so morality requires appropriate rather than 
umform action with respect to others of differing status and responsi­
veness. What is appropriate for a 'buffer,' is not appropriate for a 'tool'; 
and what is appropriate for a 'tool' is not appropriate for a 'medium.' 

It is evident, then, that the main problem of morality is how to 
achieve appropriate relation with the other as co-derivative, so as to 
secure, in lieu of the abstract spontaneity that it curbs, the concrete 
freedom that concinnity alone can provide. And the solution of the 
problem thus generalized will depend as much on, the nat~e of the 
other as on the emendation of the self: you cannot make a silk purse 
~rom a sow's ear, or a Mercury of quicksilver, or a tr~e f~iend of ~n 
mveterate bully. The Kantian injunction itself has apphcat10n only m 
so far as men are 'rational beings' _ not as 'objects' belonging to a 
system of nature that is in great part heteronomous. E~en men, as 
moral agents, are partly rational and partly sentient accord1~g to Kant, 
and this may explain why they should be treated as ends ~ndfc ne;r 
as means on()'." But since nothing can be treated as means on y ( or e 
best of tools is no 'tool' to the fumbling tiro), and God alone as end only, 
m d h . d nd means - as means by 

en an t mgs must be treated as both en s a th · · . ds • not as means to the sole 
e recogmtion of their nature as en ; i.e. fi h. h 

and exclusive profit of the self but for that comm?n pro t lwfi1c ' 
a d. · • . ' . • • n is derivable on y rom 

ccor 1ng to 1nd1v1dual status and d1sp0Sit1o ' . h. · · add1e we may use 1m 
conc1nn1ty.1 We may use a man as porter or c ' d . . the agency or en eavour, 
as expert or teacher but only by assigning h b f 

h . ' ly so can e e o any use 
P ys1cal or mental, to him as ens in se, for on • h" t" • t"t t , say 1nto 1s ac 1ve en 1 y. 
o us. We must 'enter sympathetically, as we ' • f th 

T . . and express10n o e ap-
hus m the end morality is the discovery • h" I If "th . . f the hterarc 1ca se w1 

~ropnate communitas or pseudo-communitas O If nd modalized 
it h" h" d hen the se ' a s 1erarc 1cal other. It is dissipate w h the relation is trans-
when the other, falls short of concinnity; for t us . . h erior beings, though here the 
d" 1 Analogous principles apply to man's relation wit /u~he will" save in relation with 

ifficulty that we find in identifying such beings "puzz es 
the primordial source of all agents• rst • h" I was wo 

... not even while the w ir 
Did I, - to the wheel of life 
With shapes and colours rife Jake Thy thirst: 

Bound dizzily - mistake my end, to s 

So, take and use Thy work: 
Amend what flaws may lurk • s past the aim! 

What strain 0 • the stuff, what warpJJlg J!.. BROWNING, Rabbi ben Ezra. 
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formed into one of emanent discrepance or hostility by which both self 
and other are degraded. Even more fatally is it impaired when under 
bilateral self-reference an illusorily satisfactory relation is achieved. For 
there is a durational reciprocity of 'objective' relation by which acci­
dental, and therefore transitory, satisfaction may be enjoyed. This is 
that "summum periculum" of which Spinoza speaks as like a "mortal 
disease" for which we must seek a remedy with all our strength;1 for 
to be satisfied by what is by nature unsatisfying, to rest in a reciprocity 
infected with transeuncy and transiency, to treat both self and other as 
reciprocal means to a futile end, or to treat as ends what can be but 
means ( or ends only for some inferior being in the hierarchy of nature) 
-in sum, to take privation for perfection - this is the very essence of vice. 

No detailed account of the special dictates of reason that govern the 
moral life of the self-enfranchizing man in presence of hostility, discrep­
ancy, and concinnity is here to be attempted. Much may be learned 
from the Appendix to Part IV. of the Ethics and the propositions preceding 
on which it is founded. Let no one suppose that such a moral life consists 
in the relatively easy process of finding methods of compromise and 
appeasement with a view to superficial agreement. "Men are diverse 
(for they are rare who live in accordance with the prescripts of reason), 
yet they are mostly envious, and more inclined to vengeance than to 
pity. To bear with each, therefore, according to his disposition, and 
to keep oneself from imitating their aifectus, needs a singular power of 
mind." 2 "But human power is very limited, and is infinitely surpassed 
by the power of external causes, so that we do not possess absolute 
power of adapting to our use the things which are without us. Never­
theless, we shall bear with equanimity those things which happen con­
trary to what reason requires for our profit if we are conscious that we 
have done our duty, that the power we have could not have stretched 
itself os far as to enable us to avoid those things, and that we are a 
part of the whole of nature, the order of which we follow." 3 For man's 
dependence on "the whole of nature," which in eternal creation is the 
very condition of man's freedom and agency, in durational emanation 
is a source of bondage and impotence only to be emended by the distri­
butive correction of distributive self-reference in which each must play 
his part, must do his duty, and with equanimity suffer the dereliction 
of the other so far as by greatness and nobility of mind he cannot induce 

: De lntell. Emend., §. 7 
3 Eth. I_V., Append. xiii. 

Loe. cit., xxxii. 
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it to play its part (for by hatred, contempt, coercion, and the like, he 
will never do so). Yet greatness and nobility of mind promote actions 
adapted to the status and disposition of the other, and not uniform and 
indifferent tenderness or 'pathological' love. That which is contrary to 
love is alone excluded; for pseudo-communitas is a privation, and not the 
negation, of eternal commwzitas. 

Let us now attempt, briefly and summarily, to correlate the variant 
expressions sub specie durationis of communitas with typical circumstances 
in relation with which their claim to ri<Thtness can be authenticated. 

b 

~n infinite agent is wholly occupied in creating, i.e. eternally actualizing 
its primordial potency. The finite creatum is involved in this eternal act 
as existing by the communitas actionum of all by which it is expounded. 
The finite emanatum, by reason of mutual self-alienation congruent with 
distributive self-reference, is compelled to work through a 'ma_tter' or 
'field' with ,-vhich he must establish concinnity if his agency is to be 
productive. The other is the self's 'opening,' at once can~lizi~g and 

enfranchizing it in so far as the act is good or virtuous. The mfimt_e and 

eternal perfection of Natura permeates all modes of pseudo-commumt~s as 
the essential source of their moral validity and of which they are variant 

· • . . . . '. • • h d b 'matter' that 
express10ns, 1n so far as its creativity 1s d1m1ms e Y a 
is never wholly congenial, and often discrepant or repugna_nt. To e_ach 
of th h • r. rm of active relat10n. 

ese types t ere corresponds an appropriate 10 • 

In relation to the conjugate other or alter ego, moral relat10n mea~s 
tl t 1 · • . ' 111 ls we call 'love' • m la mutua reahzat10n of selfm other that at a eve . . ? 
r I · h • . . • 'ty sodahty virtuosity 
e ation tot e responsive otherit 1s friendship, anu ' '. • ' 

h . . f If d other· m relat10n 
or tee n1que, accordmg to the relative status o se an ' • 
t tl . . . . . . ·tation or experiment; 
0 1e insouciant, diffident, or reserved, 1t 1s 1nv1 • • 

· 1 · • d nerous tolerat10n; m 
m re ation to the discrepant observant an ge . . • 

1 . . ' . posit10n but m no 
re at10n to the irreconcilably hostile, vigorous op ' h • ,, • . "1 ve among t e rums 
sp1nt of hatred. For moral relation is always O • f b h lf f T' • h ndat10n o ot se 
0 ime, takmg the form best suited for t e eme • r. 

d I ce that issues irom 
an other, and the redintegration of the pulveru en • "Oh 
dz. t "b · lf • f finite creat10n. , 

s rz utzve se -reference under the dialectic O • 
th , . . . i·t as Bishop Blougram 

ere s repnstmat10n !"1 But the field ofits actua 1 Y,' 
says, "is Rome or London, not Fool's-paradise." 

(iv) THE INCIDENCE OF SALVATION 

But though moral relations consist in communitas always in some measure 

1 R. Browning, The Ring and the Book, i, 23. 
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infected with pseuditas in the "crooked ways of Time," man's "noisy 
years" are but "moments in the being of the eternal silence" of beatitudo, 
and only their redemptive pseudo-commwzitas is of permanent value in 
duration - not by reason of its pseuditas, but of its latent, vitalizing, 
active communitas - because it thus transcends duration. All else is eva­
nescent save as the spectral nimbus of finite eternity (the soul's 'garden 
of Eden'), and fatal only if taken as providing the fruit of the 'tree of 
knowledge'. Nor do perishable achievements constitute the essential 
ends of morality, which are not objects of pursuit but are present in the 
virtuous act1 as manifesting and participating in that "love for a being 
infinite and eternal (which) feeds the soul with joy alone, with a joy 
free from all sorrow," 2 "a joy continuous and supreme for eternity."3 

Spinoza-students have often found reason for dubiety in the inter­
pretation of this phrase: 'continuous ... for eternity,' with which may 
be linked the equally doubt-provoking statement with which Spinoza 
makes the transition to the final section of Ethices V.: "With these (propo­
sitions) I have concluded all the things which relate to this present 
life ... It is now time, therefore, to pass to those things which relate to 
the duration of the mind without relation to the body."4 But if, it is 
asked, the mind is "the idea of the body et nihil aliud,"5 how can it endure 
"without relation to the body?" And again, if eternity "cannot be ex­
plained by duration ... even without beginning or end,"6 how can 
there be a joy "continuous for eternity?" How are these prima facie 
paradoxical statements to be explained? As merely defective linguistic 
approximations to the expression of valid intellectual conceptions; as 
revelations of final intellectual bankruptcy; or as precise declarations 
of coherent doctrine? Though the incidence of the first two suggestions 
cannot be wholly excluded (for the language to express it always limps 
uneasily behind the thought to be expressed; and the human mind is, 
after all, but human, and thus never fully solvent), anyone familiar 
with the lapidary precision of the normal style of Spinoza will be 
prompted to seek, by all reasonable means possible, a formal signifi­
cance in these statements coherent with the philosophy as a whole. 

The present importance of so doing concerns the relations to be 
maintained between morality as the "via ad salutem," and the salvation 

1 Eth. V., xlii. 
2 Tract. de lntell. Emend., §.10. 
3 Op. cit., §.1. 
' Eth. V., xx. Sch. 
6 Eth. II., xiii. 
• Eth. I., Def. viii. Explic. 
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to which it leads - which must evidently be distinguished since, ac­
cording to Spinoza, salvation is to be secured either by obedience (with 
the many) 1 or by enlightenment (through the emendation of the intel­
lect) : two paths to one goal available in different degrees to all. To 
this concern I will confine myself as far as possible. 

The simple solution might seem,primafacie, to be that man's salvation 
means the completion of his creation, and is eternal communitas in 
Natura creata, while morality is the process of durational emendation 
towards this end. But this suggests that eternity lies at the far end of 
duration, so that eternal communitas is indefinitely postponed. Not much 
consideration is required in order to show that here we have no solution 
of the paradoxes remotely consistent with Spinoza's doctrine, not to say in 
itself reasonable. A 'goal' wholly unattainable by the means available 
( and especially in man's brief duration) is, so far as moral 'exertion' is 
concerned, a mirage. Salvation, if it is to be the moving spirit of mo­
rality, the very root of moral obligation, must in some sense, or degree, 
or manner, be durationally available. The 'ought,' as the Kantians 
say, implies the 'can' - and, we may add, the 'can' implies the 'is'. 

Next, let us take note of the distinction which Spinoza draws between 
the durational existence of the body, and its eternal essence, 2 i.e. between 
its durational actuality as emanatum, and its eternal potency-in-act (from which 
proceeds its eternal actuality as creatum).3 In each respect it stands vis-a-vis 
united with the mind which is the 'idea of the body.' We have seen, too, 
that man, like all finite creata, suffers privation of his eternal actuality 
by self-reference only in proportion to his subjacency in the hierarchy 
of Natura creata. As emanatum, therefore, he is thus not entirely cut off 
from his eternal actuality. But neither is he the mere sum of two parts, 
one eternal and the other durational: he is an individual agent suffering 
privation, and his bifurcation involves no dissociation;4 and according 
as his endeavour after self-emendation suffers the hindrances of self­
reference, his apprehension of his eternal actuality remains subject to 
the categories of his impotence. It is thus that we may imagine our minds 
as enduring after the limited duration of our bodies. 

Now, Spinoza denies that the mind so endures:5 it endures (properly 
speaking) only as the idea of the durational actuality of the body; yet 
while it thus endures, it may also exist "without relation" to the en-

1 See above, p. 168, note I. 
2 Eth. [., xxv.; JI., iii.; JI., viii.; V., xxii. 
s Eth. V., xxii. Dem. cf. V. xxvr:. Sch. 
4 See above, p. 153, note 2. 
6 Eth. V., xxiii. Sch. 
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during body (i.e. without direct epistemic relation with it - for the 
relation of mind and body is essentially epistemic). For its eternal 
actuality is so far present, and further available, at all times during the 
life of the imaginational body, and may thus fairly be said to be en­
duringly present and available "without relation" to the body quatenus 
enduring - for its object is the eternal actuality of the body. 

It is thus justifiable to speak of the "duration of the mind without 
relation to the body," and of the "blessedness" which is virtue as a "joy 
continuous and supreme for eternity," not because the eternal essence 
of the mind endures, or blessedness is continuous joy, but because while 
self-reference infects man's apprehension, eternity itself, which de­
termines the durational 'present' as the moment of action, can only be 
approximated to an unlimited or continuous 'present.' This, too, is 
part of the price of 'original sin.' 

Salvation thus does not lie beyond the end of a durational process of 
emendation, but because it is 'eternal life,' and all duration stems from 
eternity, it is never wholly absent, and is always further available, in 
the durational life of man - available, and actually realized in the 
virtuous act which is itself "blessed" in so far as it is a reflux of duration 
towards eternity. Not that this or that virtuous act, taken in relative 
isolation, or even a lifetime of such more or less mutually isolated acts, 
is of much avail for the realization of 'eternal life' while the body en­
dures (and especially in view of the demands of 'mutual ethics' for 
variant modes of pseudo-communitas). In such 'peddling morality,' which 
has but little, and that a subordinate, place in the spinozistic conception 
of the via ad salutem, there is little eternal profit. The eternalization of 
'this present life' depends rather upon the integrity of moral 'exertions' 
than upon their occasional, and largely contingent, success - though 
each success enhances, as each failure impairs, the agent's moral liberty 
of choice. It is by the rational ordering, or integration, of durational 
efforts that such integrity of mind is chiefly promoted, and duration 
irradiated by 'eternal life' - either, as we have seen, by an obedient 
recognition of true moral authority, or by well-conducted emendation 
of the intellect, or by both in harmony. For thus only is the duration, 
emanated stillatim under the distributive self-reference of men, recon­
solidated sub specie aeternitatis, as the "star" of the melody issues from 
the sounds of the notes, or the 'sense' of the utterance from the meaning­
ful words, and thus the duration of the performance or the utterance 
transcendently consummated. 

Though vulgar 'enthusiasm' is remote indeed from the characteristic 



MORALITY AND SALVATION 221 

disposit!on of the mind of Spinoza (who, though neither, is nearer to 
the st01c than to the fanatic), I will venture to describe this tran­
scendent re-consolidation of duration as the 'enthusiasis' of the mindl 
by which its conatus is infused with the eternal agency from which it 
emanates, and Deus quatenus finitus est is durationally manifested. It is 
thus that for Spinoza the 'morality of obedience' is focused in "the love 
of God in singleness of heart," and the 'liberty of enlightenment' in the 
"intellectual love of God which arises from the third kind of know­
ledge, " 2 i.e. from Scientia intuitiva in which the common principles of 
Ratio, the second kind of knowledge, are integrated in the intellectual life 
of the individual mind. 

And this, too, is available while the body endures, though "without 
relation" to the durational actuality of the body - for the object of 
Scientia intuitiva is the eternal, not the durational, actuality of the body. 
Nor, indeed, is it ever merely 'available,' but always in some degree 
actually in being: from the inchoate consciousness of self in the mere 
relation and contrast with durational others, through all degrees up to 
its eternal perfection in communitas with its co-created complement in 
Natura creata. For consciousness of the active self is essentially intuitive 
in all its forms ( as Descartes rightly suggested - for 'cogito ergo sum' 
means 'cogitans sum,' and involves no inference), and it is thus that the 
emendation of the intellect leads to that intellectual integration of "self 
and God and things" which is God's infinite intellectual love of himself 
in so far as he is actual in man as finite creatum.3 It is in virtue of this 
essential presence, and unlimited further availa~i~ity, of intuitive 
knowledge of self as integrated with other sel~es ~1vmely. co-created, 
that human salvation or the love of God, imagmat10nal or mtcllectual, 
takes many forms or :Uodalities, from philosophic ~uiet~de of 1:1ind in 
the contemplation of the transcendent unity of the mfimte multiplicity 
of things, to single-minded obedience to the prophet's freely imagined 
commands of God• and from a consistently developed and conserved 
righteousness of di;position to such apparently praetern~tural imagi­
national transvaluations and illuminations as were expenenced by the 

"4 
apostle on the road "nigh unto Damascus. 

. . 'th Spinoza's 'intellectual love of G d , 
1 I.e. possess10n by God (lv0eor-) In comparison WI • t t' 0 

, 
h d . . . • · . s as a canca ure, a roman 1c fanat' • 

t e 1vme possession ofBruno'sDegli eroicifuron appear • • d d lcism · 'h · , · • fi • atum 1s conceive as possesse by D 
- its yperaemza mev1table because man as n1te ere S • • • eus 
quaten~ infinitus est. The enthusiasis of man as conceived by fipi_noza 1

1
5 possession of man as 

b h . D quatenus mtus es • 
emanatum y 1s own eternal potency-in-act as eus 

2 Eth. V., xxxiii. 
8 Eth. V., xxxv., xxxvi. 
4 Nor should we forget Richard Jefferies seated on his grass-grown tumulus, "absorbed in 
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In the moral life man 'pulls himself together'1 to seek with all bis 
strength a remedy against the mortal peril confronting him as emanatum­
In the apolaustic life there is dependence on the coutingent co-operation 
~nd hindrance from an other alienated (in part at least by the self 
Itself) by self-reference, with periods of joy and sorrow determined by, 
and promoting, endeavours after natural goods, and away from natural 
evils, that, as objective (and thus largely beyond the controlling power 
of the self) provide no continuing satisfaction. And to pursue thern 
beyond their proper scope is to take "the broad way that leadeth to 
destruction"; for the 'natural' man is but a species of higher ape, and 
the wicked man labours to destroy himself - each being but a "tool in 
the hand of the workman, which serves unconsciously, and perishes in 
the use." "Vain and futile" to the self itself is such a life, not so much by 
reason of its content as by reason of its disorder. For "consciousness of 
~elf and its power of acting" is the source not only of "acquiescentia in se 
~Pso,"2 i.e. quietude of mind with a "conscience like a sea at rest," which 
is eternal beatitudo, but even of durational 'joy'3 which is experienced 
when conatus ¼ith respect to an other issues in a transition to a greater 
perfection. For both the 'active affectus,' or durational 'exertions,' and 
eternal heatitudo are ideae ideae, ideas of self-appraisement, the former 
su1:1rnary, the latter adequate, signalizing the transition to, and the 
e~J0 Yrnent of, perfection respectively. And though, as Spinoza insists,' 
With joy it is the transition that measures a man's durational 'power of 
acting,' durational joy is by nature transitional because it is but {though 
also, at least) the privative, continuated, emanation of heatitudo, which 
Under emendation can be reconstituted, losing only the pseuditas. 
Partial and parasitical 'excitements'5 may be "vain and futile," but 
true joy, undivorced from its transcendent source, is an essential 
characteristic of the good durational life. For Spinoza was no preacher 
of asceticism. G 

w I_n s~ort, then, though moral develo?ment must be_ durational, that 
hich 1t achieves is not postponed, but 1s ever 'present m the act,' which 

draws from an influx of eternal potency sufficient for the enactment, 
the glo · h t • h . of h ry of the day the sunshme, t e swee ~ir, t e yellowing corn"; feelmg the nothingness 
not ~ transeuncy ~f Time, and the etermty of the ever-present Now: "Now is eternity 
( nz/~ the immortal life. Here this moment, by this tumulus, on earth, now; I exist in i/ 

1 Se tory of Arry Heart, chap. 3.). Cf. P· !08, note I above. 
z E cogere. Cf. Tract. de lntell. Emend., §. 7. 

th. III Alf. 
3 Eth I ·, .• Def. xxv. 

• // Alff. D • •• 'Ea ., · q. ii. . 
6 , T:~· .f //., AjJ. Def. iii. Explzc. 
• C ztz latio' ( Eth. III., xi. Sch.) 

if. Eth. IV., xlv. Sch. See above, P· 57, note 2. 
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and, as enacted, conveys congruent enfranchizement. The salvation by 
which morality is irradiated and crowned lies, as it were, along another 
'dimension' than that of time, is no "far-off divine event," no durational 
object of pursuit. The "narrow way that leadeth unto life," difficult as 
it may be to discern, and steep to ascend, is nevertheless open from 
every occasion of man's duration. By its discovery and ensuement 'life 
eternal' may be enjoyed "while the body endures," as a "joy supreme 
and continuous for eternity" which, not survives the death of the body, 
but transcends its durational actuality, being thus not subject to the 
limitations, either intrinsic or extrinsic, of finite duration. And not only 
is the gift of eternal life not postponed to a problematical future life, it 
is not reserved for the few who can claim to be "wise and understanding" 
- it may be sought and found, while the body endures, by the "wayfar­
ing man" as by 'obedience' he seeks to "naturalize himself to the 
employments of eternity"; nay, it may be enjoyed even by the truly 
naive - each in his own way: 

"If thou appear untouched by so~e1:1n thought, 
Thy nature is not therefore less d1vme: 
Thou liest in Abraham's bosom all the year; 
And worship'st at the Temple's inner shrine, 

k • "l 
God being with thee when we now it not. 

1 Wordsworth, A Beauteous Evening 
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:actu-:lity' and 'potency', 7, 15, 38, 42 
affectzo', 69, 77 

'affectio' and 'mode', 50, 69, 77 
'affectus' and intellect, 168-69 
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agency and objectivity, 7-9, 54-55, 97, 
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agency and process, 82 
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agency, mental and physical, 123 
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Attribute and intellect 44 
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Attributes self-transcendent 4 7-48 
artist, 178 ' 
asceticism 52 222 
audito~ perc~ption, 75 
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authority and author 148 156 161 162 
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'automatic machine', 124, 126-27 
automatum and pseudautomatum, 129-30 
'automatum spirituale', 124-31 

balance of interests in the State, 191 
becoming, its paradoxes, 39 
being in se and being ab extra, 11-14 
'bergsonian inchoation', 62-66 
bifurcation of potency, 152-54 
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birth'. death, and duration, 110 
birth, metaphysical and natural, 10 I 
blessedness, 142 
blessedness and joy, 2 I 8-20 
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bondage its remedies, 210 
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causality inadequate, 33 
'causa sui', I 7, 18, 43, 44 
causation and agency, 28 
causation and time, 23, 28 
cause, transeunt and final, 22-23, 130 
cause and power, 84 
cause and probability, 83-85 
cause and tendency, 84 
causes never purely transeunt, 33 
'chain of determination', 141, 142 
choice, 131, 133, 135-36 
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choice is bifurcated durat10nal essence, 

147, 153 
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choice not indifferent or fatal, 143 
civic law, 179 
civic law and reason, 190 
civic right, 179 
civic right and power, 187 
civic power, a canalization, 183, 185-86 
civic State, 112, 183-96 
civic State a 'device', 184 
civic State and civitas Dei, 184-5 
civic State and liberty, 186 
civic State, its limitations, 191, 192-95 
civic State, its necessity, 187 
civic State, its power and right is absolute, 

189-92 
civic State, source of its power, 188 
civility, 1 79 
civility and concinnity, 211 
civility and morality, 196-201 
civility in the actual 'state of nature', 

179 
civility not moral, 200-201 
civility qualified by morality, 200-1 
civilization, 211 
'civitas Dei', 111, 113 
'cogito ergo sum', 143, 221 
collective unity, 209 
common law and morality, 190 
'common order of nature', 49, 57, 59, 

I I 3, 125, 129, 209 
'common properties', 56 
communitas constitutive, 17, 54, 55 
communitas and quality, 76 
compresense of mind and object, 92 
'conatur ergo est', 143 
conatus, 22, 32 
conatus and improvement, 133 
conatus experienced but no object, 72 
conatus not coercive force, 133 
conatus not imputed but experienced, 79 
conatus of perceptual things, 79 
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concinnity, natural and human, 21 I 
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'conflict' and 'disgust', 151 
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process, 90 
'conor ergo sum', 143 
contemplation of acts of mind, 92 
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'correlate' and 'object', 118, 119 
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effect, 97 
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contingency authentic, 84 
contingency, emanational, 85 
contingency, ontological, 84 
continuity of space-time, 87 
craftsman, 1 78 
creata eternal, 104 

creation and conatus, 150 
creation and duration, 99ff, 103, 149 
creation and redemption, 154, 157, 

172-73 
creation beyond good and evil, 174-75 
creation is action par excellence, 38, 42-43 
creation not production e nihilo, 38, 42-43 
creation uniquitous, not 'peddling', 38 
credibility and intelligibility, 9 

data as ablata, 8, I 0, 65 
data of experience problematical, 7, 8, 9 
data unintelligible, 17 
definition and properties, 30-31, 128 
definition, euclidean, 129 
definition, genetic and nominal, 31-32, 

129 
deiformity, 103 
democracy and totalitarianism, 199 
desire and good, 137-39 
'detemzinatio est negatio', 111 
determination a tergo, 132 
determination eternal, 135 
Deus quatenus ... , 52 
devil, 144 
'dialectical space', 18 
'dialectic of finite creation', 57, 61, 69, 

97ff., 154, 157 
dialectic and history, 107 
'diaesthesis', 71-75, 90, I 18-119 
direction perceptually flexible, 75-76 
'disgust' and 'conflict', 151 
dispositions, etc. are modes ofagency, 122 
distinction of 'things' and 'agents', 54, 

103, 111 
distributive self-reference, 109 
distributive self-reference and emend-

ation, 176-7, 197, 1~9, 200 . 
distributive eccentricity, of fimte self-

reference, 69 
diversity and contrariety, 144 
'Dog in the heavens', 45, 47 
'doing' and 'deed', 67 
'dormitive virtues', 39 
'dream children', 104 
duration and time, 63, 65, 99 
duration and simultaneity, 81 
duration not temporally atomic, 40 
duration of space, 87 
duration pure, chimerical, 65, 66 
durational being not creatum, 149 
durational potency, its paradox, 39 
durational self not atomic, 141, 142 
duty and obligation, 159 

'earlier' and 'later', 69 
'Eden, Garden of', 181, 218 
'effects' the actuality of causal potencies, 

28 
efficiency and spontaneity, 63 
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'efficient cause', 31, 128 
elective preference, 148 
emanation, 57, 59-79 passim 
emanation of space, time, and quality, 78 
emendation, 143 
emendation and practice, 161 
emendation distributive, 177 
emendation, its amplitude, 208 
emendation of the intellect, 112 
emergence and identity, 89 
emergent qualities, 76 
empiricism popular but futile, 60 
empiricism truncated, 3-9 passim 
empty space and time, 70, 89 
empty space implies moving body, 70 
end and means, 213 
endeavo~r and agency, 63 
enfranchizement 210 
'enjoyment' and '•contemplation', 90-2 
'enJoyment' and 'contemplation' of 

brain, 90 
ens rationis, 20, 32 
en~husiasm, 206, 220-21 
ep~phenomenal qualities, 76 
epistemic relations of self and other, 12, 

15 
error not partial truth, 145 
essence and existence 42 
'esse est agere' 143 ' 
' ' esse est creare' 142 
'esse estfirui' i 42 
' ' esse est posse', 141-42 
eternal and temporal orders not parallel, 

107 
eternal creation and duration, 103 
eternal life not postponed but super­

venient, 112 
eternal 'moments' of creation not 

emanated as stages, 112 
eternity and duration, their natures, 62 
eternity and time, 63 
eternity in duration, 218-220 
eternity to duration, 62, 69 
ethics, absolute and relative, 202 
ethics, abstract and concrete, 203 
eth\cs, exemplary and mutual, 202-207 
ethics, forms of, 202 
events and emergence, 62 
events not causal 40 
ev!l and error negations to God, 145-4 7 
evil and error not illusory for man, 145-

46 
ev\1,. error, and God's perfection, 145 
ev!l 1maginational, 146 
ev!l negation to God, 145-4 7 
evil not lesser good 145 
ev\l, false appearan'ce of good, 148 
ev!l, parasitical on good, 158 
~vil, repudiation of exemplar, 146 
exemplar', 140-41, 176, 203 

'exemplar', singular and common, 140 
'exertion' and passion, 161, 165, 166, 

169, 186 
existence, 20, 43 
existence and objectivity, 122 
existence implies power, 39 
existence never merely transeunt, 133-34 
'Experience-philosophers', 44 
'experientia vaga', 9-10, 139 
extension not empty space, 31 
extension of time, 88 

'facies totius universi', 32, 42-43, 49, 129 
fall and recovery, 105, 157 
fallacy of non-composition, 206 
fanaticism, 206 
fear and hope, 166 
'filament' and 'web', 78 
final causes authentic, not ultimate, 127 
finite agent, its creation and emanation, 

98 
finite agent not a sector of Natura, 98 
finite creata not durational, 97 
finite individuals not suppressed in 

Natura, 62 
finite self and complement, 52 
'finite-infinite', 53, 97, 99 
'flying stone', 72-73, 124 
formulae, 82 
'fortitudo', 205 
free agent, 81 
free choice, 131 .. 
free choice not indifferent decmon, 135 
free imagination, 57 
free man, 57 
free necessity and choice, 147 
freedom, human, 131 
freedom, human and divine, l 70 
freedom not denied by Spinoza, 170 
freedom of speech, I 93-94 
freedom of speech and sedition, 193 
fulcrum, 74 
future-perfect, 69 
future sub specie praeteriti, 130 

'generositas', 205 
Genesis-myth, 104 
'Ghost in the Machine', 122 
'given' unintelligible, 60 
'good' and 'bad', 133, 137ff. 
'good' and 'right', their divorce, 206, 

210, 214 
'good', apparent and authentic, 138-9 
'good', natural and moral, 139-43 
'good-for' and 'good-as', 138-39 
grades of perfection, 49-50, 154 
Great Nebula, 75 
Greek view of the State, 196-97 
gregarious state, 179 
ground and consequent, 22, 23, 25-27, 30 
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hierarchical individuation 51 
'Holy One', l 77 ' 
hope and fear, 166 
'human predicament' metaphysically 

vital, viii, l l, 13 

'idea' and 'ideatum' 20 
'ideal content' and judgement 162 
ideas, 162 ' 
identity and emergence 91 
identity of Attributes n~ imperfection in 

Substance, 47 
lmagi11atio, 5 7 
lmagi11atio a partial occultation of 

intellect, 78 
~maginational objects ineluctable, 79 
~m~anence and production, 150 
1mp1ety and rebellion 164 
!mpl!cat!on and effici~nt causality, 30, 32 
1mphcation and potency 30 32 
!mplication general and don-temporal, 26 
improvement, its hindrances 142 
~na~eq~ate causality, 33 ' 
mclmation and obligation 165 
indetermination, 131-32 134 135 
'indifferent decision' 135 ' 
!nd!g~ation and con;piracy, 194 
md1v1dual and social emendation, 176 
individuality and hierarchical 

individuation, 50 
individuation not subdivision. 52 
inert potency a chimera 40 
infinite Natura and finit~ individuals, 51 
instinct, 120-21 
integration and mergence 15-16 
intention, 132 ' 
intellect and will 162 
!ntellect and affectus, 168-69 
mtellect, human and divine 45 47 
intellect not extrinsic to Nat~ra '46, 47 
'intellectual love' 48 208 ' 
'intellectus infinitus•' I 0'1 
intelligibility the ~orm of truth 62 
international morality 189 ' 
'is' and 'ought', 117, 2'i9 

jud~ement and 'ideal content', 162 
JUSt!Ce, l 59 

'killing Truth', 169 
kinds of knowledge 57 
'knowledge of good' and evil' 209 
knowledge, reality and app;arance, 

9-11 ' 

Law of Nature, 179 
laws of nature, 27 
laws c~v~c, !nadvisable, 194-96 
laws c~v~c, meffective, 192-93 
laws civic, may be too exacting, 194-5 

laws civic, unsafe, 193-94 
'liberty of enlightenment', 165, 168-70 
liberty, true idea of, 170 
life only 'enjoyed', 92 
love, imaginational and intellectual, 217, 

221 

macrocosm and microcosm, 50-58 
macrocosmic uniquitas, 1 7 
'make of the whole universe', 32, 42-3, 49 
man as finite agent, 117 
man as species and as society, 177 
man not body plus mind, 48 
man not wholly secluded from infinite 

Attributes, 47 
mathematical objects, 83, 85, 95 
mathematical objects, self potent, 31-32 
matter and form, 49 
mediation, diaesthesis, and mentalism, 

94-95 
medicine-man, 161 
'medium', 'tool', and 'buffer', 16, 74-75, 

94-95, 178, 215 
mental.agency, only 'enjoyed', 90-91, 92 
mentahsm, 81 
mentalism and realism, 85--86 
mentalism, its source, 94 
mergence and reciprocity, 15-16, 54-5, 

103 -
'mere theoretica', 189, 190, 19 l, 192 
metaphysical method, lff, 18-20 
metaphysical relativity, 34, 60, 96, 168 
metaphysical transcendence, 61 96 
metaphysics and phenomenology 13 
metaphysics and science, 14, 206' 
metaphysics and theology, 13-14 
method, metaphysical and scientific lff. 

17 ' ' 
mind as 'enjoyment' of brain 90 
mind not a 'thing', 12 7 ' 
mind and body, their union 117-23 
mind stuff, 93-94 ' 
mode, its definition, 50 
Modes, immediate and mediate 1 O 1 
Modes, infinite and eternal 42 ' 
'moments' of eternal creati~n 99ff. l 12 
moral authority, 148, 156 161 162' 173 
moral ele_ct!vity of duratio~al ~an, 42 
moral evil 1s self-privation 148 
moral 'exemplar', 140-41 ' 
moral improvement, 162-63 
moral law, respect for 105 
moral princip\e,_ i_ts co~plication I 78 
moral_respons1b1hty, 42 ' 
moral!ty and civility, 196-20! 
moral!tY and nature, 117 
morality approximation to 160 al't p d nature, mor ! y as seu ocommzmitas 207-17 
moral(tY, double theory, 209 
morality exclusively durational 149 

' 
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morality, international, 189 
morality, its amplitude, 178, 211, 214-15 
morality, its essence, 169, 209 
morality, its grades, 61 
morality not a matter of'taste' 152 
morality supervenient on natu~e, 160 
'morality of obedience', 163-66 
morals and politics, 164 
motion, absolute and relative, 72 
motion as locomotion and as physical 

agency, 71-73 
motion and immobility, 81 
motives not forces a tergo, 141, 153 
'motus et quies', IO I 
moving picture of eternity', 106, 108 
Mumbo-Jumbo, 161 
mutuality, 177-78 
'mutual ethics' durationally absolute, 

203 
'mutual ethics' realistic, 208, 209 
mutual ethics no compromises, 202-3, 

207, 208, 216 
myth, 99, 102 

Natura as determinate actuality, 43 
Natura as indeterminate potency, 43 
natural causation and implication, 34 
natural cause, 22-25 
natural piety, 165 
Natural Power, 182 
Natural Right, 179, 182 
Natura naturans, 30, 32, 42 
Natura naturata, 32, 42 
'nature, common order of', 4 7 
nature and morality, 117, 137 
'nature creates individuals, not nations', 

198 
necessity and contingency, 84--85 
negation and privation, 144 
'neutral form of externality', 69 
nisus to emendation, 104, 106, 161, 183 
nisus to integrity, 99, 126 
norm of truth and reality, 18, 20 
'now', 108, 130, 134 
nullibiety, 197 

obedience and servility, 165, 212 
'object' ambiguous, 54 
'object' and 'correlate', 118-19 
objective time not prior, 106, 109, 110 
'objectivism' 29 
obl!gation a~d duty, 159 
obligation and inclination, 165 
obligation, its recognition, 160-61 
observer infects all observations, 96 
occultation and inversion, 45, 47, 78, 79 
'ontolo~ical argument', 10, 20, 43-44 
on~o!ogrcal contingency, 84 
opm10n, 182 
'original sin', punishment, and salvation, 

38, 104, 136, 147, 154, 170, 183, 186, 
197,198,220 

'organic whole', 171 
Orion, 75 
other-transcendence, I 6-17 
'ought' and 'is', 117,219 

pacificism, 206-207 
passion and 'exertion', 161, 165, 166, 169 
pathological love, 217 
patience and impatience of nature, 66, 

101, 102, 110 
patriotic duties, 164 
'perceiving', an action, 90 
perception, 'external' and diaesthetic, 

70-75, 77 
perceptual quality, 76-79 
perceptual world, 66-79 
perfection, 141 
perfection and reality, 117 
perfection and self-transcendence, 144 
persona, 181 
phenomena and things-in-themselves, 

172 
phenomenology, 80 
phenomenology and metaphysics, 13 
philosophy and theology, 164 
piety, 195 
piety and obedience, 164 
'pilgrimage', 103-111, 143 
pineal gland, 126 
pointer-readings, 92-96 
pointer-readings and apparatus, 94 
pointer-readings qualitatively abstract 

measures of quantity, 94--5 
points and instants, 86-89 
plenum and vacuum chimerical 73 
politics and morals, 164 ' 
positivism, 84 
potency actual only in act, 28 
potency and actuality, 7, 15, 39-44 
potency and actuality, priority? 37, 41 
potency e_ntails actuality, 38 
potency-m-act', 39 42 

potentiality funda~ental and irred-
ucible, 4 I 

power and right, 187, 193 
power not a discernible object, 24, 39 
powerless possibility chimerical, 39 
preference and inclination 153 
' 'd fi ' _rresent e ned by action, 67 
present' durational, 109 

'present' only reflectively dated 68 
'present' not punctual 67 ' 
primary quality a sp;tio-temporal con-

formation, 76 
pr!vat!on and negation, 144--47 
privation authentic for durational man, 

145-46 
privation imaginational, 146 
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privation nothing to God, 145-47 
privation not an act of depriving, 145 
probability and cause, 25, 83-85 
probability and independence, 85 
problemata, 9-11 
problem of evil, 13 7, 143-49 
process and agency, 82 
'projection', 69-70, 103 
promises, how far binding, 189 
production and immanence 150 
, h ' prop et', 57, 165 
'proximate cause', 42, 43, 125 
pseudautom.atism, 129-30 
pseudocommunitas, 57, 204 
pseudocommwzitas, its modes, 211-17 
'pseudo-morality of sanctions' 166-67 
psychophysical miracle, 71 ' 
'public' and 'absolute', 96 
pulverulence of time, 24 
punctuation of space and time 87 89 
'pure duration', 64, 65 ' ' 
'pure duration' chimerical, 66 
purpose authentic, not ultimate, 127 
pyramid of being, 11 

qualitas occulta, 82-83 
qual~ty and quantity, 82 
quality and 'resonance' 77 
qu7~ity as emergent or' epiphenomena!, 

quality, conditions of its emanation 78 
quality, partial emanation of commtln:tas 

78 • ' 
qual~ty, pe~ceptual, 76-79 
quahty, primary, spatiotemporal con­

formation, 76 
quality, secondary, spatiotemporal con­

tents, 76 
qual~ty, two questions, 76 
qualities and spatiotemporal 

characteristics, 76 
quality and commzmitas, 76-78 

'radical objectivism', 29, 43, 68 
rampart, 186 
Ratio, 56, 57 
Ratio, Spinoza's two accounts 80 
rationalism, 29 ' 
rationalization and transcendence 80 

83 ' ' 
rational religion, 195 
real causes singular, 25 
realism and mentalism 85--86 
re:lity, agency, and 'objectivity, 7--8, 

reality and perfection 117 
reality and science, si 
reality the source of appearances 11 
rebellion, 164 ' 
redemption and creation, 154, 157 

'reference to God' and 'reference to the 
finite self', 17, 61, 103 

relativity, spatiotemporal and meta-
physical, 96 

religion and civic law, 195 
responsibility, 132 
'right' and 'good', their divorce, 206, 

210, 214 
'right' and 'power', 187, 193 
rulers can sin against the State, 194 
rulers not under the civic law, 194 

sanctions, 166 
science and metaphysics, 14 
science and reality, 81, 93 
science destroys actuality, 93 
science, its aim, 80 
science, quality and agency, 82, 123 
science, world of, 80-85 
Scientia intuitiva, 5 7 . 
scientific method, 4-8 passim 
scientific objects abstractions, 4--5 
scientific philosophy, 80 
'scrap of paper', 189 
Scripture, 163 . 
Scripture, moral not metaph_ysical, 163 
Scripture necessary to salvation for most 

men, 163 . 
secondary qualities, spat10temporal con-

tents, 76 
sedition, 193 . . . 71 72 
seeing eye no obJeCt ofits sight, -
self, 67-68 . • l • self and other, their epistemic re anons, 

12, 15 
selfcontrol, 155, 161 
self-determination, 124, _l!t d al 
self-determination, nomin an re ' 

170-71 
self-legislation, 134, 1? 1 1 

lf rvatl·on and improvement, 05, 
se -prese 

sel}_~!ference and reference to God, 17, 
61, 103 f • • 207 

self-reference, degrees o pnvat101_1, 
self-reference not wholly destructive, 

105 
self-reference ofothll, ~i~16 
self-transcendence, , • 

If. t Cendence and perfection, 144 
se - rans 110 
sempiternity, 101, 1 th" 76 
sense-organ and externa . mg, 

. 1 ausation its resolution, 34 
sena c '. 34 
serial causation, it~ roots, 
servility a!11 obedience, 165 
simultaneities, 66 . 
·multaneity and durauon, 81 

!in in the 'state of nature', 180-1, 187 
sociality, 179 
'social property', 180, 181, 184 
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'social state', 179 
society, 'open' and 'closed' 198 
solipsism, 66 ' 
sophistication and transcendence 86 
space and ti~e qualitatively empty, 89 
space as unresisted motion, 70 
space full of time, 89 
space, perceptual, 70-76 
space, tridimensional or voluminous 

75-76 ' 
space-coefficient, 88 
space, t~me, and space-time, 86-92 
space, time, and agency, 89 
space-time and quality, 87, 89-92 
spatialized time, 63, 64 
'specious present', 64, 68 
speculation and truth, 9-11 
Spinoza's 'wickedness', 183, 188, 212 
spontaneity and efficiency, 63 
State, 167 
State and civitas Dei, 197 
State and society, 186 
State, Aristotle's view of, 197-98 
State, its forms and their fitness for 

peoples, 198 
State, Plato's view of, 197 
State-civility, its basis, 188 
state of civility, 183 
'stateofnature', 112, 179-83 
'state of nature, as actual, 180, 182, 184 
'state of nature', chimerical ideal limit, 

180 
'stuff' of pointer-readings, 93-94 
Substance and Attribute, 44-48 
Substance and Attribute, their paradox-

ical relations, 45-4 7 
Substance and Modes, 26 
Substance as potency indeterminate, 43 
Substance no object of contemplation, 43 
Substance reflectively determinate, 46 
'Substantia' as infinite potency-in-act, 42 
'suffering servant of God', 177 
symbolic deduction of finite creata, 53, 62 
symbolic deduction of finite emanata, 

60-61 
sympathy, 214,215 
'synentic' and authentic, 15, 16, 17 
'synthetic' and 'analytic' methods, 17-20 

't' 69 
ta~tual perception, 72-73 
temporal and eternal orders not parallel, 

107 
temporal 'sense', 69 
tendency and cause, 84 
theology and philosophy, 13-14, 164 

theomorphism, 212 
'things' exclusive, agents mutual, 54 
'things-in-themselves' and 'phenomena', 

172 
'things' merge, agents cooperate, 54-55, 

105 
'this or nothing', 14 7 
'this or that', 147 
'this present life', 99, 202, 208 
time and eternity, 63, 99-100 
time conceived sub specie praeteriti, 59 
time essentially past, 67, 68 
time full of space, 89 
time no 'dimension', 69 
time, perceptual, 66-70 
time-coefficient, 88 
toleration of evils, 195 
'tool', 'buffer', and 'medium', 16, 74-75, 

94-95, 178, 215 
totalitarianism and democracy, 199 
transcendence, 11-1 7 
transcendence and rationalism, 83 
'transeunt cause', 22-23, 130 
'transeunt cause' always qualified, 33 
'transeunt cause' and probability, 25 
'transeunt cause', conative, 22 
'transformation without succession', 49, 

111 
transparency, 65, 75 
treaties, their validity, 188-89 
'truncated empiricism', 3-9 passim 
truth and 'fact', 10 
truth and verification, 18 
truth immanent as criterion, 18 
truth, 'killing' and vitalizing, 136 
tyranny, its weakness, 191 
tyranny, democratic, 198-99 

union of mind and body, 117-23 
universal religion, 164 
'uterus Naturae', l 00-10 I 

vacuum and plenum chimerical, 73 
'vagrant experience', 9-10, 80 
veneration, 165 
verification and truth, 18, 60, 65 
'via ad salutem', 204, 218 
vice, its punishment, 160 
virtue, its reward, 160 
visual perception, 74-75 

'wages of sin', 142 
whole and parts, 26 
will and intellect, 162 
'writs of Blea', 46 
'Yea and Nay of Blea', 157 
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