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Four Letters of Henry More to Rene Descartes 

with the answers of that most distinguished philosopher to the first two and  with some 

other letters whose occasions, arguments and order will be indicated to the reader on 

the reverse 
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Continentur in hac parte,
i. IpPiftola Claudii Clerfelier ad H. Morum, qua Veniam ab 

eo petit publicandi literas ejus ad Cartefium.
2. fyfponfum H. Mori.
3. Epiftola prima H. Mori ad R. Des-Cartes, ubi praecipue agi­

tur de Natura Corporis Placui, de Mundi extenfione, deque 
fenfu brutorum,

4, Pejponfum R. Cartefii.
5. Epiftola fecunda H. Mori ad R. Cartefium, ubi ^fponfa ad 

friores Objectiones noVis, ut plurimum. Infantiis diluit, Variafque 
proponit Qu^efiones de Mundi ex t en ft one, de natura Motus, de 
particulis friatis, de Animae unione cum Corpore, ipfiufq·, in cor­
pus imperio, de conVerfone globulorum aethereorum in elementum 
primum, de flexibilitate particularum aquearum, & de Materiae 

denique e&nuvarir

6. ^[ponfum Cartefii ad diCtas Inflantias <5* Quaefiones.

7. H. Mori Epifiola tertia ad R. Cartefium, qua quae baClenus 
dijputata funt breviter recognofcit, dein Varia e Principiis Philofo- 
phiae nunc probanda nunc explicanda proponit.

8. Henrici Mori Epiftola quarta ad R. Cartefium, quae Varia iti­
dem tum e Dioptrice tum e Meteoris proponit aut probanda aut di­

lucidanda.
Fragmentum ^efponf R. Des-Cartes ad Epiftolam tertiam H. 
Mori, ubi agitur de fenfu Angelorum Mentifque feparatoe, de 
contractione & dilatatione Spiritus, de Dei amplitudine, de quiete 

motuque Materiae, &c.
1 d. ^[ponfum H. Mori ad diCtum Fragmentum.
11 . Epiftola H. Mori ad V. C. quae Apologiam compleCiitur pro 

Cartefio, quaeque Introductions loco effe poterit ad uniVerfam 

Philofophiam Cartefianam.
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This part includes: 

1. Letter of Claude Clerselier to H. More in which he asks for his permission to publish his 

letters to Descartes. 

2. More’s answer. 

3. The first letter of H. More to R. Descartes which deals primarily with the nature of the body 

and the vacuum, the extension of the world and the sensation of brutes. 

4. Descartes’ answer. 

5. The second letter of H. More to R. Descartes in which he refutes the earlier objections by 

mostly new instances, and raises various further questions regarding the extension of the 

world, the nature of motion, grooved particles, the soul’s union with the body and its control 

of the body, the transformation of ethereal globules into the first element, the flexibility of 

water particles and, finally, the αὐτοκινησία of matter. 

6. Descartes’ answer to said instances and questions. 

7. H. More’s third letter to R. Descartes in which he briefly reviews the issues discussed so far, 

and then proposes several of the principles of philosophy for examination or explanation. 

8. Henry More’s fourth letter to R. Descartes in which he also proposes various aspects of the 

Optics and the Meteorology for examination or elucidation. 

9. Fragment of R. Descartes’ answer to H. More’s third letter which deals with the sensation of 

angels and separate minds, the contraction and dilation of spirits, God’s amplitude, the rest 

and motion of matter, etc. 

10. H. More’s answer to said fragment. 

11. A Letter of H. More to VC. which contains a defence of Descartes and which may also serve 

as an introduction to the whole of Cartesian philosophy. 
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Epiftola Claudii Clerfelier ad H. Morum.
57

Clariffimo Viro

HENRICO MORO.

LE G ί, vir eximie, & perlegi fumma cum voluptate tuas ad D. 
Cartefium difficultates, quas ei tertio Idus Decembris 1648. 
tertio nonas Martii, 10 Calendas Augufti, & duodecimo Ca­
lendas Novembris 1649. propofuifti; miratufque fum inge­

nium tuum, & fummam humanitatem, qua fretus aufus fum haec ad 
te^onfidenter refcribere, ut de iis quae fecere inftituo te certiorem 
faciam, & a te impetrem ea quae mini neceifaria funt, ut opus quod 
fuicepi ad finem perducam. Scies igitur me habere prae manibus prae­
cipua Autographa quae incomparabilis Philofophus D. Cartefius, D. 
Chanuto, oUm apud Sereniffimam Sueciae Reginam, nunc vero apud 
Batavos legato meritiffimo, affini meo, apud quem Sueciae vita fun- 
ftus eft, reliquit: Inter quae funt & illa literarum quas pluribus ex a- 
micis fuis refcripfit, ex quibus praecipuas colligo, quae vel Philofophiam 
fuam tangunt, vel ea quae perficienda fufceperat refpiciunr, vel diffi­
cultates a plerifque fummis viris, inter quos non minimum tenes lo­
cum, ipfi propofitas folvunt, ut eas omnes publici juris faciam, quod 
fpero me brevi pera&urum. Sed quia literae illae quae difficultatibus 
refpondent vix polfunt intelligi, nifi etiam eae quae occafionem ipfi de­
derunt tale quid refpondendi fimul in lucem edantur, nec tamen mihi 
honeftum viium fiient hoc exequi abfque venia & licentia eorum qui ipfi 
rdcriplerunt, a quibufdam petii & impetravi, ut illud mihi concede­
rent, quod etiam fpero a te, pro fumma tua humanitate & incredibili 
erga Cartefium Audio, mihi conceifum iri. Sed praeterea cuperem ut 
mihi exemplaria mitteres earum omnium quas a D. Cartefio accepifti 
epiftolarum; duas enim tantum prae manibus habeo, quarum prior 
refpondet tuis tertio Idus Decembris datis; altera, iis quae tertio no­
nas Martii fcriptae funt. Supereft igitur tertia, quae mihi deeft, quae­
que tuis 10 Calendas Augufti & 12 Calendas Novembris datis fetis- 
facere debet: quae profefto non poteft non eife pulcherrima, & continere 
plura fcitu digniffima, cum tot tuis tantifqne difficultatibus & quaeftio- 
nibus, cum ex principiis Philofophiae tum ex Dioptrice excerptis, re- 
ipondere debeat, cujus tamen duas duntaxat paginas inveni; quas 
tantum inftantiis tuis fatisfecere tentant, nec ullum verbum ad quaefita 
tua fuper Principiis & Dioptrice continent. Quare fummopere exopto 

enixe precor, ut & mihi licentiam concedas literas duas fimul cum 
refponfis imprimendi, & ut fimul ad me mittas quas habes a D. Car­
tefio, ut & pofteritatis utilitati, & Amici noftri famae ac memoriae con- 
fulamus. Praeter haec autem literarum Autographa, plura adhuc ha­
beo celeberrimi Viri praeclara monumenta, quae lingula fuo tempore 
lueem videbunt , & quas non parum jucunditatis puto tibi fore alla­
tura, utpote qui in evolvendis Cartefianis fcriptis tam impiger videris. 
Si mihi vernacula lingua uti licuiffet, aptius atque ornatius fententiam

meam 
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To the most distinguished and noble Englishman Henry More 

It was with great pleasure, most excellent Sir, that I read and reread the list of difficulties which you 

proposed to the learned Descartes in your letters of 11th December 1648, 5th March, 23rd July and 

21st October 1649. I could not but admire both your genius and your extraordinary kindness. 

Therefore, trusting in the latter, I have dared to write back to you with confidence to inform you 

about what I have decided to do, and request from you what is necessary for me to complete the 

work which I have undertaken. Know, then, that I have in my hands the autographs of the principal 

letters which that incomparable philosopher, the learned Descartes, bequeathed to the learned 

Chanut, most distinguished both as the erstwhile ambassador to the most serene queen of Sweden 

and as the current ambassador to the Dutch and my brother-in-law, at whose house the philosopher 

died. Among these letters are also answers to many of his friends from which I am selecting the 

most important ones, notably such as bear upon his philosophy, refer to works which he sought to 

finish, or solve difficulties proposed to him by a great number of celebrated persons amongst whom 

you do not have the least of places. I hope that I shall be able to publish all of these letters shortly. 

However, the letters written in reply to difficulties will hardly be intelligible unless the ones which 

occasioned his responses are also made available. Moreover, it would have seemed wrong to me had 

I pursued this without the consent and permission of those who wrote to him. Hence, I approached 

and asked several of them to grant me that which I hope you, in your extraordinary kindness and 

exceptional zeal for Descartes, will grant me as well. Moreover, I should also like to ask you to send 

me the copies of all the letters which you received from Descartes, since I have only two of them in 

my hands, the first an answer to your letter of 5th February, the second an answer to the one which 

you wrote on 15th April. There remains a third one, therefore, which I do not have yet and which 

must be the answer to your letters of 23rd July and of 21st October. It cannot but be a very fine piece 

and contain a great many things most worthy of note, since it must be Descartes’ answer to the many 

important difficulties and questions which you raised regarding his Principles of Philosophy and 

especially his Optics. Of this letter I have found a mere two pages which only seek to address your 

instances without containing a single word on your questions regarding the Principles and the 

Optics. Hence, I very much hope and beseech you most earnestly that you give me the permission to 

publish your letters alongside Descartes’ answers. And please send me those which you received 

from Descartes as well so that we may do a great service both to posterity and to the fame and 

memory of our common friend. However, besides these handwritten letters, I also possess quite a 

few other documents of this most celebrated man each of which will see the light of day in due 

course. I assume that you, too, being, as it seems, quite an avid reader of Cartesian writings, will 

take no little delight in them. Had I been allowed to use the vernacular language instead, I should 

have expressed my view in more well-chosen and pleasing words. 
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5« ^fponfum H. Mori ad Epiftolam Claudii Clcrfelier.

meam explicuiifem: fed ne in varios errores inciderem, ftylum con­
traxi, &, ut potui, non ut yolui, mentem meam tibi aperui; quod ro­
go ut mihi condones, & fcias me tuse Temper humanitatis 8c fapientiac 
laudatorem & cultorem fore.

Parifiis 12 Dec.
1654. Claudius Clerselier.

Kefponfio
H E NR I C I Μ O R I.

Liters tus, Vir Clariifime, datae Lutetiae Parifiorurti pridie I^us 
Decembris, anno 16 <4. non pervenerunt ad manus meas ante 

decimum feptimum Calendarum Maii. Miror tantum temporis in- 
terfluxiife. Granthamiae tunc agebam in agro Lincolnienfi. Rus c- 
nim concefleram cum aliis de caulis, tum ad confirmandum valetudi­
nem. Vehementer equidem gaudebam poftquam intellexi praeclarum 
tuum inftitutum edendi omnia Cartefii Icripta quae apud te funt, quo 
non folum nobilliffimi Philoibphi famae ac memoriae, veriim etiam 
communi omnium literatorum utilitati optimi confutes. In neminem 
enim aptius quadrat, quam in divinum illum virum, Horatianum illud, 

—r— molitor inepte.
Quam ob cautam fi ego tibi a confiliis effem, nihil quicquam eorum 
fupprimeretur quae vel ille tentavit ullo modo in rebus rhilofophicis, 
vel feliciter ad exitum perduxit; led lucem viderent omnia, in ma* 
jus Rcipub. Literariae commodum. Ac proinde, ut nullum impedi* 
mentum eifet tam utili ac generofo propofito, vel ultfb tibi concede­
rem copiam edendi primas meas fecundalque literas ad Cartefium 
confcriptas ; quippe qubd ablque eis, ut recte mones, refponia ejus 
tam commode intelligt non poflint: nec multum abs re fore diffiteor, 
fi tertias meas fimul edideris, ciim per eas refponfum fit alteris illis 
Cartefianis. Sed cum quartae meae nullis illius literis refpondeant, nec 
illis ab ipfo refponfum fit quicquam, utpote inopinati morte praerep- 4 
to, de iis aliquantum hsfito an publici juris facerem. Caetetum om­
nem fcrupulum eximeret, fi quis ex amicis ipfius aut familiaribus, 
qui frequentius eum inviferunt, & collocuti funt, vel cum eo vixerunt 
conjunftiiis, refpondendi vices fuppleret; tunc enim parum dubito 
quin operae eifet pretium illas etiam in lucem dare. Qubd fi hoc 
in praefens impetrari no poifit, modb probabile eifet qubd literse illae 
meae, tertiae quartaeque, editae allicerent aliquem ex peritioribus Philo- 
fophiae Cartefians fccfatoribus ad refpondendum omnibus difficultati­
bus inibi Cartefio ipfi propofitis, ex illa faltem fpe facilius animum 
inducerem ut jus tibi concedam eas in publicum proferendi. Quid 
autem futurum fit in hac re ipfe forfan opportunius quam ego con­
jecturam capies. Ne multis igitur te morer, totum hoc negotium ju­
dicio tuo ac candori permitto, ut, quod faCto opus fit, facias. Incre­
dibile quanto moerore fum affectus, audito praematuro Cartefii fato, 

quippe
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However, to avoid making too many mistakes, I have been very brief and explained my intention to 

you only as well as I could and not as well as I would have liked to. I very much hope, though, that 

you will see past this fault and rest assured that I shall always be an ardent admirer both of your 

kindness and your wisdom. 

Claude Clerselier 

Paris, 12th December 1654 

The Answer of Henry More 

Your Letter written on 12th December in Paris, most distinguished Sir, reached me only on 15th April 

1655. It is surprising how long it took. I was in Grantham in Lincolnshire at that time, because I had 

gone to the countryside for various reasons, but mostly to recover my health. I was very pleased 

indeed when I learned of your excellent project of publishing all the writings of Descartes in your 

possession in order to do the greatest of services, both to the fame and memory of the most noble of 

all philosophers, and to the whole learned world. For there is no-one whom Horace’s dictum fits 

better than this divine man: 

“One who does nothing ineptly.” 

Hence, if I were to give you my advice, nothing either of what he began writing in matters 

philosophical in one way or another or of what he contrived to complete should be left unpublished. 

Instead, all of it should see the light of day for the greater good of the republic of letters. And 

therefore, lest there be any further obstacle to so useful and so noble an enterprise, I gladly give you 

my permission to publish my first and second letters to Descartes without which, as you rightly point 

out, it is more difficult to understand his answers. Moreover, I think it may be quite useful if you 

also publish my third letter, because it is a response to those other Cartesian writings. My fourth 

letter, however, is not an answer to any of his, nor has he written an answer to it on account of his 

unexpected and untimely death. Therefore, I am not really sure whether I should publish it. It would 

remove all my doubts, though, if one of his friends or acquaintances who visited and conversed with 

him very frequently or lived with him quite closely were to take over the task of answering it 

instead. In this case, I would have very little doubt that this letter was worth being published as well. 

Although this might prove to be unfeasible at present, the publication of my third and fourth letters 

might arguably attract one of the more capable proponents of Cartesian philosophy to answer all the 

difficulties which I proposed to Descartes himself in them. It is in this hope at least that I could 

convince myself more readily to give you the permission to prepare both of the letters for print. But 

perhaps you yourself can foresee more clearly what will happen in this matter than I can. Therefore, 

lest I hold you back any longer, I leave this whole business to your honesty and judgement so that 

you may do what must be done. I was incredibly grieved by the news of Descartes’ premature 

demise,  
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^eiponfum H. Mori ad Epiftolam Claudii Clerfelicr.

quippe qui ingenium virtutefque incomparabilis viri impenie amavi & 
miratus fum. Praeterea, acceffit ingens defiderium perlegendi refpon- 
fe ejus, quae expeftavi, ad tertias quartafque meas literas, quae uni- 
verfem ili tus Philofophiam percurrunt. Inchoafle integrum refponfum 
ad meas datas io. Cal. Aug. ex te intelligo. Quod fragmentum 
fcripfiffe eum conjicio ciim Egmundae effet in Hollandia. Deftitit au­
tem, ut per amicos fuos certiorem me fecit, ab incepto, quod ani­
mus occupatiffimus paratu ad iter Suecium non potuit vacare tam 
fubtilibus tantique, uti ipfe dixit, momenti difficultatibus 8cdilquifi- 
tionibus; fed conftanter pollicitus eft fuis, fe proximo vere reverfu- 
rum, & tunc mihi copioie & perfpicue omnia explicaturum. Sed cum 
invida mors esetera nobis proripuerit, nollem vel illud Fragmentum 
duarum paginarum quarum mentionem fecis, interire. Quod ad foli- 
didta illa Cartefii monumenta attinet, quae profiteris te habere, quae­
que, uti promittis, lucem viiura funt fuo tempore, geftit profe&o ani­
mus ad tam laetum gratumque nundum ; avid0que interim cupio, fi 
tibi non fit moleftum, ut argumenta titulofve Cingulorum librorum 
recenfeas in proximis tuis literis. Revixit enim in me, ex quo nuperas 
tuas accepi, priftinus ille ardor erga Philofophiam Cartefianam, qui 
aliquantulum ab obitu defideratiffimi noftri Amici deferbuerat, cum 
nova legendi materies non fuppeteret. Sed, ut ingenue fetear quod 
res eft, illud folum in caufa non fuit, fed peculiaria quaedam ftudia 
quae alio animum avocaram. Eft enim illud rerum pondus, veritatis 
pulchritudo, amplitudo ingenii & acumen, Theorematum denique 
omnium admirabilis ille ordo & confenfus in feriptis Cartefianis, ut 
vel millies lefta non fordefeant: non magis quam lux Solis, cujus or­
tum fingulis diebus aves, pecudes, ipsique adeo homines gratulabundi 
contemplantur.

Nec certe foliim le&u jucunda eft haec Cartefiana Philofophia, fed 
apprime utilis, quicquid aut muffitent aut deblaterent alii, ad fum- 
mum illum omnis Philofophiae finem, puta Religionem. Ciim enim 
Peripatetici formas quafdam contendunt eife fubftantiales, quae e po­
nentia materise oriuntur, qusque cum materia ita coalefcunt, ut abP 
que illa fubfiftere non poffint, ac proinde neceifario demum redeunt in 
potentiam materae (cui ordini accenfent viventium fere omnium animas, 
etiam eas quibus fenfum cogitationemque tribuunt;) Epicurei autem, 
explofis illis fubftantialibus formis, ipfi vim fentiendi cogitandique in- 
efle ftatuunt; folus, quod fcio, inter Phyfiologos, extitit Cartefius, 
qui fubftantiales illas formas, animafve materia exortas, e Philofophia 
fuftulit, materiamque ipfam omni fentiendi cogitandique facultate plane 
fpoliavit. Unde, fi principiis ftaretur Cartefianis, certiffima efiet ra­
tio ac Methodus demonftrandi, &■ qubd Deus fit, &■ quod anima hu­
mana mortalis eife non poffit. Quse funt illa duo folidiffima funda­
menta ac fulcra omnis verse Religionis. Haec breviter noto, cum pof- 
fim & alia bene multa huc adjicere, quse eodem fpectant. Sed fum- 
matim dicam, nullam extare Philofophiam, nifi Platonicam forte ex­
ceperis, quse tam firmiter Atheis viam praecludit ad perverfas iftas ca­
villas &· fubterfugia quo fe folent recipere, quam hac Cartefiana, fi 
penitius intelligatur. Unde fpero, quod omnes boni clementius ferent 
ampliffimas illas laudes quibus incomparabilem Virum cumulo, in iis 

quas 
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since I have always felt the deepest love and admiration for the genius and virtues of this 

incomparable man. Moreover, I am also very eager to read his long-awaited answers to my third and 

fourth letters which review the whole of his Philosophy. I have learned from you that he started 

writing a comprehensive answer to my letter of 23rd July, and suspect that he wrote this fragment 

when he was still in Egmond in Holland. However, as I have been told by his friends, he had to stop 

working on it because he was very occupied with the preparations for his journey to Sweden so that 

he could not concern himself with so subtle and, as he said himself, so important difficulties and 

questions. However, he promised his friends time and again that he would return to it the following 

spring, when he would explain everything to me in great detail and clarity. However, since envious 

death has so prematurely deprived us of the rest, I would not want even the two-page fragment 

which you mention to be lost. As regards those more complete documents of Descartes which you 

say are in your possession and which, as you promise, will see the light of day in due time, my mind 

rejoices at such truly happy and joyful tidings. And meanwhile, I earnestly beseech you that, if this 

is not too troublesome for you, you list the contents of each of the books by title in your next letter. 

For, ever since I received your recent letters, my erstwhile zeal for Cartesian philosophy has been 

rekindled. It had somewhat abated after the death of our most-missed friend, when there was no new 

reading material anymore. However, to tell you the truth of the matter, this was not the sole reason, 

but I was also engaged in certain special studies which held my attention elsewhere. For there is 

such a profundity of subject matter in his writings, such resplendent truth, such a breadth and 

acumen of genius and, lastly, such an admirable order and agreement of all the tenets that they do 

not grow stale even on the thousandth reading, no more than does the light of the rising sun, which 

birds, animals and even men themselves contemplate in joy every single day. 

Not only, certainly, is the Cartesian philosophy readable, but also, whatever others may grumble and 

babble, extremely useful for the highest aim of all philosophy, namely religion. For the Peripatetics 

assert that there are certain substantial forms proceeding from the potentiality of matter and 

coalescing with matter in such a way that they could not subsist without it. Therefore, they will, of 

necessity, eventually return into the potentiality of matter (a category to which they assign the souls 

of almost all animals, even those to whom they attribute sense and thought). Moreover, the 

Epicureans, having exploded substantial forms, hold that there is a power of sense and thought in 

matter itself. Of all the philosophers of nature, only Descartes, to my knowledge, has removed from 

philosophy the notion of substantial forms as well as souls proceeding from matter, and robbed 

matter itself of all capacity for sense and thought. If, therefore, we were to hold on to Cartesian 

principles, we would have a most certain way and method of proof both that there was a God and 

that the human soul could not be mortal. And these two doctrines are the most solid foundations and 

fulcrums of all true religion. I note this only briefly, although I could well add many other tenets of 

the same tenor. However, I shall say by way of summary that there is no other philosophy (with the 

possible exception of Platonism) which prevents the atheists from seeking their accustomed refuge 

in their perverse cavils and subterfuges as firmly as the Cartesian one, provided one understands it a 

little more deeply. Hence, I hope that all virtuous man will look leniently upon the most exuberant 

praises which I heaped upon this incomparable man in my letters to him. 
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6ο Q^Jponfum Η. Mori ad Epiftolam Claudii Clcrfelier.

quas ad eum icripfi literis; credoque, quicquid haec prafens ietas fen- 
ferit de Cartefio (nam ut nunquam vivis, ita raro recenti defunftorum 
memoriae parcit invidiaJ qubd pofteritas eum omni cum laude &■ ve­
neratione fit exceptura, optimiimque illius Philofophia ufum fit agni­
tura Quod lubentius praedico, ut majorem in modum tibi animos 
accendam ad pergendum in nobili illo inftituto, edendi omnia quae 
habes Cartefii fcripta Philofophica; quo pa&o ciim alios multos tum 
me praeter exteros, devincies, qui in illis evolvendis tantam percipere 
foleo voluptatem.

Si tibi vifum fuerit meas ad Cartefium literas publicare, vehemen­
ter hoc abs te efflagito, ut ne fiat juxta illa exemplaria quae jam ha­
bes, quia multb corre&iora tibi paro. Deprehendi enim, poftquam at­
tentius legeram, non pauca corrigenda, quae imprudenti mihi excide­
runt prae nimio animi fervore ac refiinatione ciim ad Cartefium icribe- 
rem. Expunxi etiam quaedam ex Quaefitis in tertiis quartiique meis 
literis; fed primae fecundaeque integrae funt.

Qubd menfis ferb jam elapfus eft ex quo tuas accepi literas, nec 
tamen ad te refcripfi, id profe&b factum eft per nullam negligentiam 
aut incuriam. Non poiTum enim non magni te aeftimare, tum prop­
ter eximium tuum ingenium, ad omnem, quod fatis ex literis tuis per- 
fpexi, aequitatem & humanitatem compofitum ac conformatum, tum 
propter honorificam Clariffimi fratris tui Chanuti, olim apud Suecos, 
nunc verb, uti narras, apud Batavos Legati meritiflimi, in Cartefium 
defunitum pietatem. Sed totum id temporis quod effluxit partim 
negotiis, quibus eram ruri diftri&us, partim meis ad Cartefium literis 
caftigandis tranfcribendifque, poftquam ad Academiam rediiflem, im- 
penium eft ; nec putabam fore operae pretium ad te refcribere, prius 
quam ifta perfeciflem. Jam verb in parato funt omnia, tam mearum 
quam Cartefianarum literarum exemplaria: neutra tamen ad te mitto 
hac vice, quippe qubd experiundum putavi prius, quam tuto hae, quas 
jam fcripfi, literae ad manus tuas pervenerint: poftquam id intellex­
erim, mittam ad te continuo. Perlubenter interim ex te audire vellem, 
quo ufque deveneris in nobili illo negotio quod fcribis te fufcepiife. 
Rem fane mihi pergratam praeftabis, fi per proximas tuas literas ea de 
re certiorem me feceris. Vale, Vir Clarillime, & generofum illud o- 
pus quod moliris feliciter exequere. Sic optat,

Cantabrigiae, i Ctllcgio Chrift-ζ 
pridie Idm Maii, 16 s c

Tibi Cartefianifque

omnibus addiiiiffimus

Henricus Morus.

Clari fimo
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And whatever this present age may think about Descartes (and the living are never spared its envy, 

while the memory of the recently deceased seldom is), I believe that posterity will bestow all praise 

and veneration upon him and acknowledge the extraordinary usefulness of his philosophy. And I 

prophesy this all the more cheerfully because I want to encourage you even more to carry on in your 

noble enterprise of publishing all of Descartes’ writings in your possession. And of all the people 

whom you will thereby make beholden to you, no-one will be more grateful to you than me who 

have always reaped such extraordinary pleasure from reading his works. 

If you decide to publish my letters to Descartes, I beseech you most earnestly that you do not do it 

on the basis of the copies which you already possess, because I am furnishing you with ones with 

quite a few corrections. For, on reading them more attentively, I found several mistakes which I had 

made in my carelessness, being carried away by too much fervour when writing to Descartes. I have 

also cut some passages in my questions in my third and fourth letters. The first and the second, 

however, are uncut. 

The fact that almost a whole month has already passed since I received your letter without my 

answering you is not due to any negligence or carelessness on my part. For I cannot but think highly 

of you, not only because of your excellent character which, as I have seen sufficiently clearly from 

your letter, conforms completely to all justice and kindness, but also because of the worthy piety 

which Chanut, your most famous brother-in-law, most well-deserving, as you report, both as the 

erstwhile ambassador to the Swedes and as the current one to the Dutch, has displayed towards the 

late Descartes. However, I have devoted the whole time which has elapsed since then partly to the 

obligations which I had to attend to in the country, and partly, on returning to the university, to the 

correction and transcription of my letters to Descartes. Now, however, I have prepared all of the 

copies both of my letters and Descartes’ for publication. However, I am sending you neither the 

former nor the latter just yet because I thought I should first make sure that the one which I have 

written to you has reached you. Once you have confirmed this, I shall send them to you 

immediately. Meanwhile, I should very much like to learn how far you have progressed in your 

noble enterprise which, as you have written, you have undertaken. You will do me a great favour 

indeed if you will inform me about this in your next letter. Farewell, most distinguished Sir, and 

may you bring that excellent work which you are undertaking to a successful conclusion. This is the 

wish of 

the most ardent follower of yours and all Cartesians 

Henry More 

Cambridge, Christ’s College, 14th May 1655 
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Clariam» Viri

‘ Re nato d e s-c artes
HENRICUS MO<^US ANGLUS.

QUanta voluptate perfufus eft animus meus, Vir clariflime, 
fcriptis tuis legendis, nemo quiiquam prater te unum poteft 

; conje&are.
Equidem aufim afleverare me haud miniis exultaffe in recognofeen- 

dis intelligendifque praeclaris tuis Theorematis, quam ipfe in inveni­
endis, aequeque charos habere atque deamare pulcherrimos illos inge­
nii tui fcetus, ac fi proprius eos enixus eflet animus. Quod & certe 
fecifle aliquo modo mini videtur, exerendo fele atque expediendo in 
eofdem fenfus ac cogitationes, quos generofa tua mens prseconcepit & 
prxmonftravit. Qui fanc iftiufmodi funt, ut, ciim intelle&ui judicio­
que meo adeo fint congeneres, ut non fperem fore ut incidam in 
quicquam conjun&um magis ac confanguineum, ita fane A nullius in­
genio alieni efle poffint, cujus itidem ingenium non fit a refta ratione 
alienum.

Liberi: dicam quod fentio: Omnes quotquot extiterunt, aut etiam- 
num exiftunt, Arcanorum Naturae Antiftites, fi ad Magnificam tuam 
indolem comparentur, Pumilos plane videri ac Pygmaeos: meque, 
cbm vel unica vice evolviffem Lucubrationes tuas Philofophicas, iuf- 
picatum efle, illuftriflimam tuam dilcipulam, Sereniflimam Principem 
Elizabefham, univerfis Europaeis, non foeminis foliim, fed viris, etiam 
Philolbphis, long0 evafifle lapientiorem. Quod mox evidentius de­
prehendi, cum inceperim feripta tua paulb penitius rimari & intelligere.

Tandem enim clare mihi aflulfit Cartefiana Lux, (i. e.1) libera, di- 
ftin&a; fiblque conftans'Ratiq, quae Naturam pariter ac paginas tuas 
mirifice: colluftravit; ith. ut aut nullae aut pauciffimae fuperfint latebrae, 
& loci quos non patefecit nobilis illa fax, aut faltem vel leviflimo 
negotio, mihi cum libitum fuerit, mox fit patefaftura. Omnia pro- 
fe&b tam concinna in tuis Philofophiae Principiis, Dioptricis & Me- 
teoris, tAmque pulchri fibi ipfis naturaeque confona funt, ut mens Ra­
tioque humana jucundius vix optaret laetiiifve {pe&aculum.

In Methodo tua, luforio quodam, fed eleganti lane, modeftiae ge­
nere, talem te exhibes virum ut nihil indole genibque tuo fuavius & 
amabilius, nihil excelfius generofius vel fingi poflit, vel expeti.

Quorfum autem 'haec ? Non quod putarem, Vir Clariflime, aut tua 
interefle aut Reipublicae Literariae ut haec conicriberem ; fed quhd mi­
rabilis illius voluptatis ac fru&fis quem ex fcriptis tuis percepi con- 
feientia extorqueret hoc qualecunque eft animi in te grati teftimonium. 
Praeterea, ut certum te facerem, etiam apud Anglos efle qui te tua­
que magni asftimant, divinaique animi tui dotes vehementer fufpiciunt 
«· admirantur: Neminem autem hominem meipfo impeniius te amare 
pofle, eximiamque tuam Philoibphiam arftiiis implexari.

Sed
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Henry More, an Englishman, to that most distinguished gentleman Rene 

Descartes 

No-one but you alone, most distinguished Sir, can judge what pleasure I felt when reading your 

writings. 

Indeed, I may well go so far as to say that I exulted as much in understanding and adopting your 

celebrated doctrines as you did in discovering them and that I hold these most beautiful children of 

your mind as dear as though my own mind had given birth to them. And in a way I do in fact view 

myself as their author, having reached and striven for those very same ideas and thoughts which 

your great mind had conceived and demonstrated before me. They correspond to my own thought 

and judgement so closely that I cannot possibly hope to find anything that accords more fully with 

my own mind, nor indeed can they be at odds with anyone else’s unless they are estranged from 

right reason. 

I shall freely tell you what I think. All past and present masters of the secrets of nature seem to me to 

be nothing but dwarfs and pygmies compared to your extraordinary genius. Ever since I turned the 

very first page of your philosophical writings, I have suspected that the most famous of your 

disciples, the most renowned Princess Elizabeth, has proved to be of far superior wisdom not only to 

all other European women, but also to all male philosophers [in fully appreciating the brilliance of 

your philosophy]. It became even clearer to me once I began studying and understanding your 

writings a little more deeply. 

Thus, at last the Cartesian light, i.e. a free, distinct and self-consistent light that illuminates both 

nature and your pages in such a miraculous fashion, began to shine upon me with greater clarity. As 

a consequence, only a very few dark places, if any, remain which that noble torch of yours has not 

yet illuminated, but which it will soon illuminate with only a little effort on my part, if I may say so. 

Indeed, everything you write in your Principles of Philosophy, Optics and Meteorology is so 

consistent and so consonant with itself and nature that man’s mind and reason could hardly wish for 

a more enjoyable spectacle. 

That playful, yet deeply agreeable, kind of modesty which you display in your Method reveals you 

to be a person who is such that one can neither imagine nor wish for a more affable and lovable 

mind and character or one more sublime and generous. 

Why am I writing this to you? It is not because I thought, most distinguished Sir, that either you or 

the republic of letters would benefit from it in any way. Instead, the knowledge of the extraordinary 

pleasure and gain which I had reaped from your writings compelled me to write to you and express 

my heartfelt gratitude to you in some way. Moreover, I wanted to let you know that there are some 

even amongst the English people who think very highly of your person and your work and who hold 

the divine gifts of your mind in the deepest admiration and respect. However, no-one can love you 

as sincerely or embrace your excellent philosophy as firmly as I do. 
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Sed revera illuftriflime Cartefi, ut nihil diffimulem ; quamvis pul­
cherrimum illud Philofophise tuae corpus ac eflentiam valde depeream; 
fateor tamen paucula excidifle in fecunda Principiorum parte, quae 
certe animus meus aut plulb habetior eft quam ut capiat, aut ut ad­
mittat, averfatior.

Sed praeclarae tuae Philofophiae Summa nihil indέ periclitatur, cum 
hujufmodi ifta fint, ut ciim aut falfa meritb aut incerta judicari pof- 
fintj ita nihil ad eifentiam Philofophiae tuae ac fundamenta pertinere, 
iliaque fine iftis optime poflit conflare. Quae vero ea fint, fi tibi non fit 
taedio, breviter nunc exponam.

Primb, definitionem Materiae feu Corporis inflituis multb quam 
par eft latiorem. Res enim extenfa Deus videtur effe, atque Angelus, 
imo verb res quaelibet per fe fubfiftens; ita ut eifdem finibus daudi 
videatur extenfio atque effentia rerum abfoluta, quae tamen variari 
poteft pro eifentiarum ipfarum varietate. Atq; equidem qubd Deus 

• extenditur fuo modo, hinc arbitror patere, nempe qubd fit omni- 
praefens, & univerfam mundi machinam fingulafque ejus particulas in­
time occupet. Quomodo enim motum imprimeret materiae, quod fe- 
fiife aliquando, & etiamnum facere, ipfe fateris, nifi proximi quafi at­
tingeret materiam univerfi, aut faltem aliquando attigiffet ? Quod 
certe nunquam feciifet nifi adfuiffet ubique, fingulafque plagas occu- 
paviifet. Deus igitur fuo modo extenditur atque expanditur, ac pro­
inde eft res extenfa.

Neque tamen ille corpus iftud eft, five materia, quam ingeniofa illa 
Artifex, Mens fcilicet tua, in globulos ftriatafque particulas tam affa­
bre tornavit. Quamobrem res extenfa latior corpore eft.

Animiimque mihi ulterius addit ut a te hac in re diffentiam, qubd 
ad confirmationem hujufce tuas definitionis tam /cavum adhibes^argu­
ment um^ & ferme Sophi/icum. Qubd utique corpus poflit effe corpus 
fine mollitie, vel duritie, vel pondere, vel levitate, &c. illis enim aliif- 
que omnibus qualitatibus quae in materia corporea fentiuntur ex ea 
fublatis, ipfam integram remanere. Quod perinde eft ac fi dixeris, 
libram Cerae, ciim poflit effe libra cerae, quamvis fpolietur figur^ fphae- 
rica, vel cubica, vel pyramidali, &c. fub nulla figura pofle remanere 
integram cerae libram. Quod tamen impoflibile eft. Quamvis enim 
haec vel illa figura non tam arde cohaereat cum cera quin illam exu­
ere poflit, ut tamen cera femper fit figurata neceflitas fumma eft & 
ar&iflima. Ita quamvis materia non fit neceflarib mollis, nec dura, 
nec calida, nec frigida, ut tamen fit fen/ibilis eft fumme neceflarium; 
vel, fi malles, tangibilis, prout optime definit Lucretius,

Tangere enim, & tangi, nifi corpus poteft nulla res.
Quae certe notio miniis debet a tua mente abhorrere, ciim Philofo- 
phia tua omnem fenfum, cum antiquis illis apud Theophraflrum

tadum planiflimc conftituat. Quod vero verius efle ipfe fa­
cillime admittam. Sed fi miniis placet Corpus definire ab habitudine ad 
Jenfus no/ros, Tangibilitas haec latior fit ac diffuiior, & fignificet mu­
tuum illum conta&um tangendique potentiam inter corpora quaelibet, 
five animata five inanimata fuerint, eftoque fuperficierum duaium 
pluriumve corporum immediata juxtapofitio. Quod Sc aliam innuit 

materiae

I
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However, my most illustrious Monsieur Descartes, I do not want to pass over in silence that, whilst I 

love your most beautiful philosophical system, I must confess that there are some minor details put 

forth in the second part of your Principles which my mind is apparently a bit too dull to grasp or 

deviates from too much to accept. 

Yet, these aspects do not pose any danger to your philosophy as a whole. For they are such that, 

regardless of whether they may be rightly judged to be false or uncertain, they do not affect either 

the essence or the foundations of your philosophy so that the latter can stand quite well without 

them. However, if you will not mind, I shall briefly expound these aspects to you. 

Firstly, the definition which you give of matter or body is far broader than is warranted. For God 

also seems to be an extended substance, as do angels and indeed every thing subsisting through 

itself. Hence, extension is apparently coterminous with the absolute essence of things, although the 

latter may differ according to the differences between the essences themselves. I view God as being 

extended in his own way on account of his omnipresence, occupying as he does the whole fabric of 

the world and each of its particles in an intimate fashion. How else could he impress motion upon 

matter, which, as you yourself concede, he did at some point and which he does to this day, unless 

he touches, or had at least at some point touched, the matter of the universe from close up? He could 

not have done so at any time had he not been present everywhere and occupied every single place. 

Hence, God is extended and expanded in his own way, and therefore is an extended substance. 

Nor does it follow from this that he is a body or matter which your mind, that ingenious artist, has so 

skillfully formed into little orbs and grooved particles. For this reason, “extended substance” is 

broader than “body”. 

Your argument to support this definition of yours is so misguided and downright sophistical that I 

am further encouraged to disagree with you in this matter. A body, you argue, would be a body even 

if it were deprived of its softness and hardness as well as its heaviness or lightness. Thus, it would 

continue to be a body if all those together with all the other qualities perceived in a material body 

were to be removed from it. It is as though you were to say that a waxen pair of scales could be such 

without having a round, cubic or pyramidal shape, or that it could remain a complete waxen pair of 

scales without any shape at all, which is impossible. For even though neither this nor that figure is 

tied to the wax so closely that it could not cast off one or the other of them, it is nevertheless an 

absolute and inescapable necessity that wax should always have a shape. Thus, even though matter 

is not necessarily soft or hard and hot or cold, it is absolutely necessary that it is sensible or, if you 

will, tangible according to that most apposite definition of Lucretius: 

For nothing, if it be not body, can touch and be touched. 

Certainly, this notion need not at all be at odds with your views, since your philosophy most clearly 

follows those ancient philosophers mentioned in Theophrastus’ Περὶαἰσθήσεως, in making all 

sensation consist in touch, which I most willingly accept as perfectly true. However, should you take 

exception to body being defined by its relationship to our senses, I allow for this tangibility to be 

broader and more general, signifying the mutual contact between bodies and their power of touching 

one another, whether they are animate or inanimate. Let it be defined then as the surfaces of two or 

more bodies being situated immediately adjacent to each other. And this reveals another property of 

matter or body  
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fUiteris five corporis conditionem, quam apellafe poteris impenetrabi- 
litat em; nempe quod hec penetrare alia corpora, nec ab illis penetra» 
ri poffit. Unde manifeftiffimum eft difcrimen inter Naturam divi- 
nam ^c corpoream, ciim illa hanc penetrare, hsbb'verb fe i piam pe­
netrare non pofliti Unde fane felicius mihi videtur cum Platofticis 
firis Virgilius philofopliari, quam Cartefius ipfe, cum ex illorum fen- 
tentia fic cecinerit,

-——— Tot am que infufa per artui 
Mens agitat molem., & magno fe corpore mifcet.

Mitto alias infigniores Divini extenfionis conditiones, ciim non opus 
fit hoc loco explicare. Vel ha:c pauca fuffecerint ad demonftrandum 
multo tutius fuifle materiam definivifle fubftantiam tangibilem, vel 
modo fupra explicato impenetrabilem, quam Rem exteniam. Di&a e- 
nim vtXTangibilitas, vel Impenetrability, competit corpori adaequate ; 
tua autem definitio peccat in legem «·$·*« τ^τ», neque enim eft reci­
proca cum definito.

Secundb, Quando innuis ne virtute quidein divina fieri poffe ut proprie 
dictum exibat vacuum, &·, fi omne corpus ex vafe tolleretur, Iqubd la­
tera neceffarib coirent; ifta profeftb mihi videntur non foliim falfa, 
fed miniis confona antecedentibus. Si enim Deus motum materiae 
imprimit, quod fupra docuifti, annon ille poteft contra obniti, & in­
hibere ne coeant vafis latera ? Sed contradictio eft diftare vafis latera, 
& tamen nihil interjacere. Idem non fenfit literata Antiquitas, Epi­
curus, Democritus, Lucretius, aliique. Sed ut leviufculum illud ar­
gumenti genus milium faciami divinam contendo interjacere extenti­
onem, tuiimque hic fuppofitiim efle infirmum, materiam folummodo 
extendi: Latera tamen ut antea coitura non neceffitate Logicd fed 
naturali; Defimque folum hanc coitionem inhibere poffe. Cum e- 
nim particulae, primi praefertim fecundique Elementi, tam furibundo 
motu agitentur, neceffe eft quA ceditur, eb ruant praecipites, aliifque 
tibi contiguas fecum abripiant. · u
' Infeliciter igitur fucceffit, qubd tam bellum Theorema de modo 
Rarefadionis &r Condenfationis, quod certe ego aliis de caulis veriffi-’ 
mum etie fenfeo, tam lubrico fuffulcias fundamento.
- Tertib, Singularem illam fubtilitatem non capio, qui atomosi, id 

eft, particulas fua natura indivifibiles, non dari evincas. Ut enim, · 
inquis effecerit Deus eas particulas i nullis creaturis dividi pofle, 
non certe fibi ipfi eafdem dividendi facultatem potuit adimere, quia 
fieri non poteft ut propriam fuam potentiam imminuat. Eodem ar­
gumento probaveris, Deum nunqqam fecifle ut hefternus oriretur Sol, 
quoniam potentia ejns jam efficere non poteft ut Sol hefternus non 
©flet ortus; nec viliffimam pofle. mufcam occidere,

Si modo qui periit, non periiffe poteft, 
quod fcite de feipfo Ovidius; materiam non crealfe, ciim fit divifi- 
bilis in femper divifibilia, ac proinde Deus nunquam potiet abiblvere 
ac perficere hanc divifionem. Pars enim reftat indivifa, quamvis di- 
vifibilis, atque ita perpetub . eluditur potentia divina, nec plene fe 
exerere poteft, finemque fortiri.

Quartb, Indefinitam tuam mundi extentionem non intelligo. Ex­
tentio enim illa indefinita vel (impliciter infinita eft, vel tantum quoad

E e nos.
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which we could call “impenetrability”: one body cannot penetrate or be penetrated by another body. 

From that the difference between the divine and the corporeal nature becomes quite clear: the former 

is able to penetrate the latter, while the latter cannot penetrate itself. Hence, Virgil, following his 

Platonists, seems to argue altogether more felicitously than Descartes himself, singing the following 

song in accordance with their views: 

The spirit within nourishes, and mind instilled throughout the living parts activates 

the whole mass, and mingles with this vast body. 

I omit other more remarkable properties of the divine extension because it is not necessary to 

expound them here. These few should suffice to demonstrate that it is much safer to define matter as 

a tangible or, as I have explained above, an impenetrable substance than as an extended thing. For 

the tangibility or impenetrability mentioned can be attributed to body universally. Your definition, 

by contrast, infringes the law of καθόλου πρῶτον, as it is not reciprocal with the thing defined. 

Secondly, you imply that it is not possible even by divine power that there could exist a vacuum in 

the proper sense of the word. Thus, for example, if every body were to be removed from a vessel, its 

sides would necessarily meet. However, this seems to me to be both wrong and at odds with what 

you have said before. For if God impresses motion upon matter, as you have shown earlier, can he 

not press against it, preventing the sides of the vessel from meeting? However, it is a contradiction 

to say [, you argue,] that the sides of a vessel are distant from one another without there being 

anything between them. Moreover, the learned ancients Epicurus, Democritus, Lucretius and others 

also took a different view. However, let us not dwell on that slight kind of argument any further. I 

contend that the divine extension lies between them, that your supposition that only matter is 

extended is ill-founded, and that, as I have said before, the sides will approach each other not by 

logical, but by natural necessity, and God alone can prevent them from meeting again. For since the 

particles, notably those of the first and second elements, are impelled forward in such violent 

motion, it is necessary that they rush to the vacated place, forcing those adjacent to them with them. 

Thus, it is very unfortunate that you should rest such a beautiful theory as that of the different modes 

of rarefaction and condensation, which I judge for other reasons to be most true, upon such a frail 

foundation. 

Thirdly, I fail to understand the incomparable subtlety of your proof that there are no atoms or 

particles that are indivisible by their very nature. For while, you say, God may have created such 

particles as cannot be divided by any of his creatures, he could certainly not have deprived himself 

of the ability to divide them because it is impossible for him to limit his own power. By this same 

argument you might as well prove that God could never have made yesterday’s sun rise because his 

power cannot cause yesterday’s sun not to have risen. Nor could the vilest fly die 

If only he who has died may not have died, 

as Ovid says so elegantly about himself. Nor could God have created a matter that is divisible into 

ever more divisible parts because he could not then ever complete and perfect this division. For in 

this case one part, though capable of division, would always remain undivided, thus always 

preventing God from fully exercising his power and achieving his end. 

Fourthly, I do not understand your notion of the indefinite extension of the world. For that indefinite 

extension is either infinite in itself or in relation to  
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nos. Si inteUigis extenfionem infinitam (impliciter, cur mentem tu­
am obfcutas vocabulis nimium fuppreffis ac modeftis? Si tantum 
quoad nos infinitam, revera erit finita extenfio; neque enim mens 
noftra aut rerum -aut veritatis menfura eft. Ac proinde, ciim alia fit 
(impliciter infinita cjxpanfto, divina? utique effentiae, materia tuorum 
vorticum a centris filis recedet, totaque mundi machina in difiipataS 
atomos vagofque abibit pulvifculos.

Atque (ane eb magis hic admiror modeftiam tuam atque metum, 
qubd adeo tibi caves i materiae infinitudine, ciim particulas a&u & in- 
fiaitas & divifas ipfe agnoveris Art. 34, 8c 35. Quod certb fi ηοή 
feciffes, extorqueri tamen poffe videtur hoc modo. Nam ciim quan­
tum fit in infinitum divifioile, partes a&a infinitas habere oportet. 
Ut enim cultello aliove quovis inftrumento corpus in partes palpabi­
les, qua non aQu funt tales, mechanice diffecare prorfus eft 
dive impoflibile; ita vel mente quantitatem dividere in partes toti re- 
aliter aftdque non inexiftentes, plane »ao>of eft ac rationi abfonum.

Qgibus infuper adjungi poteft, hypothefin hanc, qubd mundus fim- 
pliciter ac revera fit infinitus, aequalem vim habere ad explicandam 
juxtk ad confirmandam rationem rarefa&ionis & condenfationis, quam 
fupra propofuifti Art. 6, 7. atque iftud principium, fiiitn corporis effe 
exten^onem^ &, niMum non poffe extendi. Quod enim ibi prxftat Lo­
gica fcu contradictoria neceflitas, idem hic neceflicas Phyfica vel Me- 
chanica certiflime praftabit.

Ciim enim omnia in infinitum ufque materia feu corporibus fiat 
plena ac referta, penetrationis lex impediet ne fiat ulla diftantia in ra- 
refaCtiene corporibus nuda, aut ncceiho partium ad fe invicem in con- 
denfatione, fine interjacentium particularum expulfione.

Atque hadenus^us a me dida funt rationi mentique meae maxime 
videntur perfpicua> tuitque placitis longb long0que certiora.

Ceterum a nulla tuarum opinionum animus meus, pro ea qud eft 
mollitie ac teneritudine, aeque abhorret, ac ab internecina illa & ju- 
gulatrice fententia, quam in Methodo tulifti, brutis omnibus vitim 
knfumque eripiens, dicam, an potius proripiens? neque enim vixifle 
unquam pateris. Hic non tam fufpicio rutilantem tui ingenii aciem, 
quam reformido, utpote de animantium fato te follicitus, acumenqUe 
tuum non fubtile (blum agnofto, (ed chalybis mftar rigidum ac erudii 
le, quod upo quafi i&u univerfum ferme animantium genus Vita aufit 
fenfiique fpoliare in marmora & machinas vertendo.

Sed videamus obfecro quid in caufa eft qubd in brutas animantes 
qbicquam. tam fevetiter ftatuas. Loqui utique non poifunt, cauiamque 
fuam apud judicem dicere, St, quod criffien aggravat, ciim ad loque­
lam organis fatis fint inftruChe, uti patet in Picis & Pfittacis. Hinc 
vita fenfiique mul&ands funt.

Verum enimverO quomodo fieri poflit ut aut Pfittaci aut Picae vo­
ces noftras imitentur, nifi audirent, fenfiique perciperent quid loqui­
mur ? Sed non intelligunt, inquis, quid libi volunt iftae voces quas 
effutiunt imitando. Quidni tamen ipfi quid volunt fatis intelligarit, 
cibum fciiicet quem i Dominis hoc artificio acquirunt? putant igitur 
fe cibum mendicare, qubd iftd loquacitate toties voti compotes fiunt.
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us. If you conceive extension to be infinite [sc. in itself], why do you obscure your view with such 

overly restrained and moderate words? If you believe it infinite in relation to us only, extension will 

in reality be finite, for our mind is neither the measure of truth nor reality. And therefore, since there 

is another expansion that is infinite itself, namely that of the divine essence, the matter of your 

vortices will move away from its centres and the whole fabric of the world will dissipate into 

wandering particles and atoms. 

Indeed, I find your modesty and restraint in not subscribing to the infinity of matter all the more 

surprising seeing that you yourself acknowledge the particles to be both infinite and divided in 

actuality in Articles 34 and 33. But even if you had not done this, you can still be shown to be 

committed to matter’s infinity in the following fashion. If a quantity is infinitely divisible, it must 

actually have infinite parts. Therefore, just as it is completely ἀμέχανον or impossible to take a small 

knife or some other instrument and mechanically cut a body into visible parts which are not actual 

parts, so it is likewise completely ἄλογον and contrary to reason, even notionally, to divide a 

quantity into parts which are not actual real parts of this whole. 

Moreover, you may add to this the fact that the hypothesis that the world is simply and truly infinite 

can explain and prove the modes of rarefaction and condensation propounded in Articles 6 and 7 

above, as well as your principle “that only body is extended and an extension cannot be of nothing”. 

Thus, what is established by the necessity of logic or contradiction in the one case is established 

with utmost certainty by the necessity of physics and mechanics in the other. 

Thus, if everything is infinitely filled with matter or bodies, the law of penetration makes it 

impossible that there should be any space without bodies in rarefaction or that their parts should 

approach one another in condensation without expelling the particles between them. 

And what I have said so far seems most clear to my reason and intellect and far more certain than 

your doctrines. 

However, amongst all your doctrines there is not a single one that I, for all my sweet and gentle 

temper, find more abhorrent than the harmful and obnoxious view put forth in your Method, in 

which you rob all animals of life and sense or rather, I should say, you do not grant either of these to 

them in the first place, since you do not accept that they have ever been alive! Here, the splendour of 

your sharp intellect instils me not with admiration, but repulsion as I am concerned about the fate of 

animals. Indeed, I find your acumen here not only subtle but, rather, as rigid and cruel as iron, since 

in one fell swoop, as it were, you manage to deprive all animate beings of both life and sense, 

turning them instead into marble and machines. 

However, let us, I pray you, review the reason why you pass so severe a sentence upon living 

animals. They cannot speak and plead their cause before their judge, even though – which makes 

their crime worse! – they possess adequate organs for speech, as is apparent in woodpeckers and 

parrots. Hence, life and sense must be taken away from them. 

Yet, how is it possible for parrots or woodpeckers to imitate our voices if they do not hear and 

perceive with their senses what we speak? But, you reply, they do not understand the meaning of 

those words which they mutter in imitation. However, why should they not have a sufficient 

understanding of their own wishes, as when they use this skill to ask their masters for food? This 

shows that they believe that they are begging for food, as their wish is so frequently fulfilled when 

they speak.  
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Epiftola Trima H. Meri ad R. Cirtefium.

Etquorfum, qusfo, illa attentio eft &r aufcultatio in avibus cantatoriis, 
quam prae fe ferunt, fi nullus fit in ipfis feniiis nec animadverfio? 
Unde illa vulpium canumque aftutia & fagacitas? Qui fit ut min® &■ 
verba ferocientes cohibeant belluas ? Canis famelicus ciim furtim quid 
abftulit, cur quafi fa&i confcius clam fe furripit, & meticulose ac dif­
fidenter incedens nemini occurfanti gratulatur, fed averfo prondque 
roftro fuam ad diftans pergit viam, fufpiciose cautus ne ob patratum 
fcelus poenas luat ? Quomodo ifta fieri poflunt fine interna fa&i con- 
fcientia ? Copioia ifta hiftoriolarum congeries, quibus nonnulli conan­
tur demonftrare rationem ineife animalibus brutis, hoc faltem evincet, 
fenfum-ipfis memoriamque ineffe* . Sed infinitum effet tales narrati­
unculas hic attexere. E quibus fcio bene multas iftius modi eife, ut 
earum vim vel fubtililfimum acumen haud poffit eludere.

Sed video plane quid te huc adegit, ut bruta pto machinis habeas ; 
Immortalitatis utique animarum noftrarum demonftrand® ratio, quae 
ciim fupponat corpus nullo modo cogitare poffe, concludit, ubicum­
que eft cogitatio, fubftantiam a corpore realiter diftin&am adeffe o- 
portere, adedque immortalem. Unde fequitur, bruta, fi cogjrent, 
iubftantias immortales fibi annexas habere.
' Atqui obfecro te, Vir perfpicaciffime, ciim ex -ifta demonftrandi 
ratione neceffe effet bruta animantia aut fenfu fpoliare, aut donare im­
mortalitate, cur ipfa malles inanimes machinas ftatuere quam corpora 
animabus immortalibus a&uata ? pnefertim ciim illud ut naturae phe- 
nomenis minime confbnum, ita plane fit inauditum ha&enus ; hoc 
vero apudfapientiffimoS veterum ratum fit ac comprobatum, Pytha- 
goram puta, Platonem, alibfque. Et certe animos hoc adderet Pla­
tonicis omnibus perfiftendi iu faa de brutorum immortalitate fententia, 
ciim tam infigne ingenium eb auguftiarum redarum fit, ut fi animas 
brutorum immortale? eife non conCedAtur, univerfa bruta infeniatas 
machinas neceifarib ftatuat.

Haec funtpaiiOula ilja (magne Cartefi) in quibus mihi fas eife puta­
bam a te diifehtire. Caetera mrhi adeo arrident Atque adblandiuntur, 
ut nihil illis habeam,/nagls in deliciis; adeoque intimis animi mei 
fenfibus confona funt atq^ cognata, ut non fbliim tardioribus commo­
di explicate,. fed etiam contra pugnaciffimos quofque feliciter, fi opus 
effet, defendere me poffe Confidam. , ?

Quod reliquum eft,. exorandus es. Vir illuftriffime, ut hxcnpfttta 
boni confulas, nec md uliiUs levitatis vanaeque ambitionis fufpe&um 
habeas, quafi affe&arem Clairiffimorum virorUm familiaritates ac ami­
citias, ciim & ipfe fi poffem, haud cuperem, indarefeere, rem turbu* 
lentam famam judicans, privatbque otio valde inimicam^

Neque profe&b quamvis animo fim in te admodum prono ac pro- 
,clivi, id unquam tibi fignificaffem, nifi ab aliis iriftigatus; fed te tua­
que ^more latenti tacitaque veneratibhe profequi contentus fuiffem.

Nec obnixe a te efflagito ut referibas, utpote quem contemplatio­
nibus fumme .arduis, v« experimentis1 fac tundis 'maxime utilibus pa­
riter ac difficilibus, occupatiffimum autumo. ? ' '

' ’ ■ t ' . · · · ’ ’

Eea · Per-
' . ' · i: ■ .

" " - '1 ... ίο..
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And to what end, I pray, should songbirds, as we see them do, listen so attentively if they possess 

neither sense nor perception? What is the origin of the astuteness and cunning of foxes and dogs? 

How come that threats and words constrain raging beasts? Why does a dog which is hungry and 

steals something hide itself so furtively as though aware of what it has done, moving carefully and 

apprehensively without welcoming anyone approaching it? Why does it turn away instead, its nose 

directed towards the ground, cautious and suspicious that it may be punished for the offence 

perpetrated? How could it possibly do all of this without an inner awareness of what it has done? At 

the very least this copious collection of little tales by which many have sought to demonstrate that 

brute animals possess reason proves that they possess sense and memory. However, it would take 

too long to add more stories of this sort here, although I know many of them to be such that one 

cannot but admit these animals’ extraordinary wit and acumen. 

However, I see clearly that the reason why you feel compelled to consider brutes machines is your 

proof of the immortality of our souls. Assuming that a body cannot think in any way, you conclude 

that where there is thought there must also be a substance really distinct from the body and therefore 

immortal. Hence it follows that if brutes think, they also possess immortal substances. 

And still, I beseech you, you most astute of men, if it is necessary according to this proof either to 

deprive animate brutes of sense or endow them with immortality, why would you rather make them 

inanimate machines than bodies actuated by immortal souls? The former is completely at odds with 

the phenomena of nature and completely unheard of till now, whereas the latter is the approved 

opinion of the wisest of the old philosophers, i.e. Pythagoras, Plato and the others. And it will 

certainly encourage all the Platonists to hold on to their view about the immortality of brutes if such 

an ingenious mind as yours is forced into the aporia that you must pronounce all brutes to be 

insensible machines if the immortality of their souls is not admitted. 

These are the minor things, my great Monsieur Descartes, on which I believed I might rightly 

disagree with you. All your other doctrines are so delightful and appealing to me that there is 

nothing I could take more pleasure in. And they are so consonant and consistent with the most 

inward ideas of my own mind that I am not only confident that I can readily explain them to slower 

wits, but also, should the need arise, successfully defend them from their sharpest critics. 

It remains for me to beseech you, most illustrious Sir, that you are lenient toward what we have said 

above. And please do not suspect me of any levity or vainglory in seeking the friendship and 

acquaintance with the most distinguished of men. For even if I could, I would not seek any fame as I 

judge it to be a thing most adverse to my own private peace and quiet. 

And however deep is the esteem and admiration in which I hold you, I would never have told you 

this had it not been for others asking me to. Instead, I would have been content to love and worship 

you silently and in private. 

Nor would I ever be so bold as to ask you to answer me since I suspect you will be engaged in the 

highest of contemplations or in the most useful and the most difficult of experiments. 
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66 ^ejponfum R. Cartefii ad Epiftolam Trimam H. Mori.

/Permitto igitur hic tibi tuo jure uti, ne fim in publicum injurius. 
Qubd fi tamen haec noftra, qualia qualia fuerint, refponfione qualibet- 
cunque cohoneftare dignatus fueris, rem fane, non ingratam praefta- 
bis,

Cutabrigie, * Colkgio&uifH, 
Idus Decembris, amo i6gi.

Singularis tua fapientia 
cultori devotiffimo,

Henrico Moro.

In Et 1ST. I. Η. M 0

D
ecuit. 4. Nam cum quantum fit in infinitum divifibile, &c. Satis 
argutus equidem hic grppbus efl, fed miniis /olidus, facile enim ex· 

tricare te poteris fi negaveris quantum Phjfice effe divifibile in infinitum, 
pHrie/ve infinitas Pfyficat toti rediter a&uque inexiflere, fed Mater/am con­
tenderis interim tx Monadibus, quas .vocant, Plyficis conflare, in eafque Di- 
vind Virtute pofft difiolvi; nec mente in has partef jure dividi, nifi Divini 
fali^m virtute fic poffent difiefii. Mathematicam vero Divifibilitatem, qua 
ad hiis'Moxadas etiam pertinere poffit, ad hunc locum non fieUare^

DoBiffimo ξ$ Humaniffimo Viro

H EN RICO MORO
RENATUS DES-CARTES.

LAUDES quas iri me congeris, Vir humanifiime, non tam ullius 
imei merity nepote qubd eas aequare nullum poteft, quKm.tus 
erga me benevolentiae teftes funt. Benevolentia autem ex (ola ferip^ 

torum meorum lectione contra^a. candorem & generofitatem animi 
tui tam aperte oftendit, ut totum me tibi, quamvis antehac non noto, 
devinciat. Ideoque perlibenter iis qui ex me quaeris refpondebo.

i. .Primum ©ft,. cur ad corpus definiendum, dicam illud elTe fubflan- 
tiara extenfam potfhs quam fenfibilem, qpgibilem, vel impenetrabi­
lem. Atres te. monet, fi dicatur fubftantia fenfibilis, tunc definiri ab 
habitudine ad jenfits noftros, qua. ratione quadam ejus proprietas duntax- 
aXjexplicatur, iiotifintergra ^amra, quae cum poffit exiftere, quamvis 
nulli homines exiflant, certb a. fcpfibus nofixis non pendet. Nec pro­
inde video cur dicas, efle fumme neceffarium ut ombis materia fit 
ftsfibilis. Nam contra, nulla eft quas non fit plane infenfibilis, fi tan­
tum in partes nervorum noftrorttm particulis multo minores, &r lingulas 
feorfim fatis celeriter agitatas, fit divifa. Metim-
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I thereby propose to you that you make use of this good right of yours so that you do not offend the 

public. However, should you deign to honour these questions of ours, as they stand, with some 

answer, you will do no little favour to that most devout admirer of your inimitable wisdom 

Henry More 

Christ’s College, Cambridge, 11th December 1648. 

Scholia on Henry More’s First Letter 

Difficulty 4: “For if a quantity is divisible in infinity”, etc. This riddle is certainly very astute, but 

hardly sound. One can easily evade it by denying that a physical quantity is divisible in infinity and 

that there are a real and actual infinity of physical parts in a whole. Instead, one could claim that 

matter consists of so-called physical monads and that it could be dissolved into these parts by God’s 

power. Nor could we even justifiably effect a notional division of matter into the said parts without 

God’s power at least being capable of splitting it up in this manner. However, mathematical 

divisibility, which might also pertain, to these monads is not relevant here. 

Rene Descartes to the most erudite and learned Henry More 

The praises which you heap upon me, most learned Sir, bear witness less to my merit which can 

never equal them than to your kindness towards me. Your kindness, however, based only on the 

reading of my writings, displays the sincerity and generosity of your mind so clearly that I am all 

yours without any prior acquaintance. And therefore, it is with great pleasure that I answer the 

questions which you have posed to me. 

The first is why I define body as an extended substance rather than a sensible, tangible or 

impenetrable substance. However, as is clear from the matter, if it is called a sensible substance, 

then “it is defined by its relationship to our senses”, and thus only one of its properties would be 

explained, rather than its whole nature which could exist even if no human being existed; therefore, 

the definition of body certainly does not depend upon our senses. And hence I fail to understand 

why you say that it is absolutely necessary that all matter should be sensible. Quite the reverse: all 

matter is completely insensible if it is divided into parts much smaller than the particles of our 

nerves and if each single one of them moves at a sufficient velocity. 
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67^e/ponfum R.. Carteiii ad EpifMam Trimam H. Mori.

Meiimque illud argumentum quod icasvum &■ ferme Sophifticum 
appellas, adhibui tantum ad eorum opinionem refutandam, qui tecum 
exiftimant omne corpus cfle fenfibile, quam, meo judicio, aperte & 
demonftrative refutat. Poteft enim corpus retinere omnem fuam cor­
poris naturam, quamvis non fit ad fenfum molle, nec durum, nec frigi­
dum, nec calidum, nec denique habeat ullam fenfibilem qualitatem.

Ut vero inciderem in eum errorem quem videris mihi velle tri­
buere, per comparationem cerae, quae quamvis poflit non eife quadra­
ta, nec rotunda, non poteft tamen non habere aliquam figuram, de- 
buiflem, ex eo quod juxta mea principia omnes fenfibiles qualitates in 
eo folo confiftant qubd particulae corporis certis modis moveantur, 
Vel quiefcant, debuiflem inquam, concludere, corpus polle exiftere, 
quamvis nullae ejus particulae moveantur, nec quiefcant; quod mihi 
nunquam in mentem venit. Corpus itaque non re&0 definitur fub- 
ftantia fenfibilis.

Videamus nunc an forte aptius dici poflit iubftantia impenetrabilis, 
vel tangibilis, eo fenfu quem explicuifti.

Sed rurfus ifta tangibilitas impenetrabilitas in corpore, eft tantum 
ut in homine Rtfibilitas, proprium quarto modo, juxta vulgares Logicae 
leges, non vera & eflentiahs differentia, quam in extenfione confiftere 
contendo ; atque idcirco, ut homo non definitur animal rifibile, fed 
rationale, ita corpus non definivi per impenetrabilitatem, fed per exten- 
fionem. Quod confirmatur ex eo, qubd tangibilitas & impenetrabili­
tas habeant relationem ad partes, & praefupponant conceptum divifio- 
nis vel terminationis. Poflimus autem concipere corpus continuum 
indeterminatae magnitudinis five indefinitum, in quo nihil praeter ex- 
tenfionem confideretur.

Sed, inquis, Deus etiam 8t Angelus, refque alia quaelibet per fe fub- 
fiftens eft extenfa, ideoque latius patet definitio tua qudm definitum. 
Ego verb non foleo quidem de nominibus difputare, atque ideo fi ex eo 
qubd Deus fit ubique, dicat aliquis eum efle quodammodo extenfum, 
per me licet. Atqui nego veram extenfionem, qualis ab omnibus vulgb 
concipitur, vel in Deo, vel in Angelis, vel in mente noftra, vel deni­
que in ulla fubftantia quas non fit corpus, reperiri. Quippe per ens 
extenfum, communiter omnes intelligunt aliquid imaginabile, (five 
fit ens rationis, five reale, hoc enim jam in medium relinquo ;j atqui 
in hoc ente, varias partes determinatas magnitudinis & figurae, quarum 
una nullo modo alia fit, poffunt imaginatione diftinguere, undique 
in locum aliarum poffunt etiam imaginatione transferre, fed non duas 
fimul in uno & eodem loco imaginari: Atqui de Deo, ac etiam de 
mente noftra, nihil tale dicere licet; neque enim eft imaginabilis, 
fed intelligibilis duntaxat, nec etiam in partes diftinguibilis, praefertim 
in partes quae habeant determinatas magnitudines & figuras. Deni­
que, facile intelligimus & mentem humanam, & Deum, & fimul plu- 
res Angelos in uno eodem loco efle poffe. Unde manifefte conclu­
ditur, nullas fubftantias incorporeas proprie efle extenfas ; fed eas in- 
telligo tanquam virtutes aut vires quafdam, quae quamvis fe applicent 
rebus extenfis, non idcirco funt extenfe; ut quamvis in ferro candenti 
fit ignis, non ideo ignis ille eft ferrum. Qubd verb nonnulli fubftantiae 
aotionem cum rei extenfae notione confundant, hoc fit ex falfo prae-

E e j judicio,
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Also, I only adduced the argument which you call “misguided and downright sophistical” to refute 

the opinion of those who agree with you that every body is sensible. I think this view is clearly and 

plainly refuted by it. 

You apparently want to attribute to me an error in your comparison with wax which, while neither 

square nor round, may not for all that lack any shape altogether. In order to fall into this error, 

however, I would have had to suppose that a body could exist without any of its particles being 

either in motion or at rest, since (I say), according to my principles, all sensible qualities consist 

solely in certain modes of rest and motion in corporeal particles. However, no such thought has ever 

entered my mind. It is therefore wrong to define body as a sensible substance. 

Let us see next whether it may more aptly be called “impenetrable or tangible substance” in the 

sense in which you have explained it. 

But again that tangibility and impenetrability in a body, like “risibility” in man, is only “a property 

in the fourth degree”, as the general laws of logic have it, rather than a true and essential difference 

which, I contend, consists in extension. And therefore, just as man is not defined as a risible, but as a 

rational animal, so have I defined body not by impenetrability, but by extension. This is confirmed 

by the fact that tangibility and impenetrability are related to parts, and presuppose the concept of 

division and limit. By contrast, we could conceive a continuous body either of indeterminate size or 

altogether indefinite in which we consider nothing but extension. 

But, you say, God and an angel as well as every other thing subsisting through itself are extended, 

and therefore your definition is broader than the thing defined. I, for one, am not inclined to quarrel 

about words. Thus, if someone should say that God is extended in a certain way, because he is 

everywhere, I do not mind at all. And yet, I do deny that there is in God, in angels, in our mind or, 

finally, in any other substance that is not a body a real extension such as is generally conceived by 

everybody. For by an extended being we generally understand something imaginable, regardless of 

whether it is a being of reason or a real one, which I leave open for now. And yet in our imagination 

we may distinguish in such a being different parts of determinate size and shape, none of which are 

in any way identical with one another. In our imagination, we may transfer the one to the place of 

another, but we cannot imagine any two of them to occupy one and the same place at the same time. 

However, nothing of that sort can be said about God (or our mind either), since he is not imaginable, 

but solely intelligible. Nor is he divisible into parts, let alone parts which have determinate sizes and 

shapes. Lastly, we can understand with ease that the human mind, God and several angels may all 

simultaneously occupy one and the same place. From that we can clearly infer that no incorporeal 

substances are extended in the proper sense of the word. Instead, I conceive of them as powers or 

forces which, while attaching themselves to extended things, are not as a consequence of this 

extended – just as fire, while being present in white-hot iron, is not by this fact iron itself. However, 

the fact that some confuse the notion of substance with that of an extended thing is due to a false 

prejudice,  
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68 Tejponfum R.. Cartefis ad Epiflolam Trimam H. Mori.

judicio, quia nihil putant exiftere, vel efle intelligible, ηίβ ft etiam ima· 
ginabilf, ac revera nihil fub imaginationem cadir, quod non fit aliquo 
modo extentum. Jam vero quemadmodum dicere licet fanitatem 
foli homini competere, quamvis per analogiam & Medicina, & aer 
temperatus, 8c alia multa dicantur etiam fana; ita illud folum quod 

, eft imaginabile, ut habens partes extra partes, quae fint determinatae 
magnitudinis & figurae, dico efle extenfum, quamvis alia per analogiam 
etiam extenfa dicantur.

2. Ut autem tranfeamus ad fecundam tuam difficultatem; fi exa­
minemus quodnam fit ens extenfum a me defcriptum, inveniemus 
plane idem efle cum fpatio, quod vulgus aliquando plenum, aliquando 
vacuum, aliquando reale, aliquando imaginarium eife putat. In fpatio 
enim, quantumvis imaginario & vacuo, facile omnes imaginantur 
varias partes determinatae magnitudinis & figurae, pofliintque unas in 
locum aliarum imaginatione transferre ; fed nullo modo duas fimul fe mu­
tuo penetrantes in uno & eodem loco concipere, quoniam implicat 
contradictionem ut hoc fiat, & fpatii pars nulla tollatur. Cum au­
tem ego confiderarem tam reales proprietates non nifi in reali corpore 
efle pofle, aufus fum affirmare, nullum dari fpatium ^orfcs va£ 
cuum, atque omne ens extenfum efle verum corpus> nec dubitavi d 
magnis viris, Epicuro, Democrito, Lucretio hac in rcdiflentire; vidi enim 
illos non firmam aliquam rationem effe fecutos, fed falfum praejudi­
cium, quo omnes ab ineunte aetate fuimus imbuti. Quippe quamvis 
fenfus noftri non femper nobis exhibeant corpora externa qualia funt 
omni ex parte, fed tantum quatenus ad nos referuntur, & prodefle 
poifunt aut nocere, ut in Art. 3. partis 2. praemonui ; judicavimus 
tamen omnes, cum eflemus adhuc pueri, nihil aliud in mundo efle 
quam quod a fenfibus exhibebatur, ac proinde nullum efle corpus nifi 
fenfibile, locaque omnia in quibus nihil fentiebamus vacua efle. Quod 
praejudicium cum ab Epicuro, Democrito, Lucretio non fuerit unquam 
rejeCtum, illorum Authoritatem fequi non debeo.

Miror autem virum caetera perfpicaciffimum, cum videat fe negare 
• non pofle quin aliqua in omni fluito fubflantia fit, quoniam in eo omnes 

proprietates extenfionis revera reperiuntur, malle tamen dicere divi­
nam extenfionem implere fpatium in quo nullum eft corpus, quam fa­
teri nullum omnino fpatium fine corpore efle pofle. Etenim, ut jam 
dixi, prxtenfa illa Dei extenfio nullo modo iubje&um efle poteft ve­
rarum proprietatum, quas in omni fpatio diftinftiffimd percipimus. 
Neque emm Deus eft imaginabilis, nec in partes diftinguibilis quae 
fint menfurabiles &· figurata.

Sed facile admittis nullum vacuum naturaliter dari. Solicitus es de 
potentia divina, quam putas tollere pofle id omne quod eft in aliquo 
vafe, fimtilque impedire ne coeant vafis latera. Ego verb ciim fciam 
meum Intelle&um efle finitum, 8c Dei potentiam infinitam, nihil un­
quam de hac determino , led confidero duntaxat quid poflit a me per­
cipi vel non percipi, & caveo diligenter ne judicium ullum meum a 
perceptione diflentiat. Quapropter audafter affirmo, Deum poife id 
omne quod poflibile efle percipio ; non autem e conta audaCler nego, 
illum pofle id quod conceptui meo repugnat, fed dico tantum impli­
care contraditionem. Sic quia video conceptui meo repugnare ut 

omne 
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namely that they believe that nothing exists, or is intelligible, unless it is also imaginable. And 

indeed everything that is the object of the imagination is also extended in some way. But just as one 

may say that health can be attributed to human beings, even though medicine, mild air and many 

other such things are also called healthy by analogy, so I say that only that which is imaginable is 

extended, since it has parts external to each other which are of determinate sizes and shapes, even 

though other things may likewise be called extended by analogy. 

2. Let us pass to the second of your difficulties. If we examine what that extended thing that I am 

describing is, we shall find that is completely identical with space which people sometimes imagine 

to be full and sometimes empty, sometimes real and sometimes imaginary. For in space, however 

imaginary and empty, we can easily imagine all sorts of parts of determinate sizes and shapes, and 

we can in our imagination transfer one to the place of another. However, we cannot in any way 

conceive two to mutually penetrate each other in one and the same place because it implies a 

contradiction that something like this should happen and that a part of space should be removed. 

However, when I considered that such real properties could only exist in a real body, I dared to 

affirm that there was no space completely empty and that every extended being was a real body. Nor 

did I hesitate to dissent from such great men as Epicurus, Democritus and Lucretius, since I realized 

that they had not followed firm reason, but instead those false prejudices which we all acquired at a 

very early age. Indeed, as I have warned in part 2, art. 3, our senses do not always show us external 

bodies exactly as they are, but only insofar as they are related to us and insofar as they are either 

useful or harmful. Notwithstanding this, when we were still young, we all judged that there was 

nothing in the world save only what our senses showed us. Hence, we believed that there was no 

imperceptible body and that all places in which we did not perceive anything were empty. Since 

Epicurus, Democritus and Lucretius never overcame this prejudice, I must not follow their authority. 

I am surprised, though, that you, a man otherwise so sharp-sighted, seeing that you cannot deny that 

there is some substance in all space – since it really possesses all the properties of extension - should 

want to say that the divine extension fills the space in which there is no body, rather than admit that 

there can be absolutely no space without a body. For, as I have said above, God’s alleged extension 

can in no way be the subject of real properties, which we can perceive most distinctly in any space. 

For God is not imaginable or distinguishable into parts of any shape or measure. 

However, you seem quite willing to admit that there cannot naturally be a vacuum. Your concern is 

with God’s power, which you think can remove everything in a vessel while at the same time 

preventing the vessel’s sides from meeting. I, for my part, am well aware that my intellect is finite 

and God’s power infinite. Therefore, I should never pretend to settle this question. The only thing I 

consider is what I can and cannot perceive, and I am cautious that none of my judgments should 

contradict my perception. Hence, I am bold enough to say that God can do everything that I perceive 

to be possible, though not so bold as to claim that he cannot do such things as contradict my way of 

conceiving of them. All I say is that this claim of yours implies a contradiction. I perceive, then, that 

it is contradictory to my way of conceiving that  
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omne corpus ex aliquo vafe tollatur, & in ipfo remaneat extenfio, 
non aliter a me concepta quam prius concipiebatur corpus in eo con­
tentum ; dico implicare contradictionem, ut talis extenfio ibi remaneat poft 
fublatum corpus, ideoque debere vafis latera coire: Quod omnino 
confonum eft meis casteris opinionibus. Dico enim alibi nullum motum 
dari nifi quodammodo circularem ; unde fequitur nonzintelligi diftinfte, 
Deum alquod corpus ex vafe tollere, quin fimul intelligatur, in ejus 
locum aliud corpus, vel ipfa vafis latera motu circulari fuccedere.

3. Eodem modo etiam dico implicare contradictionem, ut aliqua 
dentur atomi, qua concipiantur extenfa ac fimul indivifibiles ·, quia quam­
vis Deus eas tales efficere potuerit ut a nulla creatura dividantur, cer- 
te non poifumus intelligere ipfum fe facultate eas dividendi privare 
potuifle. Nec valet tua comparatio de iis quae faita funt, qubd ne­
queant infecta efle. Neque enim pro nota impotentiae fumimus, qubd 
quis non poflit facere id quoduorrinteHigimus efle poffibile ; fed tan­
tum qubd non poflit aliquid facere ex iis qnae tanquam poffibilia di- 
ftin&e percipimus. At fane percipimus efle poffibile ut atomus divi­
datur, quandoquidem eam extenfam efle fupponimus ; atque ideo fi 
judicemus eam a Deo dividi non pofle, judicabimus Deum aliquid non 
pofle facere, quod tamen poffibile efle percipimus. Non autem eodem 
modo percipimus fieri pofle, ut quod fa&um eft fit infectum, fed e 
contra, percipimus hoc fieri plane non pofle; ac proinde non efle 
ullum potentiae defeftum in Deo, qubd iftud non faciat. Quantum 
autem ad divifibilitatem materiae, non eadem ratio eft : etfi enim non 
poffim numerare omnes partes in quas eft divifibilis, eanimque idcirco 
numerum dicam efle indefinitum; non tamen poflum affirmare illa­
rum divifionem a Deo nunquam abfolvi, quia fcio Deum plura pofle 
facere quam ego cogitatione mea compledi; atque iftam indefinitam 
quarundam partium materiae divifionem revera fieri folere in Artic. 
34. conceffi.

4. Neque verb affectatae modeftiae eft, fed cautelae, meo judicio, 
neceflariae, qubd quaedam dicam efle indefinita potius quam inanita ; 
folus enim Deus quem pofitivb intelligo efle infinitum: de reliquis, 
ut de mundi extenfione, de numero partium in quas materia eft di­
vifibilis, fimilibus, an fint fimpltciter infinita necne, profiteor me nefcire\ 
fcio tantum me in illis nullum finem agnofcere, atque idcirco refpedu 
mei dico efle indefinita.

Et quamvis mens noftra non fit rerum vel veritatis menfura, cer­
te debet efle menfura eorum quae affirmamus aut negamus. Quid 
enim eft abfurdius, quid inconfideratius, quam velle judicium ferre de 
iis ad quorum perceptionem mentem noffram attingere non pofle con­
fitemur ?

Miror autem te non modb id velle facere videri, cum ais, fi tan­
tum quoad nos fit infinita, revera erit finita, extenfio, &c. fed praeterea 
etiam divinam quandam extenfionem imaginari, quae latius pateat 
quam corporum extenfio, atque ita fupponere Deum partes habere extra 
partes, & efle divifibilem omnemque prorfus rei corporea eflentiam illi tri* 
buere.

Νέ
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once every body is removed from a vessel, there should still remain in it an extension which I do not 

conceive differently from the way I previously conceived the body contained in it. Therefore, I say 

that it implies a contradiction that such an extension should remain there after the removal of the 

body. Instead, the vessel’s sides must meet. And this is in complete accordance with all my other 

opinions. Thus, I say elsewhere that there is no other motion than the one that is somehow circular. 

Hence it follows that we cannot have a distinct understanding of how God should remove a body 

from a vessel without assuming at the same time that either another body, or the sides of the vessel, 

should take its place in circular motion. 

3. In the same way, I say, it also implies a contradiction that there should be atoms conceived of as 

extended and indivisible at the same time. For, though God could have made them such that they 

cannot be divided by any creature, we cannot by any means believe that he should have deprived 

himself of the ability to divide them. Nor is it apt to compare this to the fact that that which has been 

done cannot be undone. For we do not believe it to be a mark of impotence if someone cannot do 

that which we do not consider possible, but only if someone cannot do that which we distinctly see 

is possible. However, we see quite clearly that it is possible that an atom may be divided, since we 

assume it to be extended. And if we therefore judge that it cannot be divided by God, we shall judge 

that God cannot do something that we nevertheless see is possible. We do not, by contrast, view it as 

possible in the same way that something that has been done can be undone. On the contrary, we see 

that this is clearly impossible. Therefore it does not in any way reduce God’s power that he does not 

do this. However, as regards the divisibility of matter, the case is different. For even though I cannot 

count all the parts into which it is divisible, saying therefore that their number is indefinite, I do not 

affirm that their division cannot be completed by God because I know that God can do more than I 

can comprehend in my thought. And I admitted in article 34 that an indefinite division of certain 

particles of matter sometimes happens in reality. 

4. Nor, in my view, is it affected modesty, but a necessary precaution that I call some things 

“indefinite” rather than “infinite”, for I understand God alone to be positively infinite. As to other 

things, like the extension of the world, or the number of particles into which it can be divided and 

the like, I admit that I do not know whether they are absolutely infinite or not. The only thing I know 

is that I do not see any end in them and therefore I say that, from my point of view, they are 

indefinite. 

And while “our mind is neither the measure of truth nor reality”, it must certainly be the measure of 

what we affirm and deny. For what could be more absurd or rash than if one were to pass judgement 

on things of which, as we admit, our mind cannot attain a perception? 

However, I am surprised that not only do you seem to assume this when you say that if “extension is 

infinite in relation to us only, it will in reality be finite”, etc., but you also imagine that there is some 

kind of divine extension which goes further than the extension of bodies. And therefore you assume 

that God has parts external to each other and is divisible, attributing to him the whole essence of a 

corporeal thing. 
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Nc verb quis fcrupulus hic fuperfit; Ciim dico extenfionem materia? 
effe indefinitam, fufficere hoc puto ad impediendum nc quis extra 
illam locus fingi queat, in quem meorum vorticum particula? abire 
poflint. 'Obicumque enim locus ille concipiatur, ibi, jam juxra meam o- 
pinionem, aliqua materia eft ; quia dicendo eam efle indefinite exten- 
fam, dico ipfam latius extendi quam omne id quod ab homine con­
cipi poteft.

Sed nihilominus exiftimo maximam effe differentiam inter amplitudinem 
iftius corporea extenfionis, & amplitudinem divinae, non dicam extenfio- 
nis, utpote quae proprie loquendo nulla eft, fed fubftantiae vel effen- 
tiae; ideoque hanc fimpliciter infinitam, illam autem indefinitam ap­
pello.

Caeteriim non admitto quod pro fingulari tua humanitate concedis, 
nempe reliquas meas opiniones poffe conftare, quamvis id quod de 
materiae extenfione fcripfi refutetur: unum enim eft ex pracipuis, meoque 
judicio certiffimis, Phjfica mea fundamentis, profiteorque mihi nullas ra­
tiones fatisfacere in ipfa Phyfica, nifi quae neceflitatem illam, quam 
vocas Logicam five contradiftoriam, involvant; modb tantum ea 
excipias quae per folam experientiam cognofci poffunt, ut quod circa 
hanc terram unicus fit Sol vel unica Luna, & fimilia. Cumque in re­
liquis a meo fenfu non abhorreas, fpero etiam his te facile affenfurum, 
fi modb confideres praejudicium efle qubd multi exiftiment ens ex­
tenfum, in quo nihil eft quod moveat fenfus, non efle veram fubftan- 
tiam corpoream, fed fpatium vacuum duntaxat; quodque nullum fit 
fenfibile, atque nulla fubftantia nifi quae fub imaginationem cadat, ac 
proinde fit extenfa.

5. Sed nulli prajudicio magis omnes afluevimus quam ei, quod nobis 
ab ineunte aetate perfuafit bruta animantia cogitare. Quippe nulla 
ratio nos movit ad hoc credendum, nifi qubd videntes pleraque bru­
torum membra in figura externa & motibus a noftris non multum 
differe, uniciimque in nobis efle credentes iftorum motuum princi­
pium, animam fcilicet, quae eadem moveret corpus & cogitaret, non 
dubitavimus quin aliqua talis anima in illis repe-riretur.

Poftquam autem ego advertiffem diftinguenda efle duo diverfa mo­
tuum noftrorum principia, unum fcilicet plane mechanicum & corpo­
reum, quod a fola fpirituum vi & membrorum conformatione depen­
det, potcftque anima corporea appellari; aliud incorporeum, mentem 
fcilicet, five animam illam quam definis fubftantiam cogitantem ; quae- 
fivi diligentius an ab his duobus principiis orirentur animalium motus, 
an ab uno duntaxat. Cumque clare perfpexenm poffe omnes oriri 
ab eo folo quod corporeum eft & mechanicum, pro certo ac demon- 
ftrato habui, nullo paQo a nobis probari poffe, aliquam efle in bru­
tis animam cogitantem. Nec moror aftutias & fagacitates canum & 
vulpium, nec'quaecunque alia qua propter cibum, venerem, vel me­
tum a brutis fiunt. Profiteor enim me poffe perfacile illa omnia ut d fola 
membrorum confirmatione profecta explicare.

Quamvis autem pro demonftrato habeam, probari non poffe ali­
quam effe in brutis cogitationem ; non ideo puto poffe demonftrari 
nullam effe, quia mens humana illorum corda non pervadit. Sed ex- 
amiaaqdo quidnam fit hac de re maxime probabile nullam video ra­

tionem 
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However, when, to dispel any doubts in this matter, I say that the extension of matter is indefinite, I 

believe this is sufficient to stop anybody from imagining a place beyond it into which the particles of 

my vortices might vanish. For wherever that place is conceived to be, according to my view there is 

already some matter, since in saying that it is extended indefinitely, I say that it extends further than 

anything that can be conceived by man. 

Nevertheless, I believe there is a very great difference between the amplitude of that corporeal 

extension and the amplitude of the divine – I do not say extension, because, properly speaking, there 

is none, but rather – substance or essence. And therefore, I call the latter absolutely infinite, and the 

former indefinite. 

Moreover, I do not admit what you grant me in your extraordinary kindness, namely that my other 

opinions might well stand even if those about the extension of matter were refuted. For it is one of 

the principal and, in my view, most certain foundations of my physics, and I confess that no other 

reasoning could ever satisfy me in physics proper than one involving a so-called logical or 

contradictory necessity (with the sole exception of those things which can be known from 

experience alone, such as the fact that there is only one sun and one moon orbiting this earth and the 

like). And since you do not disagree with my views in other matters, I hope that you will readily 

give your assent to this one as well, provided only that you recognize it to be a prejudice that many 

believe an extended being in which there is nothing affecting our senses to be no real corporeal 

substance, but only empty space, or that there is no insensible body and no substance that is not an 

object of the imagination and therefore extended. 

5. But there is no prejudice that we are all more accustomed to than the one which has persuaded us 

from our early childhood that brute animals think. No other reason moves us to this belief but that, 

seeing that most animal body-parts do not differ much from ours in their external forms and 

motions, and believing that there is in us but one single principle of these motions, namely a soul 

which both moves the body and thinks, we do not doubt that there is such a soul in them as well. 

However, I came to realize that we must distinguish between two different principles of our motions. 

The one is purely mechanical and corporeal and depends solely upon the power of the animal spirits 

and the structure of our body parts. It might be called a corporeal soul. The other is incorporeal, i.e. 

the mind or soul which I have defined as a thinking substance. After that, I enquired more 

thoroughly whether the motions of animals proceeded from these two principles or from one of them 

alone. And when I saw clearly that all of them could proceed from one alone, namely the corporeal 

and mechanical one, I considered it to be certain and proved that we could not demonstrate in any 

way that there was any thinking soul in brutes. Nor do I hesitate over the astute and shrewd 

behaviours of dogs and foxes and all the things which brutes do for food, intercourse or 

apprehensiveness. For I hold that I can very easily explain all of that as arising from the structure of 

their body parts alone. 

However, even though I consider it certain that it cannot be proved that there is any thought in 

brutes, I do not therefore think that it can be proved either that there is none in them, since the 

human mind does not reach into their hearts. But on examining what, then, seems the most probable 

assumption in this connection, I see no other reason 
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rationem pro brutorum cogitatione militare prater hanc unam quod, aim 
habeant oculos, aures, linguam, & reliqua fenfuum organa ficut nos, ve- 
rifimile fit illa fentire. ficut nos ; & quia in.noftro fentiendi modo 
cogitatio includitur, fimilem etiam illis cogitationem efle tribuendam. 
Qua ratio ciim fit maxime obvia, mentes omnium hominum a prima 
atate occupavit. Sunt autem alia, rabones multo plures &■ fortiores, 
fed non omnibus ita obvia;, quae contrarium plane perfuadcnt. Inter 
quas fuum quidem locum obtinet, quod non fit tam probabile omnes ver­
mes, culices, erucas, & reliqua animalia immortali anima praedita efle, 
quam machinarum inftar fe movere»

Primb, quia certum eft in corporibus animalium, ut etiam in no- 
ftris, efle ofla, nervos, mufculos, ianguinem, fpiritus animales, & re­
liqua organa ita difpofita, ut fe folis abfque ulla cogitatione omnes mo­
tus quos in brutis obfervamus ciere pofiint. Qpod patet in convulfi- 
onibus, ciim mente inVita machinamentum corporis vehementius faepe 
ac magis diverfis mQd^ folym fc movet, quam ope voluntatis foleat 
moveri.

Deinde, quia rationi confantaneum videtur, cum ars fit naturae imi­
tatrix, pofslntque homines varia fabricare automata in quibus fine 
ulla cogitatione eft motus, ut Natura etiam fua automata, fed arte 
fa&is longe praeftantiora, nempe bruta omnia, producat, pnefertim Cum 
nullam agnofcamus rationem propter quam, ubi eft talis membrorum 
conformatio qualem in animalibus videmus, cogitatio etiam debeat 
adefle; atque ideo majori admiratione dignum fit, qubd mens aliqua 
reperiatur in unoquoque humano corpore, quam qudd nulla fit in ul­
lis brutis.

Sed rationum omnium quae beftias cogitatione deftitutas efle per- 
fuadent meo judicio praecipua eft, qubd quamvis inter illas unae aliis 
ejufdem fpeciei fint perferiores, non fecbs qu.\m inter homines, ut 
videre licet in equis & canibus, quorum aliqui capteris multb . felicius 
quae docentur addifcunt; & quamvis omnes perfabifo nobislfipetus 
iuos naturales, ut iras, metus, famem, & firnilia, voce Vel Aliis cor­
poris motibus fignificent · nunquam tamen hafrenus fuerit obfetvatum, 
ullum brutum ariimaf eb perfeftionis devenifle ut Ver A loquelA ute­
retur, hoc eft, ut aliquid vel voce vel nutibus indicaret, quod ad fotam 
cogitationem, non autem ad impetum naturalem, poflet referri. 
Haec enim loquela unicum eft cogitationis in corpore latentis fignum 
certum, atque ipsa utuntur omnes nomines, etiam quam maxime fiupi- 
di & mente capti, & lingua vocifque ofganis deftituti, non autem ullum 
brutum; eamque idcirco pro vera inter homines. &. bruta differentia 
fumere licet.

Reliquas rationes cogitationem brutis adimentes brevitatis capsa hic 
omitto. Velim tamen notari me loqui de cogitatione, ηόη ae vita 
vel fenfu : vitam enim nulli animali denego, utpote quam in folo cor­
dis calore confiftere ftatuo ; nec denego etiam fonfum quatenus ab or­
gano corporeo dependet. Sicque haec mea opinio non tam crudelis eft 
erga belluas, quam pia erga homines, Pythagoreorum fuperftitioni 
non additos, quos nempe a crinfilMS fufpicione abfolvit quoties ani­
malia comedunt vel occidunt.

 

71 

 

 

 

to claim thought for brutes but the following: possessing eyes, ears, a tongue and other sense organs, 

such as we do, they are likely to have feelings such as we do and since our mode of feeling also 

includes thinking, thought similar to ours must be attributed to them as well. This argument is 

obvious enough, and hence it has won over the minds of all men from an early age. However, there 

are arguments much more numerous and far stronger, which, though not so obvious to everybody, 

manifestly prove the opposite. One of them is that it is less probable that all worms, gnats and 

caterpillars and other animals should possess an immortal soul than that they move about after the 

fashion of machines. 

Firstly it is certain that there are bones, nerves, muscles, blood, animal spirits and other organs in 

animal bodies, as in ours, which are arranged in such a way that they can, by themselves and without 

the aid of any thought, cause all the motions which we observe in brutes. We can see this in 

convulsions, when often the bodily machine, alone and involuntarily, moves more violently and in 

ways other than it usually does by the aid of the will. 

Secondly, it accords well with reason that, since art imitates nature and man can produce automata 

in which there is motion without any thinking, nature should also be able to produce its own 

automata which are far superior in their workmanship, to wit, animals This is all the more 

reasonable as we do not know any reason why thought must always accompany the sort of 

arrangement of body parts that we see in animals.  

And therefore it is more astonishing that we should find a mind in every human body than that that 

there is none in any brutes. However, the principal argument for animals lacking thought, in my 

view, is the following: Among them, just as among human beings, some are more perfect than other 

members of their species. We can see this in horses or in dogs, some of which are much more 

successful in learning what they are taught than others. Moreover, all of them can very easily make 

known to us their natural impulses such as anger, fear, hunger and the like by voice or other bodily 

motions. Yet, despite that, no brute animal has ever been seen to attain such heights of perfection 

that it can make use of real speech, that is to say, that it can either by its voice or by some gesture 

indicate something that might point to thought alone, rather than a natural impulse. For language is 

the only undeniable sign of thought hidden in a body, and all human beings, even if they are utterly 

dumb and mentally deranged or deprived of their tongues or vocal organs, make use of it, but no 

brute does. And therefore, we may take this as the undeniable difference between men and animals. 

I omit here, for brevity’s sake, other arguments for depriving brutes of thought. However, I should 

like to note that I am speaking about thought, not about life or sense. For I do not deny life to any 

animal, as I consider it to consist in the heat of the heart alone. I do not even deny them sensation 

insofar as it depends upon bodily organs. Therefore, my opinion is not cruel to wild beasts, but 

rather favourable to men, whom, unless they are followers of the superstition of the Pythagoreans, it 

absolves of the suspicion of crime in eating or killing animals. 
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Haec autem omnia fortafle prolixius fcripfi quam acumen ingenii 
tui requirebat; volui enim hoc pado teftari pauciflimorum obje&iones 
mihi ha&enus aeque gratas fuifle ac tuas, humanitatemque & cando­
rem tuum maximi tibi devinxifle

r- j ■ _ ,.. · Omnium vera fapientia iludioforumEgmon4a prope Alchmanam, J i J J
Nonis Februarii 1649. cultorem obfervantiffimum.

Renatum Des-Cartes,

In RESPONSUM ad E pi st. I.

D
ifficult, i. Si ex eo qubd Deus fit ubique,dicat aliquis eum efle quo­
dammodo extennim, per me licet. Atqui nego veram extenfi- 

onem qualis ab on^nfius vulgb. concipitur, &c. Hoc in loco manifefium 
f/£Cartefium talem folummodo ext enfionem de Deo negare qualem omnes 
concipiunt in corpore, hoc efi, corpoream. Met^phjficam vero extenfionem^ 
qualem en.vofiro Enchiridio defqripfimus, nequaquam repudiare. 'Unde cb- 
Jexvare'licet quantuiit Cgrtefiani NuTIibiftae abAuthorefuo Carfefio dege­
neraverint, qui Deum & ubique agnofcit, & aliquo modo extenjum, dum 
illi i contra, nec extpnfum nec ullibi efie contendunt.

Nullas 'fubftantias incorporeas proprie effe extenfas, fed eas intellj- 
go tanquam virtutes aut vires qua id am quae quimvis fe applicent re­
bus extenfis, non idcircb funt extenfie; ut quamvis in ferro candenti 
fit ignis, non ideo ignis ille eft ferrum. At verb per ferrum ignis exten- 
fus efi timen, Q^od mihi fatis eft. Sed ingenue fateor locum hunc efie 
paulo obfcuriorem, ■ nec fat fio quid hic fubinfnqare velit Philofophus ubi 
ait, fed eas intelligo . tanquam virtutes ac vires quafdam, cum Ignis non 
foliim per ferrum extenfus fit, fed illius etiam fit Modificatio. Nollem enim 
id Iub indi car iquod tam aperte profitetur in Pofthumis fu is Operibus, ille 
Cartefii' difcipulus Spinozius, Deum nempe, Angelos, Mentes humanas om- 

' nefque, qua vulgo putantur, fubf antias incorporeas nihil aliud efe ni fi vir­
tutes vir e fise Materia Mundana, quippe unica illius in univerjo fubfiantia.

Difficult. 2. Malle tamen dicere Divinam Extenfionem implere fpa- 
cium in quo nullum eft corpus, c^r. Equidem illud optimo jure dico, 
ubicunque fcilicet imaginarium jpacium efie fingitur, idle revera efie Divi­
nam Amplitudinem, nbfque iri Enchiridio Metaphjfico, evidentia, fi fieri potejl, 
plufquam Mathematica, Immobile quoddam Exteiifum a mobili materia di- 
fiinchimdtmonfiravimus. । .

Et ih ipfo remaneat Extenfio non aliter a me concepta quhm prius 
concipiebatur corpus in eo contentum,"^. At enim faljam hanc efie con- 
ceptionemex eis qua in ditto Erichiumo occur tint clare confiat, ubi demon- 
firatur Extenfum quoddam Immob^f^1 inobili Materia difiinctum & cui 
Attributa competunt Materia Attributis cor/tr^ria. Vide Enchirid. Meta- 
phyf. cap. 6, η, 8.

• Difficult.
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However, I may have talked about this in more detail than the sharpness of your intellect required, 

but I wanted to show you in this way that so far very few people have proposed objections to me that 

I found as agreeable as yours. Your erudition and honesty have won you the most sincere friendship 

of 

that most ardent admirer of all those who seek true wisdom, 

Rene Descartes. 

Egmond near D’Almarch, 5th February 1649 

Scholia on the Answer to the First Letter 

First difficulty: “If someone should say that God, because he is everywhere, is extended in a certain 

way, I do not mind at all. And yet, I do deny ... a real extension, such as is generally conceived by 

everybody”, etc. It is evident in this place that Descartes only denies that extension to God which 

everybody conceives to be in a body, i.e., corporeal extension. He does not by any means deny to 

him the metaphysical extension as described in our Enchiridium. We may observe here how far the 

Cartesian nullibists diverge from Descartes, their founder, who acknowledges that God is 

everywhere and extended in some way, whereas they contend that he is neither extended nor 

anywhere. 

“No incorporeal substances are extended in the proper sense of the word. Instead, I conceive them as 

powers or forces which, while attaching themselves to extended things, are not therefore extended 

themselves - just as fire, while being in white-hot iron, is not therefore iron itself.” And yet the fire 

is extended throughout the iron, which I find sufficient. I must admit openly, though, that I find this 

place a bit obscure, nor is it clear to me what the philosopher wants to insinuate when he says: 

“Instead, I conceive them as powers or forces”, since the fire is not only extended throughout the 

iron, but it is also a modification of it. For I do hope that this is not meant to imply what Descartes’ 

pupil Spinoza states so bluntly in his Posthumous Works, namely that angels, human minds and all 

so-called “incorporeal substances” are nothing other than powers and forces of worldly matter, the 

latter being the only substance in the universe. 

Second difficulty: “Should rather want to say that the divine extension fills the space in which there 

is no body”, etc. However, I am perfectly correct in stating that wherever we picture that there is 

imaginary space, in reality it is the divine amplitude. In the Enchiridium Metaphysicum, we have 

with more than mathematical evidence – if this is possible! – proved that there is an immobile 

extended thing distinct from mobile matter. 

“And there should still remain in it an extension which I do not conceive differently from the way I 

previously conceived the body contained in it”, etc. But, for all that, it is absolutely clear from what 

I have shown in the said Enchiridium that this conception is false. In this work, I demonstrate that 

there is an extended immobile thing distinct from mobile matter which possesses attributes opposite 

to the attributes of matter. See Ench. Met., chs. 6–8 
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Difficult. 4. Solus enim Deus eft, .quem pofitiyc intelligo eife infini­
tum, -&c. Hac de re, modo ferio hic agat Cartefius, optime inter nos conve­
nit. Et certe mihi videor in difio Enchiridio Mundum, quantamlibtt in­
definitus fit, fatis folide demonjlrxffe non poffe effe Inanitum, adeo ut nuda 
Divinitas extra Mundi limites (ut corpus Aaronis extra Stolam facerdota- 
lem, quantum ad caput, manus pedefque) extendatur. Fide Enchirid. Me­
ti phy f. cap. 10. [eft. 8, 9, &c.

Dico ipfam latius extendi quam omne id quod ab homihe concipi 
poteft, &c. Et paulo poft, Amplitudinem Divina Effentia fimpliciter In­
finitam, corpoream autem extentionem Indefinitam appellat, Qpa quidem 
indefinita Mundi corporei Extenfio, fi fic interligatur acfi Imaginxtio humana 
eam exhaurire vel comprehendere non poffit, rationi fatis confentanea ef. 
Ratio vero re&a neceffarib nobis diUabit Divinam Amplitudinem infinito eam 
excedere & circumcingere quafi vel coronare ; unde & Kether apud Cabba- 
lifias dicitur.

Clarifmt Vire, NtHlifHMq·, Pbibfefbe,

RENATO DE S-C ARTES,
HE^t^tCUS MO<PUS aNOLUS.'

OPINIONIS quarti de te concepi, nuperiiaue meis literis apud 
te teftatus fum, quanta quanta fit (Vir ilfuftriflime} me non 

pcenitet, nec unquam, fat Icio, poterit poenitere. Qpin & ' adauget 
plurimum tui apud me exiftifnatiohem, qubd ad ftupendarti illam 
mentis tuae amplitudinem divimimque acumen, fuavitas tanta morum 
acceflcrit & humanitas. Qpam certb ut nunquam fufpedam habui, 
ita, nunc fane eruditiffimas tuas literal habeo pro cbrtiflimo illius ar­
gumento. Caeteriim he tahti favoris te poeniteat, quafi in fervum ca­
put collati, neve vilefcat meum erga te ftudium, atque amor, tan- 
quam ab abje&o jacentique animo profe&us, quo tanderti rnodo re- 
fponfa tua mihi iatisfecennt, palam, uti hominem liberum decet, a- 
perteque profitebor. Quod tamen ηέ nimiuih tibi vel mihi ipfi ne­
gotium faceffat, fufiores orationis texturas miflas faciens, rem totam in 
Inftantias quafdam breves, aut faltein notatiunculas fuper lingulis re- 
fponibrum tuorum particulis, compingarfi.

Ad Rtfponfum circa primam Difficultatem
• Inftantia I.

Definiri ab habitudine ad ftnfus nofiros, &c.

Hic regeri poteft; Ciim radix rerum omnium ac eifentia ih ster­
nas defofla lateat tertebras, rem quamlibet neceflarib definiri ab habi­
tudine aliqua. Qua habitudo proprietas diei poteft in fubftantiis, ciim 
non fit fuoftantia ; quamvis agnofcam libenter proprietates alias aliis 

effe

 

73 

 

 

 

Fourth Difficulty: “For I understand God alone to be positively infinite”, etc. Assuming Descartes is 

serious here, we perfectly agree about this matter. And it certainly seems to me that I have given 

sufficiently sound evidence in said Enchiridium that the world, however indefinite, cannot be 

infinite, so that the pure divinity extends beyond the limits of the world (like Aaron’s body whose 

head, hands and feet extended beyond the priestly garment). See Ench. Met., ch. 10. sect. 8–9, etc. 

“I say that it extends further than everything that can be conceived by man”, etc. And a little latter he 

calls the amplitude of the divine essence “absolutely infinite”, the corporeal extension “indefinite”. 

If that indefinite extension of the corporeal world is to be understood in the sense that the human 

imagination cannot exhaust or comprehend it, it accords well with reason. However, right reason 

dictates to us by necessity that the divine amplitude exceeds it to an infinite degree, lying around it 

like a crown, as it were. This is why it is called Kether among the Cabbalists. 

Henry More, an Englishman, to that most distinguished gentleman and most 

noble philosopher Rene Descartes 

I do not feel ashamed of the high opinion which I have formed of you and which I have expressed in 

my letter to you, most noble Sir, and I know that I shall never feel ashamed of it. Indeed, it adds 

considerably to the admiration I feel for you that the extraordinary breadth and divine sharpness of 

your intellect is accompanied by so warm and affable a character. Whilst I never cherished any 

doubt about it, your most learned letter has now furnished me with the most certain proof. Moreover, 

lest you regret that you have bestowed such a great favour upon what may otherwise appear to be a 

servile head, and lest my fervent love for you may seem vile as though proceeding from a base and 

abject mind, I shall, as befits a free man, declare openly and publicly in what ways your answers 

have satisfied me. However, in order that this should not cause either you or me too much work, I 

shall forgo all longwinded rhetorical expressions. Instead, I shall lay down the whole of the matter in 

some brief instantiae or at least notes on certain details of your answers. 

Concerning the Answer to the First Difficulty 

Instance I 

“It is defined in reference to its relationship to our senses”, etc. 

Here one may reply the following: since the root and essence of all things lies hidden deep in eternal 

darkness, everything must of necessity be defined in reference to some relationship to other things. 

This relationship can be called ‘property’ in substances, since it is not a substance itself, although I 

admit freely that “some properties are earlier than others”.  
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Efiftdbfyilnda Η; 'Mori ad RVCartefium.

effe friores \ hoc:kutem tantrim me voimfle, Satius nimirum efle per 
idisquatam quamlibet proprietatem*  quam per formam, quam vd- 
cant, definito latiorem, rem defihivifle. Porrb, ciim ipfe corpus de­
finis rem extenfam, ipfam illam extenfionem infuper adhoto confiftere 
in habitudine quadam partium ad fe invicem, quatenus aliae extra 
alias prbdu&ae furit. Quam habitudinem non efle rem abfolutam ma- 
nifeftum eft. . . .

• ■ ' Effian^um, ut'in homing ffifibilitas^ proprium quarto modo.
Qubd ϊί ratio etiam aliis qOrijpeteret anifnalibus, re&iiis definiretur 

hoiTK) ihiWal rifibilequam rationale. Nondum autem k'quopiam de- 
monjlfalum efi langibiitlaYem aut impenetrabilitatem proprias effe jubflantia 
ejiteiffi torporis efle meritb quivis agnoverit!
iquiderri, fcoflum φρό conci pire fubftantiam extenfam quae nullam 
uTro' mpdo habeat taqgibilitatCm νέΐ impenetrabilitatem. Igitur tangi- 
bllita^efimperieif^bli^ non immediatb fubftantiam extenfam con- 
fequltur, quatenus cxretlfa eft.

VI.
Atqui nego veram extenfionem, &C.

Per veram extenfionem intelligis quam tangibilitas & impenetrabili- 
tas comitatur. Hanc ipfe etiam nego in Deo, nudifve vel mente vel 
Angelo repiriri. Interea tamen affero aliam effe extenfionem aque veram, 
quamvis non aeque vulgarem Scholiique tritam, quae in Angelis men­
teque thumana ut terminos, ita/Sr figuram habet, fed pro imperio Ao- 
geli. maitifque variabilem; Menteique five animas noftras attjuc An-: 
gelos,:eddem prorfus manente fubftantia,·' contrahere fe pofle, St cer­
tos densO ad limites fe. expandere.

■' τ' , lL
‘" 'Quamvis nulli homines exifiant.

Si omnes mortal^ conniverent, Sol tartlen non exueret fuam viden­
di acritudinem, quamprirniim oculos aperuerint denub ; ut neque fe- 
toris/lecandi, quamprimum ligna aut lapides oblati fuerint.

•λ · Ά' ’ ■ — . - . . ;

· 'ν.Λ A .. - jjj *

Nervorum noflrorum particulis multo minores. *
Deum tamen artificem adaptare pofle credo nervos fatis exiguos 

exiguis Jftis materii£_particulis,.ac proinde fenfibilitatemmateris hoc 
modo comminuta: integram manere. Porrb, hae particulae h, motu 

> cellare poflunt, atque coalefcere, noftrifque hoc modo nervis fenfibi- 
les den^svadferQ/iquod de fu^ftantia incorporea milio modo verum 
eft. *

? q <’ r . / IV· t ·
' J " Quamvis non fit ad ienfum molle,
Certum eft ad nervos nottfos- fcnforios, durum fore vel molle, crc. 

aut falteriVad iftiufmOdi nervos; Quales, fi ^fellet, Deus fabricare pote­
rit, ut. modo monuimus j atque hoc fatis eft, quamvis Deps nunquam 
famcittifas\fi<^ ~Ut reVera partes terra verfus ceii-
trifoii%n't fek quamvis nunquam extrahendae fiht in Sofis
tranip^iuh, nec eo defceniurus fit quifquam cum lychno vel lampade.

VII.
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The only thing I wanted to point out was that it is obviously better to define something by some 

adequate property than by a so-called form that is broader than the thing defined. Furthermore, when 

you yourself define body as an extended substance, I must also note that this extension itself consists 

in some mutual relationship among its parts, insofar as they are created external to each other. 

However, it is obvious that this relationship is not something absolute. 

II 

“Even if no human being existed.” 

Even if all mortals were to close their eyes at once, the sun would not lose its capacity for being seen 

once they reopened them, just as an axe would not have lost its capacity for cutting once it was 

applied to pieces of wood or stone again. 

III 

“Parts which are much smaller than the particles of our nerves.” 

God, in my view, is a good enough craftsman to adapt even these minute nerves to the particles of 

matter, thereby leaving intact the perceptibility of the matter which is reduced in size in this way. 

Likewise, these particles might cease to move and coalesce, but again turn out to be perceptible to 

our nerves in the same way. However, this is in no way true of an incorporeal substance. 

IV 

“Without being soft ... to our senses”, etc. 

It is certain that it may well be hard or soft or the like to our sensory nerves or at least to such nerves 

as God, had he wanted to, might have created, as we have remarked above. And this suffices, even 

though God might never create nerves of this kind. It is like those parts of the earth situated close to 

its centre. They may well be visible by themselves, even though they may never emerge into 

sunlight and even though no-one will ever descend there with a lamp or a torch. 

V 

“Like risibility in man, it is only ‘a property in the fourth degree’.” 

If reason belonged to other animals as well, it would be better to define man as a risible than as a 

rational animal. However, no-one has proved yet that tangibility or impenetrability is an immediate 

property of an extended substance, even though everyone rightly acknowledges it to be an 

immediate property of a body. I, for one, can clearly conceive an extended substance which has no 

tangibility or impenetrability at all. Therefore, tangibility or impenetrability does not belong to an 

extended substance as such, insofar as it is extended. 

VI 

“And yet, I do deny ... a real extension”, etc. 

By real extension you understand that which accompanies tangibility and impenetrability. I agree 

with you that such an extension is not to be found either in God or in immaterial minds and angels. 

Notwithstanding, I hold that there is another equally real extension, which is not so well-known, let 

alone common knowledge in the schools. It possesses both different limits and shapes in angels and 

human minds, which the latter can change at will. While remaining one and the same substance, they 

can contract or re-expand within certain bounds. 

  

300

301



Epiftola Secunda H. Mori ad R. Carteflum. 75
vn.

.Nihil effe intelligibile, nifi fit etiam imaginabile, &C.

Equidem aliquantb fum pronior in illam Ariftotelis fententiam, 
ίη φάντασμά·™» i* ip Sed hic quifque mentis fuse vires
experiatur.

Ad Reiponfum circa fecundam Difficultatem, 

Inflantia L w
Vnas in locum aliarum 'imaginatione transferre.

Mea quidem imaginatio non poteft, nec concipere fi transferantur, 
quin una vacui fpatii partes abforbeant alteras, pemtiilque coincidant & 
penetrent fe invicem.

Nec dubitavi a magnis viris, Epicuro, Democrito, &c.
Nullus dubito quin optimo jure diflentias, ciim non foliim iftls, fed 

univerfis NatUrae interpretibus longe major fis (mea fententiaj longe- 
que auguftior. ( m.

Quin 'aliqua in omni ff atio fubfiantia fit, &C.

Id fane concefli pacis ergo. Sed clare mihi non conflit Nam fi 
Deus hanc mundi univerfitatem annihilaret, & multb poft aliam cre­
aret de nihilo, Intermundium illiid, feu abfentia mundi, fuam haberet 
durationem quam tot dies, anni, vel fecula menfuraflent. Non exig­
entis igitur eft duratio, quae extenfio quaedam eft. Ac proinde Amplir 
tudo Nihili, ptita Vachi, per ulnas vel orgyas menfurari poteft, ut 
Non-exiftentis in fua non exiftentia duratio per horas, dies menfefque 
menfuratur. Sed concedo, quamvis nondum vi coa&us, in omni ipa- 
tio aliquam' fubftantiam inefle; neque tamen fequi eam efle corpo­
ream, cum extenfio five praefentia aivina poflit efle fubje&um men- 
furabilitatis, v. g. Praefentiam five extenfionem divinam occupare affe­
ro unam alteramque orgyam in hoc vel illo vacuo ; nec tamen omni­
no fequi Deum efle corporeum, ut patet ex fupra di&is, Iriftantia 5. 
Sed fuper hac re eft agendum alibi.

IV.
Dico implicare 'contradictionem, ut talis extenfio, &c.

Sed hic libenter quaererem, numquid necefle fit ut aut talis extenfio 
fit qualem in corpore concipis, aut nulla. Deinde, ciim & alias res 
praeter corpora extendi fuo modo concefleris, annon analogica illa ex­
tenfio quam vocas, vices obeat extenfionis corporeae, atque ita illam 
vim contradi&oriam retundat. Praefertim cuni analogica haec exten­
fio ad proprie di&am tam prope accedat, ut fit meniurabilis, certofi 
quo pedum ulnarumve numeros occupet.

- 7. ' v.

Nullum motum, dari, nifi‘quodammodo circularem.
Hoc neceflarib confequi concedo, neceflkate puta Phyfici, fuppo- 

nendo duntaxat omnia corporibus plena, nullamque extenfionem aliam 
integram mundi extenfionem excedere : qua in parte ego fatis fum

F f fe- 
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VII 

“Nothing ... is intelligible unless it is also imaginable” 

I, for my part, am more inclined to the view of Aristotle ὅτι ἄνευ τῶν φαντασμάτων οὐκ ἔστι 

νοῆσαι. But let everybody try the powers of his own mind here. 

Concerning the Answer to the Second Difficulty 

Instance I 

“In our imagination, we may transfer one to the place of another.” 

My imagination surely cannot, nor can it conceive how, in the case of any transfer, some parts of 

empty space could absorb other parts, so they would completely coincide with and penetrate each 

other. 

II 

“Nor did I hesitate to dissent from such great men as Epicurus, Democritus”, etc. 

I do not doubt at all that you have every right to dissent, since you are, in my view, far superior and 

far more sublime than these and all other interpreters of nature. 

III 

“That there is some substance in all space”, etc. 

I do fully admit this for the sake of peace and quiet, although it is not yet entirely clear to me. For if 

God were to annihilate the whole of this world, creating another one from nothing long after this 

one, that world in between, or absence of a world, would have its own duration measured in days, 

years or centuries. There is, hence, a duration of something non-existing which in turn is a kind of 

extension. And therefore, the amplitude of nothing, that is to say, of a vacuum, can be measured in 

spans and fathoms, just as the duration of something non-existing can in its non-existence be 

measured in hours, days and months. However, though not yet convinced by the strength of your 

argument, I do grant to you that there is some substance in the whole of space. However, it does not 

yet follow that this substance must be corporeal, since for instance the divine extension or presence 

might also be the subject of measurability; the divine presence or extension, I hold, occupies one 

fathom or another in a given vacuum. And yet again, as is clear from what we have said in reference 

to instance 5, it does not at all follow from this that God is corporeal. However, we must deal with 

this matter elsewhere. 

IV 

“I say that it implies a contradiction that such an extension”, etc. 

Here, however, I should like to ask: is it really necessary that it must be either an extension such as 

we conceive in bodies or none at all? And since you have conceded that things other than bodies are 

also extended in their own way, could not that extension which you call analogical take the place of 

the corporeal extension, thereby solving the contradiction? After all, this analogical extension comes 

so close to extension in the proper sense that it is measurable, and occupies a certain number of feet 

or spans. 

V 

“There is no other motion than the one that is circular in a way.” 

I admit that this follows necessarily, i.e. by physical necessity, at least once we assume that all 

things are filled with bodies and that there is no other extension exceeding the whole of the world’s 

extension. While I am quite certain about that part,  
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fecurus ; fed inexpugnabilem hanc contradi ftionis vim fateor me non­
dum fatis deprehendiife. _

Ad Rcfponfum circa tertiam Difficultatem.

Qua concipiantur extenfd ac fimul iridivifibilet.
Ciim mentem tuam fic explicueris, nulla inter nos eft controverfia.

Ad Rcfponfum circa quartam Difficultatem.

Inftantia I.
An fint ^mplicitef infinita necne, profiteor me nefcire.

Haud tamen latere te poteft, quin fint vel fimpliciter infinita, vel 
revera finita, quamvis utrum horum fint tam facili ftatuere non pof- 
{is. Qubd autem vbrtices tui non difrumpantur & fatifcant, non ob- 
ctirum videatur indicium mundum revera efle infinitum. Ipfe ta- 

nieh interea liberi profiteor, qiiamvls auda&er poftim aifentire huic 
axiomati, Mundus finitus efi, aut non finitus, vel, quod idem hic eft, 
infinitus, me tamen non poife pleni animo complecti rei cujufvis infi- 
nitudinem; fed illud imaginationi mea: hic accidere, quod Julius Sca- 
li^fir alicubi fcribit de dilatatione & contradione Angelorum, non poife 
raHcfet fe in ihfihitbitt extendere, hec in puniti coanguftare. 
Qui autem Deum pofitivc infinitum acnojcit ^i. e. ubique exi (lentem} 
qp6d tb metito fecis, nioh video, fi liberae rationi permittatur, qubd 
n^fitet, quin continub tetiam admittat nullibi otiofum, fed eodem ju­
te, eidemqUe facilitate qUd hanc noftram, ubi nos degimus, vel 
quoUiqUe oculi, animiif^ue nofter pervadit, materiam ubique produx- 
ife Sed filfitiS a ft uriis feram quam inftitui; hunc impetum fuppri- 
ihb; ne tibi fim moleftlor.

Cum dis, fi tantuli quoad nos fit infinita, revera erit finita.
Aio, adddque infuper confeqUentiamefle manifeftiflimam, quoniam 

particula (tantum) planb ‘excludit Omnem infinitatem , a re quae tan- 
ttim quoad nos dicitur infinita, ac proinde revera erit finita extenfio ; 
Mentem autem meam hic attingere ea de quibus pronuncio, cum 
planiffime mihi conftet, mundum aut finitum eife aut infinitum, ut 
paulo ante infinuavi.

Ιϊί.
Atque ita fuppohere Deum habere partes extra partes, & ejje divifibilem, 

orfinemque prorfus rei corporea ejjehtiam illi tribuere.
Nullam tribuo. Nego enim extenfionem corpori competere qua­

tenus corpus eft, led qUatenus ens, aUt faltem fubftantia eft. Prae- 
terea ciim DfeUs, quantum mens humana Deum capit, fit totus ubique, 
integraque fua eflentia omnibus locis five fpatiis fpationimque fun­
dis adfit, non fequitur qqbd partes haberet extra partes, aut, quod 
confequens eft, qubd fit divifibilis, quamvis a rite confertimque loca 
omnia occupet, nullis relidis intervallis. Unde praefentiam, ieu am­
plitudinem, ut ipfe vocas, divinam, menfurabilem agnofcam, Deum 
autem ipfum divifibileih nullo modo.

Qubd
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I must confess that I fail to see that there is any sharp contradiction. 

Concerning the Answer to the Third Difficulty 

“Which are conceived as extended and indivisible at the same time.” 

If you explain your view in this way, there is no longer any controversy between us. 

Concerning the Answer to the Fourth Difficulty 

Instance I 

“I admit that I am ignorant whether they are absolutely infinite or not.” 

And yet, it cannot be unknown to you that they are either absolutely infinite or in reality finite, even 

though it is far more difficult to decide whether they are the one or the other. However, the fact that 

your vortices are neither disrupted nor weakened seems to me to be quite a clear sign that the world 

is in reality infinite. Nevertheless, for all that, I do not mind admitting to you that while I do not 

hesitate to assent to the axiom that the world is either finite or not finite or, which is the same thing, 

infinite, I cannot bring myself to accept without qualms the infinity of any single thing whatsoever. 

Rather, Julius Scaliger’s remarks about the dilation and contraction of angels come to my mind in 

this context, namely that they can neither extend themselves into infinity nor contract themselves 

into the οὐδενότης of a single point. However, once we grant that God is positively infinite (i.e. 

exists everywhere), as you rightly do, I cannot, if this be permitted to my free reasoning, understand 

why we should hesitate to admit at once that he has not been idle anywhere, but instead has created 

matter everywhere with the same power and ease with which he has created the matter here where 

we live, that is to say, wherever our eyes and mind reach. 

II 

“When you say that if ‘extension is infinite in relation to us only, it will in reality be 

finite’,” etc. 

I agree and should like to add that this is a most obvious consequence, since the particle “only” 

clearly rules out all infinity in a thing which is only called “infinite” in reference to us, and must 

therefore in reality be a finite extension. However, my mind perceives perfectly what I have pointed 

out here, since it is most obvious to me that the world, as I have said a little earlier, is either finite or 

infinite. 

III 

“And therefore you assume that God has parts external to each other and is divisible, 

attributing to him the whole essence of a corporeal thing.” 

I do not attribute to him any such essence. For I deny that extension belongs to a body, insofar as it 

is a body, but rather insofar as it is a being or at least a substance. Besides, God, insofar as the 

human mind comprehends God, is everywhere in his entirety. He is present in all places and all 

spaces as well as in each point of space in his whole essence. However, it does not follow that he has 

parts external to each other or that, by implication, he is divisible, even though he occupies all places 

very closely and tightly without leaving any gaps in between. Hence, I acknowledge the divine 

presence or amplitude, as you call it, to be measurable, but I deny that he is divisible in any way. 
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Qubd autem Deus fingula mundi punfta occupet, fatentur ad u- 
num omnes tam Idiotae qukm Philofophi, ipfeque clare 8c diftinftc 
animo percipio & compleftor. jam verb eodem modo fe habeat ef- 
fentia divina intra atque extra mundum, ita ut fi fingamus mundum 
claudi coelo ftellato vifibili, centrum divinae effentiae, totalifque ejus 
praefentia, eodem modo repeteretur extra coelum ftellatum, quo in­
tra clare concipimus repeti atque reiterari. Hanc autem repetitio­
nem centri divini, quae mundum occupat, ulterius produCam, infi­
nita par eft extra coeldm vifibile fpatia fecum expandere; quam nifi 
comitetur materia tua indefinita, aCum erit de tuis vorticibus. At­
que ut haec molliora Videantur, experiamur alienfus noftros in fuc- 
celfiva Dei duratione.

Deus eft ^ternus, h. e. vita divina omnes feculorum evolutiones 
renimque rationes, praeteritarum, futurarum & praefentium, fimul 
comprehendit. Haec tamen vita aeterna fingulis etiam temporis infidet 
quali atque inequitat momentis; itA ut reftb verique dicamus Deum 
per tot dies, menfes, horafve fua aeternitate fretum. Exempli causa, 
fi fupponamus mundum ante centum annos conditum, annon integra 
illa omniaque complectens Dei aeternitas per horas, dies, menfes & 
annos, (puta centum) fuccederites ad hunc ulque diem duravit ? At 
verb nihilo aliter eft Deus a mundo condito ac fuit ante mundum 

, conditum.
Manifeftum igitur eft, praeter aeternitatem infinitam, in Deum etiam 

cadere durationis fucceffionem. Quod fi admittimus, cur non exten­
tionem etiam infinita fpatia adimplentem pariter ac infinitam dura­
tionis fuccelfionem illi tribuamus ?

Imb verb quoties altius St anquifitius iftis de rebus mecum cogito, 
ea fem in fententia, qubd utraque extenfio, tam fpatii quam tempo­
ris, Non-entibus juxta atque Entibus competere poflit; fulpicorque 
aeque ex praejudicio fieri polle, cum omnia ea quae fenfu rhanibdfque 
tiiurpamus, utpote cralfa 8c corporea, femper tint extenfa, qubd e 
contra omnia extenfa protinus concludimus corporea, quam qubd 
ullum fenilis praejudicium facit iit putemus aliqua quae non funt cor-> 
porea extendi.

Qubd autem extenfio cadat in non-ens, exeo conjefturam capimus 
qubd extendi nihil aliud innuit nifi partes extare extra partes. Pars 
autem & totam, JubjeSium 8c adjunctum, cauja & efferam, adverfa 8c 
relata, contradicentia 8c privantia, & id genus univerfa, notiones Logi­
cae funt, eafqu^ tam non entibus quam entibus applicamus: Unde non 
iequitur, qubd quicquid concipimus partes habere extra partes, ens 
fit reale concipiendum.

Sed quoties hic collucantur mentes humanae cum propriis umbris, 
aut, lafcivientium catulorum inftar, propriis ludunt cum caudis ? Nam 
iftiufmodi profedb pugnae atque lufus fibi inftituuntur a mente noftra, 
dum rationes modofque Logicos, juxta quos res externas confiderat, 
non advertit fuos duntaxat effe cogitandi modos, fed putans eos elfe 
aliquid in rebus ipfis a fe diftindum, fuam captando quafi caudam, 
ad laflitudinem ufque luditur mifereque illaqueatur. Sed plura quam 
vellem imprudens hic effutii: Ad reliqua propero.

Ff 2 IV.
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However, absolutely everybody – fools as well as philosophers – agree, and I too perceive and 

assent in my mind to the truth that God occupies every single point of the world. Now the divine 

essence is the same both inside and outside the world. Thus, if we envisage the visible starry sky as 

the boundary of the world, the centre of the divine essence and its total presence replicates itself 

outside the world in the same way as we clearly conceive it to replicate and reiterate itself inside it. 

However, it is appropriate that this reproduction of the divine centre which occupies the world 

continues beyond it, expanding with itself the infinite spaces outside the visible heavens. And if it is 

not accompanied by your indefinite matter, your vortices will be lost. In order to make this more 

acceptable, let us test our conclusions with regard to God’s successive duration. 

God is eternal, i.e. the divine life comprehends at once all ages as they pass and all the things past, 

future and present as they unfold. Still, this eternal life is present to every single point of time and, 

as it were, astride every single moment, so that we can rightly and truly say that God rests in his 

eternity for so many days, months or hours. If, for instance, we assume that the world was created 

100 years ago, has not the one whole and all-embracing eternity of God then lasted for so many 

hours, days, months and years up to this very day, i.e. 100 years? And yet, God’s existence after the 

world’s creation does not differ from that before the world’s creation. 

Hence, it is obvious that God not only possesses infinite eternity, but also a temporal succession of 

infinite duration. If we admit this, why should we not likewise attribute to him an extension that also 

fills infinite spaces as well as a temporal succession of infinite duration? 

Indeed, when (as I do often) I think about these things more deeply and more diligently by myself, I 

take the view that we may attribute both extensions, that of space and that of time, to non-beings and 

beings alike. And I suspect that both views might have equally well arisen from prejudice. Since all 

things we perceive by sense and touch are solid and corporeal and, therefore, always extended, 

conversely we jump to the conclusion that all corporeal things must be extended; and similarly some 

prejudice originating in the senses could in principle lead us to believe that incorporeal things are 

likewise extended. 

However, what has led me to assume that non-being also possesses extension is the fact that being 

“extended” means only that there exist parts external to each other. However, “part” and “whole”, 

“subject” and “predicate”, “cause and effect”, “contraries” and “relatives”, “contradictories” and 

“privatives” and other such universals are logical notions which we apply to non-beings as well as 

beings. From this it does not follow that whatever we conceive as having parts external to each other 

must be conceived as a real being. 

But how often does the human mind here struggle with its own shadow, or rather, like a foolish dog, 

plays with its own tail? For it is our own mind that makes us engage in such playful struggle, while 

it reflects upon those logical notions and modes according to which it considers external things, not 

merely as its own modes of thought, but as though they were something in the things themselves 

distinct from it [i.e. the mind itself]. Reaching for them as for its tail, it is teased to exhaustion and 

ensnared in deep misery. But I have imprudently babbled more than I had originally intended to. I 

therefore hasten to move on. 
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IV.
'ubicumque enim locas ille concipiatur, ibi aliqua materia eft.

Nas tu hic cautus homo es, & eleganter modeftus; admittis tamen 
tandem mundum effe infinitum, fi Ariftoteles infinitum rede definivit, 
Phy f./. 3. « id T* ϊζ» Wv, cujus aliquid femper eft extra. Nihil tuhc eft 
ulterius qubd diflideamus.

Sed nihilominus exiftimo maximam effe differentiam inter amplitudinem 
iftius corporea extenfonis, 8cc.

Et ipfe pariter exiftimo immane quantum differre divinam amplitu­
dinem & corpoream. Primo, qubd illa fub fenfum cadere non poflit, 
haec poflit fub fenfum cadere. Deinde, qubd illa fit increata & inde- 
pendens, haec dependens 8r creata. Illa porro penetrabilis, per omnia 
fpervadens, haec craffa & impenetrabilis. Denique, qubd illa ex tota­
ls & integrae effentiae repetitione ubiquitaria, haC ab externa, fed 

immediata, partium applicatione & juxtapofitione orta fit; ita ut ne­
mo, nifi plumbeus planb fit atque infigniter hebes, fufpicari poflit.

Impia nos rationis inire elementa, viamque 
Indogredi fceleris, (ut & iHe loquitur.)

Praefertim cum ex Theologis fint, iifque alias fortaffe fat fcruptilofis, 
.qui tamen agnofcunt Deum, fi voluiffet, potuiffe mundum ab aeterno 
creare. Et tamen aeque abfurdum videtur infinitam durationem, ac 
magnitudinem infinitam mundo tribuere.

VI.
'unum enim eft ex pracipuis, meoque judicio ceriiffmis, Phffcn 

mea fundamentis.
Qubd fit materia indefinito faltem extenfa, nullumque vacuum, 

fundamentum effe Phyficx tuae apprime neceffarium fat intelligo, 8c 
certo nullus dubito quin verum fit ; fed an veram demonftrandi rati­
onem infequutus fis, id equidem ambigo: Cum principium illius de- 
monftrationis fit, omne extenfum effe reale ac corporeum ; quod mihi fa­
teor nondum conftare, ob rationes & me fupra datas. Imb veto, ut 
ingenue fatear quod mihi jam in mentem venit, fi neque nudum fpa- 
tium, prout poftulat tua demonftratio, nec Deus omnino extenditur, 
ne indefinita quidem materia opus eft tuas Philofophiae, certus fnitufque 
ftadiorum numerus fuffecerit. Mundi enim hujus finiti latera non ha­
bebunt qub recedant, nec dehifcere poterunt medii vortices, ne inter­
medium fpatium extendatur, novafque non-ens induat dimenfiones. 
Sed tamen naturalis impetus alib me praecipitat, in hanc utique fidem, 
fueeunditatem nempe divinam, cura nullibi fit otiofa, ubique locorum 
materiam produxiffe, nullis vel auguftiffimis praetermiflis intervallis. 

Quae tam facile cum admitto, Philofophia tua apud me non corruet 
ob defeftum di€hi fundamenti. Planeque video Phyfices tuas verita­
tem non tam aperte &■ oftenfive fe exerere in hoc vel illo articulo, 
quam ex univetfo omnium filo &· textura elucefcere, ut ipfe re&ifli- 
mc mones Port. 4. Artic. 225. Qubd fi quis integram tuae Philofophiae 
faciem iimul contuetur, tam concinna eft, fibique juxta ac rerum phae­

nomenis 
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IV 

“For wherever that place is conceived to be, there is already some matter according to my 

view.” 

Truly, you show yourself to be a cautious and superbly humble person in this question. And yet you, 

too, admit that the world is infinite, provided Aristotle’s definition of the infinite in Phys. III is 

correct: οὗ ἀεί τι ἔξω ἐστίν. “There is always something beyond.” There is, then, nothing more on 

which we disagree. 

V 

“Nevertheless, I believe there is a crucial difference between the amplitude of that 

corporeal extension”, etc. 

I, too, am equally convinced that there is a major difference between the divine and corporeal 

amplitudes. Firstly, the former is not an object of sense, whereas the latter is. Secondly, the former is 

uncreated and independent, the former dependent and created. The former, moreover, is penetrable 

and pervades all things, while the latter is solid and impenetrable. Finally, the former proceeds from 

the ubiquitous reiteration of its complete and total essence, the latter from the external position of its 

parts lying immediately adjacent to each other, so that nobody, if he is not completely dumb and 

utterly stupid, could suspect that 

We are entering on impious elements of reason, 

and embarking on a course of crime, as the poet puts it. 

There are, after all, theologians, and ones for that matter who are perhaps sufficiently cautious in 

other fields, who, for all that, acknowledge that God, had he wanted to, could have created the world 

from all eternity. And yet, it seems equally absurd to attribute to the world either an infinite duration 

or an infinite size. 

VI 

“For it is one of the principal and, in my view, most certain foundations of my physics.” 

I well understand that it is the absolutely necessary foundation of your physics that matter is 

extended at least indefinitely and that there is no vacuum. Nor do I doubt at all that it is true. 

However, I do question whether you have pursued a true way of demonstrating it, since your 

demonstration rests upon the principle that “everything extended is real and corporeal”. For the 

reasons given above, this is not yet clear to me. Indeed, I must confess to you quite frankly that the 

following thought has already crossed my mind: if neither bare space, as is required by our 

demonstration, nor God is extended it all, your philosophy does not even require an indefinite matter 

either. Instead, a certain finite number of stades would suffice. For neither will the sides of this finite 

world have any place to vanish into, nor will the vortices in the middle divide. Consequently, the 

space in between will not extend, nor will non-being take on new dimensions. And yet, a natural 

inclination drives me elsewhere and to another faith, namely that the divine fecundity is not idle 

anywhere, and it has produced matter in all places without leaving even the minutest of gaps. 

Even though I readily admit this, your philosophy will not break apart for me because of the defect 

in the said foundation. And I see clearly that the truth of your physics does not manifest itself so 

clearly and openly in this or that article, but rather shines forth from the well-woven overall texture 

of all of them, as you yourself point out most appositely in Part 4, art. 225. If one contemplates the 

whole face of your philosophy at once, it is so consistent and so consonant with itself as well as with 

the phenomena of nature   
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nomenis confona, ut meritb imaginetur, fe Naturam ipiam opificem 
vidiffe ab hoc polito fpeculo enitentem.

Ad Reiponfum circa Difficultatem ultimam. 1

Initantia I. ■ :
Sed nulli prajudicio magts omnes affuerimus, 8cc. *

Quod mihi de me ipfo conflat plus quam fatis, ab hujufce enim 
praejudicii laqueis fentio me expediri non poffe ullo modo.

, : II-
Profiteor enim me poffe perfacili illa omnia ut a fola membrorum 

conformatione profella explicare.
Laeta fime & jucunda Provincia! Hoc β prafiiteris, credo quan­

tum ingenium humanum poterit te hac in re praeftiturum in quinta 
fextAve parte Phyfices tuae ; quas, ut audio fere a te perfectas jam efle 
& abfolutas, Ita avidb eXpecto effliQimque rogo, ut quamprimum 
poflit fieri lucem videant,'Vel potius ut nos in ipfis ulteriorem naturae 
lucem videamus: fed ad rem redeo> Hoc, inquam, fipraftiteris, ag- 
nofco te demonftrafle in brutis animantibus inefle animam, neminem 
demonftrare pofle: Sed interea loci, quod & ipfe fubmones, qubd non 
fit anima in brutis, te nec dum demonftraffe, nec demonftrare pofle 
ullo modo.

m.
Prater hanc unam, quod cum habeant oculos, aures, &C.

.Maximum, meo judicio, argumentum eft, qubd tam fubtiliter fibi 
praecaveant profpiciant ’, ut narratiunculis veris pariter ac mirandis, 
fi otium effet, demonftrare poffem. Sed credo te in confimiles hifto- 
rias incidifle, meae auteim in nullis extant libris.

IV.
Quod non fit tam probabile omnes rerum, culices, erucas, Scc.

Nifi fort0 imaginemur iftiufmodi animas, Mundi Vita, quem apellat 
Picinus, arenam quafi efle ac pulverem, & infinita fere ex ifto pena­
rio animarum agmina fatali quodam impetu in preparatam mate­
riam femper prolabi. Sed concedo haec citius dici pofle quam de- 
monftrari.

V.
"Ut aliquid roce vel nutibus indicaret, &C.

Annon canes annuunt caudis, ut nos capitibus ? annon brevibus la­
tratibus cibum fiepius ad meniam mendicant? Imb verb aliquando 
Domini cubitum pede, qua poffunt cum reverentia, tangentes, quafi 
fui oblitum, blando hoc eum figno commonefaciunt.

VI.
Quam maxime ftupidi ac mente capiti, &C. non autem ullum 

brutum, &c.
Nec infantes ulli per aliquam-multa faltem menfium fpatia, quam­

vis plorent, rideant, irafeantur, &c. Nec diffidis tamen, opinor, quin 
infantes fint animati, animamque habeant cogitantem.

Ff? Re-
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that one may rightly imagine that one has seen nature itself the creator reflected in all its splendour 

in such a polished mirror. 

Concerning the Answer to the Final Difficulty 

Instance I 

“But there is no prejudice that we have grown more accustomed to,” etc. 

But this is plainly true, as far as I am concerned. For I, too, feel that I cannot rid myself from the 

snares of this prejudice in any way. 

II 

“For I hold that I can very easily explain all of that as arising from the structure of their 

body parts alone.” 

That is quite a joyous task indeed! If you manage to do this (and I believe that in this matter you will 

achieve whatever the human mind is capable of in the fifth or sixth part of your Physics. Not only 

have I heard that you have already all but completed them, but I also hope and beseech you most 

fervently that you will publish them as soon as possible so that we may contemplate in them the 

highest light of nature, but I should return to our subject). If you manage to do this, I say, I shall 

gladly recognize that you have demonstrated that no-one can ever demonstrate that there is a soul in 

brute animals. Until then, however, as you yourself point out, neither you nor anyone else has or 

ever can demonstrate that there is no soul in brutes. 

III 

“No other reason ... but the following: Possessing eyes, ears, a tongue, etc. “ 

In my view, the principal proof is the way they watch over themselves with such shrewd foresight, 

as I could demonstrate by little stories as true as they are astonishing. I trust, though, that you have 

come across very similar tales. Mine, however, are not to be found in any books. 

IV 

“That it is less probable that all worms, gnats and caterpillars”, etc. 

Unless perhaps we were to imagine that such souls which are, as it were, the dust and sand of the 

“world’s life”, to use Ficino’s phrase, like those almost endless multitudes of other souls, always 

follow some fatal impulse in gliding from that storehouse into the matter prepared for them. But I 

admit that stating this is easier than demonstrating it. 

V 

“That it can either by its voice or by some gesture indicate,” etc. 

Do not dogs nod “yes” with their tails, just as we do with our heads? Do they not frequently beg for 

food at the table with short barks? Nay more, do they not also sometimes nudge their master’s elbow 

with their paw as respectfully as they can, reminding him by this gentle sign that he has forgotten 

them? 

VI 

“Even if they are utterly dumb and mentally deranged”, etc. “But no brute does”, etc. 

Nor do infants for some few months at least, even though they cry, laugh, get angry, etc. And still 

you do not doubt, I trust, that infants are ensouled and have a thinking soul. 
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Refponfa baec funt (Vir illuftriffime) quae tuis praefaris Refponfis 
mihi vifum eft reponere. Quae an aeque grata futura fint ac nupera: 
tneae objectiones, fane preefagire non pofliim.

Humanitas tua quam verfus iftas perfpexi, & diuturnior cum fcrip- 
tis tuis confuetudo, audentiorem me fecerunt; vereor ne fuerim pro­
lixus nimium ac moleftus.

Equidem ferme oblitus eram potiflimi rnei inftituti,· quod non fait 
iternas tecum altercationes reciprocare; fed cum hanc opportunita­
tem firn na&us, tanti viri de rebus quae fe obtulerint ;Philofophicis 
judicium placidb experiri, & praecipue fi qua difficultas emerferit inter 
legendos tuos libros, teipfum audire interpretantem. Quam profeftb 
gratiam fi lubens faciliique concefleris, fummopere me tibi devincies. 
_ Et fanb quam lubenter eximiae tuae artis ac peritiae mihi copiam 
feceris, certum effijam^unc in paucis quibuidam periculum facere.

Primb igitur quaero, An a Deo ita ftatui, aut alio quovis modo 
fieri potuifict, ut mundus efletfimtus, id eft, certo-ah^uo milliarium 
numero a^mfcriptjis. Non feve emm afgpmentum videtur mun­
dum poflie ©fle finituffi, qubd plerlque omnes impoflibile putent efle 
infinitum. . - ,

Secundo, Siquis mundi hujus finibus ρΓορέ affideret, quaero an pofi- 
fit gladium per mundj latera ad capulum ufque tranfinittere, itA ut 
totus’ fere gladius extrk mundi moenia emineret. Qubd enim,nihil 
extra mundum fit quod refiftat, videtur fa&a facile; qubd autem ni­
hil extenfutp fit extra mundum quod recipiat, videtur ex ea parte 
impoffibilei / , -

Tertib, Qd Artic. ?aft· 2·). AB corpus transferatur a corpore 
Cp, quaefOj qui confiat tranflatidneqi efle reciprocam. Putemus e- 
nim C D turrim efle, & AB voltum occidentalem per latera turris 
tranfeuntem. Turris C0 aut quiefeit, aut faltem non recedit a vento 
A B. Si recedit, vel, quod ais, motu transfertur, utique verfus occi­
dentem movetur. Sed non fertur verfus occidentem, cum & terra 
& yentus 'ferantur verfiis orientem. Videtur igitur refpeQu venti 
qp^qrft c^m nullum motum ap ipfo fufpiciat. Dicis tamen tran- 
flatiohem (qux quidem tranflatio motus eft) ipfius turris & venti efle 
reciprocam. Turris igitur tefpe&u ejufdem venti & moveretur & qui- 
efceret, quod maxime abeft a contradictione. Signum autem eft, 
ciim ille qui a me fedente receffit ambulando, putii mille paflus, ru­
buerit vel laflus fuerit, ego vero fedens nec ruborem contraxerim nec 
laflitudinem, illum foium motum fuifle, me verb per id temporis qui- 
eviife. Notionalem igitur duntaxa: variatae diftanti» refpe&um illius 
motu fufeipio, nullum motum realem & Phyficum.

Quarto, Artic. 149. Part. J. Sicque etiam efficiet ut terra circa fcium 
axem gyret, &C. Quomodo efficiet Luna ut terra uno die gyros fuos ab- 
folvat, cum ipfa 3 o fere dies in fuas abfumat periodos ? Quae vero 
feribuntur Artic. 151 hanc quaeftionem, opinor, non attingunt.

Quintb, de particulis iftis contortis, quas ftriatas vocas, Quomodo 
ita contorqueri potuerunt, & eo ipfo in infinita fragmina & atomos 
non disjungi? Quem lentorem, quam tenacitatem in prima illa mate­
ria, fibi ubique fimili & homogenea, imaginari poflumus? Unde mol- 
lefcebant iftae particulae primum, indeque obduruerunt ?

Sexto,

80 

These are the answers, most distinguished Sir, which I have taken the liberty of giving to those 

excellent answers of yours. I cannot tell, of course, whether you will find my objections as agreeable 

as my last ones. 

The kindness which you have displayed to these last ones, and my longer acquaintance with your 

writings have made me bolder, although I still fear I may have proved overly-loquacious and 

troublesome. 

Indeed, I almost forgot my primary intent, which was not to prolong our exchanges of objections 

and answers indefinitely. Instead, having been granted this opportunity, I wanted to listen quietly to 

a great man’s judgements on philosophical questions as they came up and, above all, have you 

yourself as the interpreter of your own works wherever I encountered difficulties when reading 

them. If you would indeed grant me this favour, I should be beholden to you in the highest possible 

degree. 

And certainly my eagerness to put your excellent skill and knowledge to the test in a few questions 

is as great as your kindness in offering me the opportunity of availing myself of it. 

1. I wonder whether it would be possible by God’s decree or in some other fashion that the world 

was finite, that is to say, enclosed within confines, however large. For it seems to be quite a 

considerable argument for a finite world that almost everybody believes it is impossible that it 

should be infinite. 

2. If someone were to sit near the edge of this world, I wonder whether he could thrust his sword up 

to its hilt through the world’s side so that most of the sword would stick out of the world’s outer 

walls. On the one hand, there is nothing left outside the world, so it might seem easily feasible. On 

the other, it seems impossible since there is nothing extended outside the word to receive it. 

3. Regarding Part 2, Art. 29: If body AB moves away from body CD, I wonder why it should be so 

clear that this motion is reciprocal. Assuming that CD is a tower and AB the western wind going 

past the sides of the tower, the tower CD either rests or at least does not move away from wind AB. 

If it moves away, or, as you put it, is transferred in its motion, it must be moving westwards. 

However, it does not move westwards, since both the earth and the wind head eastwards. It therefore 

seems to be at rest in relation to the wind, since it receives no motion from it. And still you say that 

the transfer of the tower itself and the wind, a transfer which surely is motion, is reciprocal. They 

would, therefore, simultaneously be in motion and at rest in relation to the same wind, which strikes 

me as quite a contradiction. Let us assume someone walks away from me, say by a thousand feet, 

while I am sitting. While he will be red with sweat, there will be neither redness nor sweat on my 

face because all along I have been sitting. This shows that he alone has been in motion, while I have 

been at rest the whole the time. It is therefore only in my mind that I experience a change of distance 

between him and myself in his movement, rather than a real and physical motion. 

4. Regarding Part III, art. 149: “And so it will make the earth turn on its axis,” etc. How will the 

moon make the earth complete its orbit in one day, even though it needs almost thirty days itself to 

complete its own revolutions? However, what you write in art. 151 is not relevant to this question, I 

think. 

5. Regarding those little orbs or “grooved particles”, as you call them, how did they receive their 

round shape without breaking into infinite fragments and atoms as a consequence? What pliancy and 

tenacity are we to imagine exists in this first matter, on the assumption that all its parts are 

completely homogenous and alike? How do these particles first soften and then harden again? 
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Sexto, Artic. 189. Part. 4. Animam five mentem intime cerebro con­
junct nm. Perlubenter equidem hic audirem fententiam tuam de con- 
junftione animae cum corpore : An cum toto corpore conjungatur, 
an cum cerebro folo, an verb in folum conarium, tanquam in parvu­
lum aliquod ergaftulum, compingatur. Id enim fedem fufiis com­
munem, animaeque it te monitus agnofco. Dubito tamen an- 
non per univerfum corpus anima pervadat. Deinde quaero ex tc, ciim 
anima nullas habeat, nec ramoias nec hamatas particulas, quomodo 
tam ard6 unitur cum corpore. Scifcitbrque fubind0, annon aliquid 
exerit fe in natura,: cujus nulla ratio Mechanica reddi poteft. Illud 
•untieing cujus in nobis confcii fumus, quo oritur modo ? Quaeque 
ratio fit imperii animae noftra in fpiritus animales, qua poteft eos a- 
mandare in quamlibet corporis partem ? Quomodo iagarunr fpiritus, 
quos vocant familiares, materiam tam apte fibi adaptant atque con- 
irringunt, ut vifibiles & palpabiles fe exhibeant exeerandis vetulis ? 
Hoc autem fieri non iblhm vetulz, fed. juvenes fagae, nulla vi coa&ae, 
fponte mihi faife font non paucx. Porrb, annon & ipfi hoc ipfum a- 
liquo modo in animabus noftris experimur, dum pro arbitrio noftro 
fpiritus noftros animales ciete 8c fifterc, exerere & revocare poflumus ? 
Quxro igitur, numquid decederet hominem Philofophum in rerum 
univerfitate fubftantiam aliquam agnofcere incorpoream, quae tamen 
poflit aut omnes, aut faitem plurimas, afte&iones corporeas, non feciis 
ac ipfa corpora in ft mutuo, in corpus aliquod imprimere, quales funt 
motus, figura, fitus partium ? &c. Imb verb, ciim ferm6 conftet de 
motu ; fine mora foperaddere etiam qux mot^s confequentia funt, ut 
dividere, conjungere, diflipare, vincire, figurare particulas, figuratas 
difponere, difpofitas rotare, vel quovis modo movere, rotatas continere, 
& id genus alia*, unde lumen, adores, &■ reliqua lenius obje&a pro­
dire neceffe eft, juxta eximiam tuam Philofophiam.

Praeterea, ciim nihil nec corporeum neque incorporeum poteft age­
re in aliud nifi per applicationem fux effentix, neceflc infuper ducere, 
ut, five Angelus fit, five Daemon, five anima, five Deus, qui agat prae- ’ 
didis modis in materiam, effentia cujuslibet inequitet quafi illis mate­
ri® partibus in quas agit, ut aliquibus aliis qux in has ipfas agant per 
motus tranfmiflionem, imb ut integra aliquando adfit materix quam 
gubernat & modificat; ut conftat in Geniis, five bonis five malignis, 
qui fe humanis oculis patefecerunt: Aliter enim qui poterant conitrin- 
gere materiam, & in hac vel illa figura continere ?

Poftremb, Ciim tam ftupendam virtutem habeat fubftantia incor­
porea, ut per nudam fui applicationem, fine funiculis aut uncis, fine 
fundis aut cuneis, materiam conftringat, explicet, dividat, projiciat, & 
fimul retineat, annon verifipiile videatur ut in feipfam fe poflit col­
ligere, ciim nulla obftet impenetrabilitas, & diffundere fe denub & fi- 
milia ?

Hxc abs te peto, Vir dodiflime, quantum per otium licebit, ut dig­
neris exponere, utpote quem fcio tam intima quam extima Naturx 
myfteria rimatum effe, commod0que interpretari poffe.

Septimb, de globulis aethereis quxro; Si Deus mundum ab xterno 
condidiffet, annon multis abhinc annis comminuti 8? confrafti fuiffent 
ifti globuli in partes indifinite fubtiles, mutuis collifionibus vel attri­

tionibus, 
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6. Regarding Part 4, art. 189: “The soul or mind is intimately linked to the brain.” Here I should very 

much like to hear your opinion about the soul’s union with the body. Is it joined to the whole body 

or to the brain alone? Or is it in fact confined to the pineal gland as though to some very little prison 

cell? For I follow you in believing that it is the seat of the common sense and the ἀκρόπολις of the 

soul. However, I suspect that the soul might in fact pervade the whole body. Furthermore, I ask you 

how the soul can join so closely with the body, lacking as it does particles shaped like hooks or 

branches. And I should also like to know whether there might not be some power in nature which 

cannot be explained mechanistically in any way. How does the αὐτεξούσιον of which we are 

conscious in ourselves, come to be? And how can our souls command the animal spirits and send 

them into this or that part of the body? How can the spirits of witches, commonly called familiars, 

form and compress matter for their purposes so ably that they can assume visible and palpable 

shapes for those execrable old hags? Not only old hags, but quite a few young witches have told me 

freely and without compulsion that this is true. 

Further, is it this very power that we ourselves experience in our souls in some way when we set our 

animal spirits in motion or make them stop, send them somewhere and call them back at our own 

discretion? I wonder, therefore, whether a philosopher should not acknowledge that there is in the 

whole fabric of things some incorporeal substance which can nevertheless, as bodies do on one 

another, impress on some body all or at least most corporeal properties such as motion, shape and 

the structure of its parts. Nay more, since this clearly holds true of motion and rest, may this 

incorporeal substance not also add to a body whatever is consequent upon motion? May it not divide 

and join, disperse and bind together, give shape to particles and then arrange them, make them rotate 

or move in any other way and stop them again, as well as all other such things as necessarily give 

rise to light, colour and other sense impressions of that kind, as your excellent philosophy has 

shown? 

Moreover, nothing either corporeal or incorporeal can act on any other thing in any other way than 

by applying its essence to it. I also deem it necessary, therefore, that, whether it is an angel, a 

demon, a soul or God who acts on matter in the modes mentioned above, their essence is, as it were, 

riding on either those parts of matter upon which they act or some others acting upon them through 

the transfer of motion. Consequently, they must at some point be present to the whole of the matter 

which they control and modify. This can be seen in genii both good and evil who have appeared to 

the eyes of men. For how else should they have compressed matter and kept it in their respective 

shapes? 

Finally, an incorporeal substance possesses such an extraordinary power that it can contract, dilate, 

divide and simultaneously projecting and retaining matter simply by applying itself to it, without 

ropes or hooks, nets or wedges. Does it not seem probable then that it can also contract itself into 

itself, since there is no impenetrability to hinder it, and then expand itself again and many more such 

things? 

These are my questions. I beseech you, most learned Sir, whom I know to have studied the inner and 

outer mysteries of nature and to be able to answer them with ease, that, time permitting, you may do 

me the favour of explaining all of this to me. 

7. As regards the ethereal globules, I wonder: if God has created the world from all eternity, would 

not collisions and frictions have broken up these globules, reducing them into indefinitely tiny parts 

a long time ago?  
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tionibus, primique Elementi faciem jam olim induiflent, ita ut uni- 
verlus mundus in unam immenfam flammam multa ante fecula abi- 
iifet ?

Odavb, de particulis tuis aqueis, longis, teretibus, &· flexibilibus, 
Numquid habent poros ? Id fane mihi non videtut probabile, ciim fint 
fimplicia corpora, particulaeque prima ex nulli* aliis particulis compli­
cata, fed fragmina ex integra primaque materia elifa, ac proinde 
plani homogenea. Hinc dubito, qui poterunt fledi fine penetratione 
dimenfionum. Putemus enim aliquando ad annuli ioftar incurvari; 
Superficies concava minor erit convexa, Rem probe tenes. Non 
eft quod hic im morer.

Nec tamen fi poros habere contenderes, quod nunquam opirior fa­
cies, difficultatem tollet. Quippe quod quaeftio tiinc inftituetiir de 
pororum labris vel lateribus: Neceifario enim aliquid fledetur quod 
non habet poros.

Atque haec difficultas pertinet non foliim ad oblongas tuas particu­
las, f^ etiam ad ramofas illas, aliaique ferme omnes, quas fiedtncccfle 
eft, 8c tamen non difrumpi.

Nonb, & ultimo, Utrum materia, five aeternam fingamus five hefter- 
no die creatam, fibi libere permifla, nullumque aliunde impulfum fuf- 
cipiens, moveretur, an quiefeeret. Deinde, an quies fit modiis cor­
poris privativus, an verb pofitivus. Et five pofitivum malles five pri­
vativum, unde conftet utrumlibet. An denique ulla fes affedibnem 
ullam habere poflit naturaliter & a fe, qua penitus'poteft deftitui, vel 
quam aliunde poteft adfcifcere.

Hadenus fere circa generalia praeclara tuae Phyfices fundamenta 
lufi, dicam, an potus laboravi? progreflurus pofthac ad fpecialiora, 
fi facilitas tua atque comitas eb me invitaverit, aiut falem permiferit. 
•Et aequiori fane animo feres, ciim hic de primis agatur principiis, ii 
fuperftitiose omnia examinavi, viamque quafi palpando, fingulaque 
curiofiiis contradando, lente me promovi & teftudineo gradu. Vi­
deo enim ingenium humanum ita comparatum efle, ut facilius longe 
quid confequens fit difpiciat, quam quid in natura primb verum; 
noftramque omnium conditionem non multum abludere ab illa Archi­
medis J* <», Ubi primum figamus pedem invenire
multo magis fatagimus, quam ubi invenimus ulterius progredi.

Quod ad mirificas illas ftruduras attinet quas ex illis principiis ge­
neralibus erexifti, quamvis prima fronte adeb fublimes & ab afpedu 
noftro remotae viderentur, ut omnia apparerent nubibus tenebrifque 
obvoluta, dies tamen difficultates comminuit, paulatimque evanue­
runt iftae obfcuritates, adeo ut perpaucae, prae quod tum fadum eft, 
in confpedum jam veniant.

Hoc autem necefle duxi ut profiterer,* ne aeternum a me expedes 
tibi creatum iri negotium, fed lubentiiis mihi referibas, parique hu­
manitate hafce feifeitationes meas accipias qua primas quas mifiob- 
jediones. Quod fi feceris (clariffime CartefiJ fupra quam dici poteft 
tibi obftridum dabis

Cantabrigis, e Chrifti c,lifgi,, . Humanitatis tua ac Sapientia
j Nonarum M»rta, admiratorem religioftffimum,
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Would they not long since have adopted the appearance of the first element so that the whole world 

would have exploded many centuries ago into one gigantic flame? 

8. As regards your watery, long, smooth and flexible particles, would they have pores? This strikes 

me as rather improbable, since they are simple bodies and first particles which are not composed of 

any other particles, but cut out of untouched first matter. And therefore all of them are completely 

homogenous. Hence, I cannot see how they could have been bent without their dimensions 

penetrating each other. For let us suppose for a moment that they were curved into something like a 

ring. The inside curved surface would be smaller than the outside one, etc. But you will certainly 

understand my point, and there is no reason for me to dwell on it any longer. 

Nor would the difficulty be resolved if you were to contend that they had pores, which, I assume, 

you do not. For the question would then turn on the edges or sides of these pores, since it would 

necessarily follow that something without pores was bent. 

And this difficulty pertains not only to your oblong particles, but also to those branchlike ones and 

nearly all those others which must be bendable without breaking. 

9. Finally, regardless of whether we believe it to be eternal or to have been created yesterday, would 

matter, freely left to itself and receiving no impulse from without, be in motion or at rest? Moreover, 

is rest a privative or a positive mode of the body and, regardless of whether you prefer it to be 

positive or privative, how can we know which of them is true? And lastly, can a thing possess any 

property in a natural way and from itself which it can also lack altogether or acquire from another 

source? 

So far I have played, or rather struggled, almost exclusively with the general foundations of your 

excellent Physics. If you will be so kind as to encourage or at least allow me to, I should now like to 

move on to more particular aspects. And you will certainly bear with me if, since this is about your 

first principles, I have examined all things very scrupulously and, taking one step at a time, as it 

were, and attending to certain details with due care, I have moved on rather gently and at a tortoise’s 

pace. For such, I know, is the human mind that it can understand inferences far more easily than it 

can understand what is the first truth in nature. In fact, our condition does not differ much from that 

of Archimedes’ Δὸς ποῦ στῶ, καὶ κινήσω τὴν γῆν. Finding the place from where we can make the 

first step is much more difficult for us than progressing on from it once we have found it. 

As regards those admirable structures which you have erected upon your general principles, they 

may at first sight seem so high and so far removed from our sight that everything may appear 

covered in clouds and darkness. However, the break of day has reduced the difficulties and the 

obscurities have gradually vanished so that we now see only a few obscurities compared to what it 

was like previously. 

However, I deemed it necessary to tell you all of this so that you do not fear that I shall never cease 

to cause you more and more labour and that you will write back to me all the more willingly, 

answering these questions of mine with the same kindness as you did the first objections which I 

sent you. If you will do that, most distinguished Monsieur Descartes, I shall be more beholden to 

you than words can possibly express, being 

the most ardent admirer of your learning and wisdom, 

Henry More 

Cambridge, Christ’s College, 5th March 1649 
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D
ifficult, i. Inflant. <. Equidem poffum clare concipere iubftantiam 
extendam, &c· Immb verb neceffiarib & inevitabili ter talem conci­

pio dum mentis aciem conjicio in Immobile illud extenfum d mobili materia 
diftinttum, quod fimul concipio nullam habere tangibilitatem aut impenetra* 
bilitatem.

Difficult. 2. Inflant, j. Intermundium aliud five Abfentia Mundi 
Tuam haberet durationem, &c. Multo regiis concluditur Durationem illam 
quam non poffumus non concipere exijlere, ut & Amplitudinem immenfam 
atemamque ac neceffiariam^ ad Divinam Effient i am effe referendam, {quem­
admodum in Scholiis in Enchiridium Metaphyficum monuimus) Idiufque Ax­
iomatis Author it stem ubique fartam teflam effe confervendam, Nihili nullam 
effe affectionem.

Sed concedo, quamvis nondum vi coaftus, in omni ipatio aliquam 
fubftantiam inefle, Immb ipfum illud quod vulgus Philofophorum, ffocium 
imaginarium effe fingunt, in Enchiridio Metaphyfico fubftantiam incor­
poream effe demonfiro, cap. 6, 7, 8.

• Inflant. q, Qua in parte ego iatis fum fecurus, &c. Equidem tunc fui 
hac in parte nimis quam fecurus. Qua autem rationes hanc mihi fecurita- 
tem excufferint, Vide Enchirid. Metaphyf. cap. 10. feli. 6,7, &c.

Difficult. 4. Inflant. 1. Nec obfcurum videatur indicium Mundum re­
vera efle infinitum, &c. Sic certe videretur (i motus Materia Mundana 
effet Mechanicus, nunc vero cum Vitalis fit & d Spiritu Naturae proferas, 
Mundus licet finitus fit? Vortices non difrumpentur nec fatifcent.

_ Materiam ubique produxi fle. Id quod valete rationi confentaneum eft 
dum Divinam Omnipotentiam & Eacunditatem reff icimus ; naturam verb 
Creatura dum confideremus, & hujus Ixfinitudmis quam incapax fit, admo­
dum abfonum videtur & ab omni ratione alienum: quemadmoMtm videre 
efl in diflo Enchiridio, cap. io.

Inflant, j. Praeterea cum Deus, quantum mens humana Deum capit, 
fit totus ubique, &c. Sic certi folet Philofopborum vulgus loqui. Quan­
tum verb ad me, cum Deus partes Phjficas d* proprie dictas non habeat, 
equidem valde improprie exiftimo Deum dici poffe totum effe ubique : fed 
prafentiam illius agnofco ubique aque efficacem effe acfi totus intelligatur ubi­
que adeffe Et qua mox occurrit Centri Divini Repetitio fymbolice tantum 
intelligenda eft & negative, quatentu Effentiam Divinam innuit ubique ho- 
mogeneam efe & broads, nec aliunde derivatam, fed unam quaft infinitam 
effe Lucem five Solem.

Praeter Asternitatem infinitam in Deum etiam cadere Durationis 
fucceflionem, &c. Non qubd fucceffiva Duratio formaliter Deo competat, 
fed qubd eminenter in illius flabili Duratione contineatur; qua de re vide 
Dialogos Divinos, Dialog. 1. Sed. 15,16, 17. Dt vero /Et emit as Divina 
fingatis cuju/vis Durationis fucceffiva momentis prafens efl, ita & infinita 
Divina Efentia plenitudo & Exuberantia fingulis cujufvis corporea Exten- 
fionis punitis adeffe intelligitur.

Qubd
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Scholia on H. More’s Second Letter 

Difficulty 1. Instance 5: “I, for one, can clearly conceive an extended substance”, etc. Nay more, I 

conceive such an extension necessarily and inevitably when I direct my mind and attention to that 

immobile extended thing distinct from mobile matter which I simultaneously conceive to have 

neither tangibility nor impenetrability. 

Difficulty 2. Instance 3: “That world in between, or absence of a world, would have its own 

duration”, etc. It is much more appropriate to conclude that the duration which we cannot not 

conceive is an eternal and necessary immense amplitude, and must therefore be referred to the 

divine essence, as we have pointed out in the scholia on the Enchiridium Metaphysicum. And we 

must in all cases preserve perfectly intact the authority of the axiom that there is no property of 

nothing. 

“However, though not yet convinced by the strength of your argument, I do grant to you that there is 

some substance in all space.” Indeed, I have demonstrated in the Enchiridium Metaphysicum, chs. 

6–8, that that which most philosophers believed to be imaginary space is in fact an incorporeal 

substance. 

Instance 5: “While I am certain about that part,” I was in fact more than certain about this. See the 

reasons for my certainty about this point provided in Ench. Met., ch. io, sect. 6–7, etc. 

Difficulty 4. Instance 1: “The fact ... seems to be quite a clear sign that the world is in reality 

infinite,” etc. It would certainly seem so if the motion of worldly matter were mechanical, whereas 

in fact it is vital and proceeds from the spirit of nature. Therefore, even though the world may be 

finite, the vortices will be neither disrupted nor weakened. 

“He has ... created matter everywhere.” This seems very consonant with reason as far as God’s 

omnipotence and fecundity is concerned. However, once we consider the nature of creation and how 

incapable it is of this infinity, it seems highly absurd and indeed at odds with all reason, as you can 

see in the said Enchiridium, ch. 10. 

Instance 3. “Besides, God, insofar as the human mind comprehends God, is everywhere in his 

entirety,” This is certainly the way most philosophers put it. However, God does not have physicals 

parts or parts in the proper sense. As far as I am concerned, I believe that it is a very improper figure 

of speech if we say that God can be everywhere in his entirety. I do acknowledge, though, that his 

presence is as efficacious everywhere as if he were understood to be present everywhere in his 

entirety. And the reiteration of the divine centre mentioned a little later must be solely understood in 

a symbolical and negative fashion, insofar as it shows that the divine essence is homogeneous and 

αὐτοφυής everywhere, not derived from anything else, but one infinite light or sun, as it were. 

“God not only possesses infinite eternity, but also a temporal succession of infinite duration”, etc. 

Successive temporal duration belongs to God not formally, but as contained eminently in his 

unchanging duration (on that see Div. Dial. I, sects. 15–17). Just as the divine eternity is present to 

each single moment of any successive temporal duration, so the infinite fullness and exuberance of 

the divine essence is to be understood to be present to each single point of any corporeal extension. 
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(R^fponjum R. Cartefii ad Epiflolam fecundam H. Mori.

Qubd utraque Extenfio tam Spacii quam Temporis Non-Entibus 
juxta atque Entibus competere poflit, &c. Multo vero nunc conjult/us 
exiflsmo, quod & fupri innuij Spacium illud immenfum & Tempus infini­
tum, qua mentibus noflris tam importune obverfantur, ad Divinam Ejfen- 
tiam cr A^ernitatem, tanquam umbras quafdam earum obfcuriufculas, referre. 
Vide Scholia in Enchiridium Metaphyficum.

Notiones Logic® funtj eafque tam Non-Entibus quam Entibus ap­
plicamus, &c. Efto, fed applicando ens Non-Entibus, eadem Entia non effi- 
cimusi Adeo ut, quando Non-Enti alicui partes attribuimus, cum partes 
ifia etiamnum Non-Entia funt, aut Non-Entibus tribui pofunt, Non-Ens 
cui ifia attribuuntur, adhuc revera nullas partes habeat, ac proinde revera, 
fit Non-Extenfum; nec hinc conflare poflit j Extenfionem cadere in Non-Ens.

Inflant. 5. Immane quantum differre Divinam Amplitudinem & 
corpoream. Hic tantum obiter, contra Cartefianos Nullibiftas Divina 
Effentia Amplitudinem a fuo Cartefio admitti, quamvis Extenfio repudie­
tur, ut videre e(l hoc in loco illius Epiftola.

Inflant. 6. Et certe nullus dubito quin verum fit, &c. Vide qua dixi­
mus in Inflantiam primam.

Fcecunditatem nempe Divinam, ciim nullibi otiola fit, ubique loco­
rum Materiam produxifle, &c. Vide qua notavimus in Inflantiam primam 
eodem in loco.

Claripimo TioBiJimique Viro,

HENRICO MORO,
RENATUS DES-CARTES.

VIR clariflime, gratiflimas tuas literas j Non. Mart, datas eo tem­
pore accipio quo tam multis aliis occupationibus diftrahor, ut 

cogar vel hac ipfa hora feftinantiflime refcnbere, vel refponfum in 
multas hebdomadas differre. Sed vincet ea pars qu® fcftinationem 
perfuadet; malo enim miniis peritus quam miniis officiofus videri.

Ad Inftantias primas. 
* ·

Proprietates alias aliis efle priores, &c. Senfibilitas nihil mihi videtur * 
efle in re fenfibili, nifi denominatio extrinfeca. Nec etiam rei eft 
adaequata: nam fi referatur ad fenfus noftros, non convenit tenuifli- 
mis materi® particulis: fi ad alios imaginarios, quales vis a Deo pofle 
fabricari, forfan etiam Angelis & Animabus conveniet; non enim fa­
cilius intelligo nervos fenlorios adeb fubtiles, ut a quam minutiflimis 
materi® particulis moveri poflint, quam aliquam facultatem cujus ope 
mens noftra poflit alias mentes immediate fentire five percipere. 
Quamvis autem in extenfione habitudinem partium ad invicem facile 
comprehendamus, videor tamen extenfionem optim6 percipere, quam­
vis de habitudine partium ad invicem plane non cogitem : Quod de­

bes
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“That we may attribute both extensions, that of space and that of time, to non-beings and beings 

alike”, etc. Now, however, as I have pointed out above, I deem it much more sensible to refer the 

immense space and infinite time, which we find so difficult to grasp in our minds, to the divine 

essence and eternity, viewing both as the somewhat darker shadows of the latter (see the scholia on 

the Enchiridium Metaphysicum). 

“They are logical notions which we apply to non-beings as well as beings”, etc. I agree. However, 

by applying these notions to non-beings we do not turn the latter into beings. Therefore, when we 

attribute parts to a non-being, since these parts are still non-beings or possible attributes of non-

beings, that non-being to which they are attributed still does not have any parts and is in reality not 

extended. Nor can it be concluded from that that non-being possesses extension. 

Instance 5: “There is a major difference between the divine and corporeal amplitudes.” I should like 

to point out in passing that here, as against the Cartesian nullibists, Descartes himself admits the 

amplitude of the divine essence, while repudiating its extension, as can be seen from this place in his 

letter. 

Instance 6: “Nor do I doubt at all that it is true”, etc. See what have said on instance 1. 

“The divine fecundity is not idle anywhere. It has produced matter in all places “, etc. See our note 

on instance 1 in the same place. 

Rene Descartes to the most distinguished and learned gentleman Henry More 

Most distinguished Sir, I have just received your very kind letter of 5th March at a time when I am 

distracted by so many other obligations that I am compelled either to answer you in haste this very 

hour or postpone my response for several weeks. However, that part must prevail which advises 

haste since I should much rather seem lacking in skill than in courtesy. 

On the First Instances 

“Some properties are earlier than others”, etc. Being sensible seems to me to be nothing in the 

sensible thing itself but rather an extraneous description of it, nor is it an adequate one at that. For if 

it refers to our senses, it does not apply to the smallest particles of matter. If it refers to other 

imaginary senses such as, in your view, God might have created, it might apply to angels and souls 

as well. For sensory nerves so subtle that they can be moved by the most minute particles of matter 

is no more intelligible to me than is some faculty by which our mind can immediately sense and 

perceive other minds. However, even though we easily comprehend in extension a relationship of its 

parts to each other, I nevertheless seem to understand extension perfectly well without thinking at all 

of the relation of its parts to each other. 
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bes etiam potiori jure quam ego admittere, quia extenfionem ita con­
cipis ut Deo conveniat, & tamen in eo nullas partes admitti&

Nonium demonfiratum Tangibilitatem aut Impenetrabilis at em proprias effe 
fubfiantia.extenfe affectiones. Si concipis extenfionem per habitudinem 
partium ad invicem, non videris negare pofle quin unaquaeque ejus 
pars alias vicinas tangat, hzcque tangibilitas eft vera proprietas, & rei 
mtrinfeca, non autem ea quae a fenfu taftus denominatur.

Non poteft etiam intelligi unam partem rei extenfe aliam fibi aequa­
lem penetrare, quin hoc iplb intelligatur mediam partem ejus exten- 
fionis tolli vel annihilari; quod autem annihilatur auud non penetrat: 
sicque meo judicio demonftratur impenetrabilitatem ad eflentiam ex­
tentionis, non autem ullius alterius rei, pertinere.

Jffero aliam effe eMenfionem aque verum» Tandem igitur de re con­
venimus fupereft quaeino de nomine, an haec pofterior extenfio aequb 
vera fit dicenda. Quantum autem ad me, nullam intelligo nec in Deo 
nec in Angelis vel mente noftra extenfionem fubftantiae, fed potentiae 
duntaxat; ith fcilicet ut poflit Angelus potentiam fuam exerere nunc 
in majorem nunc in minorem fumtanciae corporeae partem : nam fi 
nullum eflet corpus, nullum etiam fpatium intelligerim cui Angelus 
vel Deus eflet coextenfus. Qybd autem quis extenfionem, quaeiolius 
potentiae eft, tribuat fubftantiae, ejus praejudicii efle puto, quo omnem 
fubftantiam, & ipfum Deum, fupponit imaginabilem.

Ad fecundas Inftantias.
Vnu vacui fputii partes abforbeaut alteras, &c. Hic repeto, fi abfot- 

beantur, ergb media pars fpatii tollitur & efle definit; quod autem 
efle definit aliud non penetrat; ergb impeoetrabilitas in omni fpatio 
eft admittenda.

Intermundium illud fuam haberet durationem, &c. Puto implicare con- 
tradiftionem, ut concipiamus aliquam durationem intercedere inter de- 
ftruftionem prioris mundi novi creationem. Nam fi durationem 
iftatn ad fucceflionem cogitationum divinarum vel quid fimile refera­
mus, erit error iaMle&fis, non vera uNius rei perceptio. Ad fequentia 
jam nelpondi, notando extenfionem quae rebus incorporeis tribuitur 
efle potentis duntaxat, non fubftantiae; quae potentia ciim fit tantum 
modus in re ad quam applicatur, fubjato extenfo cui coexiftat, non po- 
teftintdligi efle extenfa.

Ad penultimas Inftantias.

Deum poftivi infinitum, U fi, ubique exifiemem, 8tc. Hoc ubique non 
admitto. Videris enim hic infinitatem Dei in eo ponere, qubd ubi­
que exiftat: cui opinioni non aflentior; fed puto Deum ratione fuae 
potentiae ubique efle, ratione autem fuae eflentiz nullam planb habere 
relationem ad locum. Ciim autem in Deo potentia & eflentia non 
diftinguantur, fatius efle puto in talibus de mente noftra vel Angelis, 
tanquam perceptioni noftra magis adaequatis, quam de Deo, ratioci­
nari. Sequentes difficultates ex eo praejudicio mihi videntur omnes or­
tae, qubd nimis aflueverimus quaflibet fubftantias, etiam in eas quas 

cor- 
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And you should admit this even more readily than I do, because you conceive extension in such a 

way that it applies to God as well, while denying that there are any parts in him. 

“No-one has proved yet that tangibility or impenetrability is an immediate property of an extended 

substance.” If you conceive extension by the relation of its parts to each other, it seems that you 

cannot deny that each of its parts touches the others adjacent to itself and that this tangibility is a real 

property intrinsic to the thing itself, as opposed to the one designated by our sense of touch. 

Nor can we understand how one part of an extended thing should penetrate another of equal size 

without also seeing at the same time that the middle part of this extension is removed or annihilated. 

However, that which is annihilated does not penetrate anything else and so, in my opinion, it has 

been proved that impenetrability belongs to the essence of extension, not any other thing. 

“I hold that there is another equally real extension.” It seems that we have finally agreed on the 

matter itself. There remains only the question of the designation, whether we may call this other 

extension “equally real”. However, as far as I am concerned, I see that there is no extension of 

substance in God, in angels or in our minds, but only one of power. Consequently, an angel may 

exercise his power upon a larger part of corporeal substance at one time and upon a smaller part at 

another. For if there were no body, I could not see how there would be any space with which an 

angel or God might be coextensive. Attributing this extension which is solely one of power to a 

substance, in my view, arises from the same prejudice which supposes all substance, including God 

himself, to be imaginable. 

On the second instances 

“One part of empty space would absorb another”, etc. I say once again here that if they are absorbed, 

then the middle part of space is removed and ceases to be. However, what ceases to be cannot 

penetrate another thing. Therefore, impenetrability is to be admitted in all space. 

“That world in between ... would have its own duration,” etc. In my view, it implies a contradiction 

to conceive a kind of duration intervening between the destruction of one world and the creation of 

another. For if we refer this duration to the succession of God’s thoughts or something similar, it 

will be an error of the intellect, rather than a true perception of anything. I have already responded to 

what you say next by noting that the extension attributed to incorporeal things is one of power only, 

not of substance. Since this power is only a mode in the thing to which it is applied, it cannot be 

understood as extended once the extension with which it coexists is removed. 

On the penultimate instances 

“God is positively infinite (i.e. exists everywhere),” etc. I do not grant this “everywhere”. For you 

seem to make God’s infinity consist in his existing everywhere, a view to which I do not assent. 

Instead, I believe that God is everywhere in respect of his power, whereas he has no relation to space 

whatsoever in respect of his essence. However, since there is in God no distinction between power 

and essence, I think it is preferable that in these matters we should rather reason about our minds or 

about angels, which are more adequate objects of our understanding, than about God. The following 

difficulties all seem to me to arise from the prejudice that we all too often tend to imagine 

substances, including those to which  
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corpora eife negamus, tanquam extenfas imaginari; 8c de entibus rati^ 
onis intemperanter Philofophari, emis five rei proprietates non enti tri­
buendo. Sed refte meminiiTe oportet, non entis nulla efle pofle vera 
attributa, nec de eo pofle ullo modo intelligi partem & totum, [abjectum, 
adjunctam, &c. Ideoque optimi concludis cum propriis umbris mentem 
ludere» ciim entia Logica confiderat.

Certua [nitufque ftadiorum numerus [affecerit, &c. Sed repugnat meo 
conceptui ut mundo aliquem terminum tribuam» nec aliam habeo 
menfuram eorum quae affirmare debeo vel negare quam propriam 
perceptionem. Dico idcirco mundum efle indeterminatum vel indefi­
nitum, quia nullos in eo terminos agnofco; fed non aufim vocare in­
finitum, quia percipio Deum efle mundo majorem, non ratione ex­
tenfionis, quam, ut fepe dixi, nullam propriam in Deo intefligo, fed 
ratione perfedionis.

Ad ultimas Inftantias.

Hoc fipr^Jl  iteris, &c. Non certils fiim meae Philofophiae continuatio­
nem unquam in lucem prodituram, quia pendet a multis experimen­
tis, quorum faciendorum nefcio an copam fim unquam habiturus; 
fed fpero me hac atftate brevem tra&atum de Affedibus editurum, 
ex quo apparebit , quo pa£to in nobis ipiis omnes motus membrorum, > 
qui affe&us noftros comitantur, non ab anima, fed a fola corporis 
machinatione peragi exiftimem. Qubd autem Canes annuant caudis, &c. 
Sunt tantum motus qui comitantur affe&us, ebfque accuratb diftinguen- 
dos puto a loquela, qux fola cogitationem in corpore latentem dempn- 
ftraL Nec infantes wHi, &c. Difpar eft ratio infantum & brutorum i 
Nec judicarem infantes efle mente praeditos, nifi viderem eos effe e- 
jufdem natura cum adultis : bruta autem eoufque nunquam adoklcunt, 
ut aliqua in iis cogitationis nori certa deprehendatur.

•■•‘i; I. .· .r' ■ :
z Ad Quaeftiohes. ' -■ ■ r:.

i J ‘ 1 i " f: i ’

Ad primam. Repugnat conceptui meo, five, quod idem eft, puto 
implicare contqadiftionem, ut mundus fit finitus vel terminatus, quia 
non poffum< non concipere fpatium ultrU’quoflibet/prxfuppofitQs mun­
di.finales; tale autem fpatium.apud mejeft: verum corpus: ,nec mo­
ror qubd ab aliis imaginarium vocetur, & ideo mundus finitus exifti- 
metur ; novi enim ex quibus praejudiciis error ifte profe&us fit.

Adjecundam. Imaginando gljdium ttajicii ultra mundi fines, often- 
dis te etiam non concipere mundum finitum, omnem enim locum ad 
quem gladius pertingit revera concipis Ut mundi partem, quamvis il­
lud quod concipis ^vacuum voces.

Ad tertiam. Non melius poflum explicare vim reciprocam in mu­
tua duorum corporum ab invicem feparatione, quam fi tibi ponam 
ob oculos navigiolum aliquod haerens in luto juxta fluminis ripam, & 
duos homines, quorum unus ftans in ripa navigiolum manibus pellat, 
ut illud a terra removeat, codbmque prorfus modo alius ftans in navi­
gio ripam manibus pellat, ut illud idem a terra removeat. Si enim 
horum hominum vires fine aquales, conatus ejus qui terrae infiftit, 

terrae- 
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we deny corporeality, as being extended and that we philosophize rather rashly about beings of 

reason, attributing properties of a being or a thing to non-being. However, we are well-advised to 

keep in mind that a non-being cannot have any real attributes, nor can we in any way conceive in it 

“part” and “whole”, “subject” and “predicate”, etc. And therefore your conclusion is very apt that 

“the mind plays with its own shadows” when considering logical beings. 

“A certain finite number of stades would suffice”, etc. However, it is repugnant to my way of 

conceiving to attribute a limit to the world, and my only yardstick for what I must affirm or deny is 

my own perception. I hold, therefore, that the world is indeterminate or indefinite, because I do not 

see any limits in it. Yet, I would not dare to call it infinite because I see that God is greater than the 

world, not in respect of extension which, as I have frequently said, does not apply to him in the 

proper sense in any way, but in respect of his perfection. 

On the final instances 

“If you manage to do this,” I am not sure whether the continuation of my Philosophy will ever see 

the light of day, because it depends on a number of experiments and I do not know whether I shall 

be given the opportunity of conducting them. But I do hope to publish a short treatise on the 

passions this summer. It will shed light on how I believe that all the motions of our members which 

accompany our passions are not caused by the soul, but by the machinery of the body alone. 

As to the fact that “dogs nod ‘yes’ with their tails”, etc., however, those are only motions which 

accompany certain passions. Still, I think we must distinguish them carefully from speech which is 

the sole proof of thought hidden in a body. 

“Nor do infants”, etc. The case of infants is different from that of brutes. I would not judge that 

infants possessed minds if I did not see that they had the same nature as adults. By contrast, brutes 

never develop to a point where we perceive any certain marks of thought in them. 

On the questions 

On the first question. It is repugnant to my way of conceiving, or, what means the same, I think it 

implies a contradiction, that the world should be finite or bounded because I cannot but conceive 

some space beyond those supposed boundaries. However, on my view, such space is a real body. 

Nor do I care that others call it “imaginary” and therefore believe the world to be finite. For I know 

which prejudices gave rise to this error. 

On the second question. By imagining a sword to pierce beyond the boundaries of the world, you 

show that you, too, do not conceive the world to be finite. For in reality you conceive all the space 

into which the sword reaches as a part of the world even if you call that which you conceive a 

vacuum. 

On the third question. I cannot explain the reciprocal power involved in the mutual separation of two 

bodies from one another any better than by putting before your eyes a small boat off the river bank 

which is stuck in the mud. There are two men. The one, standing on the bank, is pushing the boat 

with his hands so as to move it away from land. In the very same way, the other is standing in the 

boat and pushing against the bank with his hands to move the very same boat away from land. Thus, 

assuming that the powers of these two men are equal, the endeavour of the one who stands on land,  

  

344

345

346

252

CSMK, 374

CSMK, 375



fyfponjum R. Carcelii ad Epijtolam jucundam H. Mori.

terrxque idcirco conjunctus eft, non miniis confert ad motum navigii 
quam conatus alterius qui cum navigio transfertur. Unde patet a- 
dionem qua navigium a terra recedit non minorem efle in ipfa terra 
quam in navigio. Nec eft difficultas de eo qui a te fedente recellit; 
ciim enim de tranflatione hic.loquor, intelligo tanthm eam quas fit per 
feparationem duorum corporum fe immediate tangentium.

Ad quartam. Motus Lunx determinat materiam coeleftem, & ex 
confequenti etiam terram in ea contentam, ut verfiis unam partem 
potiiis quam verfiis aliam, nempe in figurajbi pofita, ut ab A ver­
ius B, potius quam verius D, fledatur ; non autem dat ei celeritatem 
motus .· & quia hxc celeritas pendet a materia coelefti, qua: praeter 
propter eadem eft juxta Terram ac juxta Lunam, deberet Terra duplo 
celerius convolvi quam convolvitur, ut circiter fexagies circulum fuum 
abfolveret eo tempore quo Luna femel percurrit fuum fexagies majo­
rem, nili obftaret magnitudo, ut in Artic. 151. p. 3. didum eft.

Ad quintam. Nullum fuppono eife lentorem nullamque tenacitatem 
in minimis materiae particulis, nifi quemadmodum in fenfibilibus & 

* magnis, qux nempe ex motu & quiete partium dependet. Sed notan­
dum eft, ipfas particulas ftriatas formari ex materia fubtiliffima, & 
divifa in minutias innumerabiles vel numero indefinitas, qux ad ipfas 
componendas fimul junguntur, adeb ut plures diverfas minutias in u- 
naquaque particula ftriata concipiam quam Vulgus hominum in aliis 
corporibus valde magnis.

. Adfextam. Conatus fum explicare maximam partem eorum qux 
hic petis in tranatu de Affedibus. Addo tantum, nihil mihi hadenus 
occur rifle circa naturam rerum materialium cujus rationem mechani­
cam non facillime poffim excogitare. Atque ut non dedecet hominem 
Philofophum putare Deum poife corpus movere, quamvis non putet 
Deum eife corporeum; ita etiam eum non dedecet aliquid fimile de 
aliis fubftantiis incorporeis judicare. Et .quamvis exiftimem nullum 
agendi modum Deo & creaturis univoce convenire; fateor tamen me 
nullam in mente mea ideam reperire qux reprxfentet modum quo 
Deus vel Angelus ’materiam poteft movere, diverfam ab ea qux mihi 
cxhibetLmodum quo ego per meam cogitationem corpus meum mo- 
-vere sta poife mihi confcius fum.

Nec' vero mens mea poteft fe modb extendere, modo colligere, 
in ordine ad locum, ratione fubftanti® fux, fed tantum ratione poten­
tiae,. qyMn poteft ad' majora vel minora corpora applicare.

. Ad.fiptimam, Si mundus ab xterno fuiflet, proculdubio hxc Terra 
non manfiflet ab xterno, fed alix alibi produdx fuiflent, nec omnis 
materia abiiflet in primumElementum: ut enim quaedam ejus partes 
uno in.loco comminuuntur, ititalix in alio loco fimul coalefcunt; nec 
plus eft motiis five agitationis in tota rerum univerfitate uno tempore 
quam alio.

Ad ociavam. Particulas aqux, aliafque omnes qux funt in terra, 
poros habere fequitur evidenter ex modo quo ter rx prod udionem de- 
fcripfi, nempe α particulis materix primi elementi fimul’ coalelcenti- 
bus: ciim enim hoc primum Elementum nullis conftet particulis nifi 
indefinite di vilis, hinc fequitur concipiendos efle poros ufque ad ulti­
mam pofllbilem divifionem in omuibus corporibus ex eo conflatis.
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and is therefore connected with the land does not contribute less to the motion of the boat than does 

the endeavour of the other moving along with the boat. Hence it is clear that the action by which the 

boat moves away from land is not smaller on the land itself than in the boat. Nor does your example 

of a person moving away from you while you are sitting pose any difficulty. For when I talk about a 

transfer, I only understand that which happens through the separation of two bodies immediately 

touching each other. 

On the fourth question. The motion of the moon determines the celestial matter and, consequently, 

the earth contained in it as well so that it turns towards one part rather than another. Thus, as you can 

see in the figure there, it turns from A towards B rather than D without bestowing on it any velocity 

of motion. And since this velocity depends upon celestial matter, a velocity roughly the same as its 

motion near the earth and near the moon, the earth would have to orbit twice as fast. As a 

consequence, it would complete its orbit about sixty times in the same period of time in which the 

moon completes its own which is sixty times as large if it were not obstructed by its size (as it is said 

in art. 151, p. 3). 

On the fifth question. I do not assume any other pliancy and tenacity in the smallest particles of 

matter than that in the sensible and large ones, namely one depending upon the motion and rest of its 

particles. But one must take note that the grooved particles themselves are formed from that matter 

which is very fine and divided into innumerable or indefinitely many minute parts coalescing to 

fashion them. Consequently, I conceive more different minute parts in every single grooved particle 

than most people do in other very large bodies. 

On the sixth question. I have endeavoured to explain most of what you ask here in my treatise on the 

passions. I should only like to add that I have not yet come across anything about the nature of 

material things that I could not have explained with the greatest ease in a mechanistic fashion. And 

just as it is not unsuitable for a philosopher to believe that God can move a body without believing 

that God is corporeal, so it is not unsuitable for him to assume something similar with regard to 

other incorporeal substances. And while I think that there is no mode of action belonging to God and 

his creatures univocally, I must confess that I cannot find in my mind any other idea representing a 

mode in which God or an angel can move matter than the one exhibiting to me the mode in which I 

am conscious of being able to move my body by my thought. 

Moreover, my mind cannot extend and contract in relation to space in respect of its substance, but 

solely in respect of its power which it can apply to larger bodies at one time and at smaller ones at 

another. 

On the seventh question. If the world had been created from eternity, this earth would doubtless not 

have been from eternity. Instead, others would have been produced elsewhere. Moreover, not all 

matter would have changed into the first element by now. For just as some of its parts break up in 

one place, so others coalesce in another place without there being more motion or agitation in the 

whole of the universe at one time than another. 

On the eighth question. That the particles of water and all the others on the earth have pores follows 

clearly from the way I have described the production of the earth, notably the coalescence of 

particles of first element matter. Since, then, the first element consists only of particles indefinitely 

divisible, it follows that we must conceive pores up to the last possible division in all the bodies 

composed of it. 
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Ad nonam. Ex iis qu® paulb ante dixi de duobus hominibus, quo­
rum unus movetur una cum navigio, alius in ripa ftat immotus, fatis 
oftendi me putare nihil efle in unius motu magis pofitivum qudm in 
alterius quiete.

Quid fibi velint hac tua Ultima verba, An ulla res affectionem habere 
poteft naturaliter & a fe, qua penttus poteft deft itui, vel quam altundepoteft 
adjcifcere, non fatis percipio.

C®teriim velim ut pro certo exiftimes mihi femper fore gratiffimum 
ea accipere, qu® de fcriptis meis vel qu®res vel objicies, 8t proviribuS 
refponfurum efle.

Egnumda, 17 Kafendis Tibi oddiitiffmum
Main 1649.

Renatum .Des-Cartes.

SCHOLIA
In RESPONSUM ad EnsT. IL

I
NSTANT, r. Sicquemeo judiciodemonftraturImpenetrabilita* 
tem ad EiTentiam.Extenfionis, &c. Quia fcilioet illa pars Extonfioxit 

qua penetrat, tolleretur vel annihilaretur. At nulla pars fubftantiatxtenfa 
hac penetratione perit. Alioquin omnes Spiritus, qui Spiritum Vnbutrfl pu­
ta, penetrant, eo ipib per irenti Jpfaque Materia extenja in Extenfio immobili 
aut periret, aut Ex ten fi immobilis partes eis in locis ubi eft, annihilaret. Si 
verb (it Effentia in Effentia, manifeftum eft efle Extenfionem in Extenfione, 
cbm omnis Effentia fit aliquo modo extenfa. Vide Enchirid. Metaphyf. c. 28. 
feed. 6, η. । .

Qubd autem quis extenfionem qu® folius potenti® eft. ^ ·' <Qmd 
folas potentias fubftantiarum Incorporearumhxtenfas a/prrif Cartefius, 
Nullibiftis rurfus favere non immerito confieri poteft eOrxmqur sffe Coty- 
phaus. ■

Inflant. 2. Extenfionem qu® rebus incorporeis tribuitur, efle Poten- 
ti® duntaxat, non Subftanti® ; Qu® Potentia ciim fit tantum Modus in 
re ad quam applicatur, fublato extenfo cui coexiftit, non potefiintelli- 
gi efle coextenia* Quod mado fecit, expreffihs profe^ hic facit, apertius 
fcilicet Nullibifmo favet; quinimb & nuUitati fortean rerum incorporearum, 
dum potentiam, quam nos Jupponimus in Spiritibus, Materia extenfa modum 
effe jubinfinuat, quemadmodum facit Spinosius. Vide qua adnotavimus in 
Scholiis in Reftonf. ad Epift. 1. Difficult. 1.

Inftant. 4. Hoc ubique non admitto. Videris enim hic Infinitatem 
Dei in eo ponere quod ubique exiftit, cui opinioni non aflentior; fed 
puto Deum ratione fu® potenti® ubique efle, ratione autem fu® eflen- 
ti® nullam plane habere relationem ad locum. Exprefllfitmus hic NuUibif- 
rntss eft ·, ttnde me non immerito Cartefium Nullibiftarum Principem ag- 
novffe, Enchirid. Metaphyf. cap. 27. fatis manifeftum eft. Sed male in­
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On the ninth question. I have just talked about two men, one of them moving along with a boat, the 

other standing on the bank unmoved. This sufficiently illustrates my view that there is nothing more 

positive in the motion of the one than there is in the rest of the other. 

I do not really understand the meaning of those final words of yours: “Can a thing possess any 

property in a natural way and from itself which it can also lack altogether or acquire from another 

source?” 

Moreover, I want to assure you that I shall always listen with the greatest pleasure to your questions 

about and objections to my writings and that I shall always try to answer to the best of my abilities. 

Yours most sincerely, 

Rene Descartes 

Egmond, 15th April 1649 

Scholia on the Answer to the Second Letter 

Instance 1. “And so, in my opinion, it has been proven that impenetrability belongs to the essence of 

extension, not any other thing”, etc., that is to say, because that part of extension which penetrates 

would be removed or annihilated. Yet, no part of an extended substance is destroyed in penetration. 

Otherwise, all spirits which penetrate, say, the spirit of the universe would be destroyed in the 

process. And extended matter itself would either be destroyed in the immobile extension or 

annihilate the parts of the immobile extension in those places where it is. However, if one essence is 

in another essence, it is obvious that there is an extension in extension, since all essence is extended 

in some way (see Ench. Met., ch. 28, sects. 6–7). 

“Attributing this extension which is solely one of power”, etc. By asserting that only the powers of 

incorporeal substances are extended, he can be rightly judged to promote the cause of the nullibists 

here once again, being their leader. 

Instance 2: “The extension attributed to incorporeal things is one of power only, not of substance. 

Since this power is only a mode in the thing to which it is applied, it cannot be understood as 

extended once the extension with which it coexists is removed.” Indeed, here he says more expressly 

what he has already said a little earlier, promoting openly the cause of nullibism, perhaps even that 

of the nullity of incorporeal things. After all, he implies that the power which we assume to be in 

spirits is a mode of extended matter, as Spinoza holds. See our notes in the scholia on his answer to 

the first letter, Difficulty 1. 

Instance 4: “I do not grant this ‘everywhere’. For you seem to make God’s infinity consist in his 

existing everywhere, a view to which I do not assent. Instead, I believe that God is everywhere in 

respect of his power, whereas he has no relation to space whatsoever in respect of his essence.” This 

is the most open statement of nullibism possible. Hence, it is beyond doubt that I have rightly called 

Descartes the “prince of nullibists” in my Ench. Met., ch. 27.  
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terim fibi conflare videtur, fi hac cum eis comparaveris qua occurrunt in Re- 
flonfo ad Epsflolam meam primam Difficult, i. Vide Scholia eum in locum.

Quaft. i. Quia non poifem non concipereffpatium ultra quoflibet 
praefuppofitos Mundi fines. Tale autem fpatium apud me eft verum 
corpus, &ct. Id verb quod non poffumus non concipere quin exiftat, necejfa- 
rib, fi proprias cqnjulamus facultates, exiflit. Cum autem necejfarib & d fe 
fic concipitur exfiflere, (neque enim illius Idea cum cujufquam alius rei Idea 
in hac conceptione conjungitur) hac conceptio fi in corpus definit, Exiflentiam 
Entis abfoluti perfecte plane fubvertit. ^ua de re conquefius fum in Prafa- 

fatione ad Enchiridium Metaphyficum, Seii. 4.

lllaflriffimo Viro, irincipique Pbilofopbo,

R ENATO D E S-C ARTE S,
fi EN^ICIlS MO^US.

Vt X me abftinebam (Vir Clari (fime) quin ab acceptis tuis literis 
continub ad te referiberem: quamvis profe&b id λ me factum 

fuiflet incivilius; quippe qubd fatis ex iifdem intelligerem te per fep- 
timanas bene multas negotiis fore diftridiffimum. Qpin & mihi ipfi 
tunc temporis a patris obitu accidenint multa quae me alib avocarunt, 
imped i ve riint que adeb ut quod voluiflem maxime praeftare, haud 
commode potuiffem. Jam verb ad te tuaque reverfus, fatifque nadus 
otii, referibo, gratiafque ago maximas, qubd quaerendi de tuis, (criptis 
quod lubet objiciendique plenum mihi jus tam liberi benignique con- 
cefleris. " ;

Czterum, ηέ abuti videar hac fumma humanitate tud ad',prolixio­
res altercationes (namha&enus eo in loco Philpfophix veriti fumus 
qui κογομαγίαα lubricifque fubtifitatibus opportunior extitit, ih Confiniis 

■utique Phyfices, Meta phy fica & Logic®) ad ea propero quz certum 
magis firmumque judicium capiunt. .

Obiter tantum notabo, atque primfy ad Refponfionem ad Inftantias 
primas; Quantum ad Angelos animafque feparatas, fi immediate iuas 
invicem deprehendant efientias, id non dici pojfe fenium proprii,, fi.ipfos 

fingas penitus incorporeos. Me verb lubentem cum Platonicis, antiquis 
Patribus, Maglique ferme omnibus, & animas & genios om^es, tam 
bonos quam malos, plaqb corporeos agnofeere, ac proinde fenfum ha- 
bere proprie didum (i. e. j mediante corpore, quo induuntur, exortum. 
Et profe&b ciim nihil non magnum‘de tuo ingenio mihi pollicear, 
perquam gratiffimum effet, fi conjefturas tuas, quas credo pro ea qua 
polles fagacitate ac acumine fore ingeniofiffimas, mecum breviter com­
munices fuper hac re. Nam qubd quidam magnifice fe efferunt in 
non admittendo fubftantias ullas quas vocant feparatas, ut Dxmonas, 
Angelos, Animafque poft mortem fuperftites, & maximopere hic fib; 
applaudunt, quafi xe bene geftd, 8c tanquam eo ipfo longe fapientiores
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And yet, he seems to contradict himself in this matter if you compare this to what he says in his 

answer to my first letter, Difficulty 1. See the scholia on this place. 

Question 1: “I cannot but conceive some space beyond those supposed boundaries. However, on my 

view, such space is real body”, etc. Indeed, that which I cannot conceive as non-existent must exist 

by necessity if we consult our own faculties. It is, therefore, conceived to exist by necessity and 

from itself, for its idea is not conceived as being linked to the idea of any other thing here. However, 

this way of conceiving, if it ends in body, completely undermines the existence of an absolutely 

perfect being. I have criticized this matter in the preface to my Enchiridium Metaphysicum, sect. 4. 

Henry More to that most distinguished Gentleman and foremost philosopher 

Rene Descartes 

I found it almost impossible, most distinguished Sir, to restrain myself from writing back to you at 

once after I had received your letter, even though doing so would have indeed been discourteous on 

my part. After all, I knew from your letter how exceedingly occupied you would be for a good many 

weeks to come. Moreover, I, too, had many other things to which I had to attend in the aftermath of 

my father’s death and they distracted me so much that I did not have the time to do what I wanted to 

do most of all. However, now that I have sufficient leisure, I can finally return to your letter and 

answer it. I am infinitely grateful to you for your generosity and greatness of spirit in allowing me to 

raise whatever questions and objections I have regarding your writings. 

Nor do I want to appear to abuse your extraordinary kindness in order to prolong our exchanges of 

objections and answers (for up to this point we have dealt with parts of philosophy particularly well-

suited to λογομαχίαι and slippery subtleties, that is to say, the fields of physics, metaphysics and 

logic). Therefore, I hasten to those on which we may reach a more certain and definite judgement. 

I shall start by commenting briefly upon your answer to my first instances. As to angels and 

separated souls, if they are capable of grasping each other’s essence immediately, this cannot be 

called sensation in the proper sense if you believe them to be entirely incorporeal. I, for one, should 

much rather follow the Platonists, the ancient Church Fathers and almost everyone else in viewing 

souls and all genii, whether good or bad, as clearly embodied, and therefore as all possessing 

sensation in the proper sense, that is to say, sensation as it arises through the mediation of the body 

with which they are clothed. And since I could not be any more confident that only the greatest 

things will flow from your mind, you would do me the greatest of favours if you would in a few 

words share with me your speculations about these things. Judging from the brilliant intellect which 

you possess, I am sure these cannot fail to be ingenious. There are people who pride themselves 

exceedingly upon denying all so-called separated substances, whether demons, angels or souls, 

living after their death. Indeed, they applaud themselves profusely on this alleged feat and believe 

that they have thereby proved themselves to be far superior  
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evafiffent asteris mortalibus, id ego non hujus ieftimo. Nam quod 
faepius obfervavi, hi funt, ut pjurimum, aut Taurini fanguinis homines, 
perdite que melancholici, aut immane quantum feniibus & voluptati- 
bus dediti, Athei denique, faltem fi permitteret religio, qua fola fu- 
psrftitiosb freti Deum efle agnofeunt. Me verb non pudet palam pro­
fiteri, me vel femoto omni Religionis imperio, mea fponte agnolcere 
genios efle atque Deum; nec Ullum alium tamen me pofle admittere, 
-nrfi qualem optimus quijque ac fepientiffimus exoptaret, fi dee flet, ex- 
rftere. Unde temper fufpicatus fum, profligatiflimae improbitatis 
fummaeque ftupiditatis jriumphum effe Atheifmum; Atheoriimque 
glorationem perinde effe ac fi ftultiflimus populus de fapientiflimi be- 
nigniflimique Principis caede ovarent inter fe & gratularentur.' Sed 
nefeio quo impetti huc excurfum eft. Redeo,

Secundo, Quod ad demonftrationem illam tuam attinet, qua con­
cludis omnem iubftantiaxn extentem effe tangibilem St impenetrabilem; 
videor mihi hsec poffe regerere: in aliqua fcilicet fubftantia extenfa 
papres ^tra partes efle poffe. fine ulla μτ^ιλ., feu mutua refiftentia; 
atque hinc perit proprie dim Tangibilitas. Deinde, extenfionem fi- 
mul cum fubftantia in reliquam replicari extenfionem & fubftantiam, 
nec deperdi magis quam illam fubftantiae partem quae retrahitur in 
alteram j atque hinc cadit illa Impeoetrabilitas : qua profiteor me cla­
re & ^iftiriftt animo concipere. Qubd autem aliquod reale claudi 
XTmeillla fui diminutione^ minoribus majaribujqve terminis conflat in motu9 
jBKttusipfitfc printipiis'.' Nato Itfcm numero motes tunc majus nunc 
tfrmusfutyefthm o^^ juxta tuam etiam, fententiam· Ego verbra- 
£1 fepfitdte'& perijtfcuitate cbnCipio dari ' poflefubftantiam quae fine 
riflafunhimipitioA dilatari & contrahi pqflit, five per fe id fiat, five 
'aliundr'. ' : ,.s . r - ·

"IMnetob igitur; Et demiror equidem quod ne intclle&um tuum 
cadtrc ^offit, qubd aut meris humana 'aut Angelus hoc ferme modo 
fint extenfi, quafi implicaret contradictionem. Ciim ego potius puta­
rem‘^plicare coiqft^ <}ubd potentia mentis fit extenfa, ciim
inens ipte 'non fit extenfa' ullo modo. · Cum enim potentia mentis fit 
modus mentis intrihfecus, nori eft extra mentem iptem, ut patet. Et 
tonfimifc· ratio dftdd Deo : Unde me confimilis ferit admiratio, qubd 
in Refpanfione ad pcnyltimas Inftantias concedis eum ubique effe ratione 
^otetrti^flon ratione effttiri^ Divina, qus Dei modus eft,
textraTleum eflet fits, ciim modus realis quilibet intime temper infit 
rei' modus: Und^ nfecdfe eft petito effe ubique, fi potentia 
^usHibiquefir./ .
• Ne^e fufpicari pdffum p6r potentiam Dei intelligi te velle efttil- 
tnh in materiam .tranfmiffum. Qubd fi hoc intelligas, non video ta,- 
meh quin eodem res recitat. Nam hic effe&us non tranfmittitUr hifi 
per potentiam Divinam, qux atringit materiam fufeipientem, hoc eft, 
modO aliquo reaii unitur cum ea, ac proinde' extenditur, nec tameA 
iaterea feparatur ab ipfa Divina Effentia. Videtur enim, ut dixi, Con- 
Ipiciia ccjntradi&io. Sed hifce ftatui non immorandum.

Ad Qbaelliones tranfvolo, poftquap monuerim, quam contriftat ani­
mum continuationis tuse Philofophiae defperatio .· Sed aeque refocillat 
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to all other mortals. I, for one, do not think quite so highly of them. In fact, I have frequently 

observed that most of them are of a taurine temper, melancholic beyond rescue or wholly devoted to 

sensual pleasures. They would end up being outright atheists if their religion, or rather superstition, 

in which they acknowledge that God exists, allowed it to them. Personally, I have no problem 

whatsoever professing publicly that even if all the authority of religion were to be removed, I should 

nevertheless freely acknowledge at once the existence of genii and God. Nor can I acknowledge the 

existence of any other God than that one whose existence all the best and the brightest would wish 

for if he did not exist. Hence, I have always suspected that atheism is the triumph both of the deepest 

improbity and the worst stupidity. And the boasting of the atheists resembles the joy and exultation 

of the most stupid of people on putting to death the best and wisest of princes. But I do not know 

what impulse has driven me to say all of this here, so I shall return to the topic at hand. 

Secondly, as regards your demonstration by which you conclude all extended substance to be 

tangible and impenetrable, I think I can reply as follows: there can be parts in some extended 

substance which are external to each other without any ἀντιτυπία or mutual resistance, and in this 

case there will, therefore, be no tangibility in the proper sense. Further, a part of the extension and 

the substance, contracts itself into the rest of the extension and substance. However the rest is not 

destroyed in the process any more than is that part of the substance which contracts into it and 

therefore there is no impenetrability. I confess that I conceive all of this clearly and distinctly in my 

mind. However, that something real can be situated within narrower or broader bounds without 

losing anything of itself is obvious from motion, as is clear from your own principles. For one 

numerically identical motion, even according to your own view, occupies a larger part of a subject at 

one time and a smaller one at another. However, I, for one, can conceive as easily and as clearly that 

there can be a substance which, either by its own power or another’s, is able to dilate and contract 

without any loss of itself. 

Finally, then, I am utterly surprised that you fail to see that the human mind or an angel are extended 

in just this fashion as though this implied a contradiction. By contrast, I personally am more inclined 

to think that it implies a contradiction that the power of the mind is extended, while the mind itself is 

not in any way. For, since the power of the mind is an intrinsic mode of the mind, it obviously 

cannot be outside the mind itself. And the same argument applies to God. Hence, I am equally 

surprised that in your answer to the penultimate instances you admit that he is everywhere in respect 

of his power, but not in respect of his essence. How could the divine power, which is a mode of 

God, be outside God, even though every real mode always inheres most intimately in the thing of 

which it is a mode? Hence, it is necessary that God is everywhere if his power is everywhere. 

And I cannot but suspect that by the power of God you want to understand an effect transferred into 

matter. However, if you understand it this way, I cannot see how that should not equally come to 

naught. For there is no other way for this effect to be transferred than by the divine power touching 

matter and matter receiving it; in other words, by some real mode united to the matter and, therefore, 

extended. Nor can it all the while be separated from the divine essence itself. There seems to be an 

obvious contradiction here, as I have said. However, I do not want to dwell on this any longer. 

I shall pass to the questions. However, before that, I should like to point out how much it grieves me 

that we must not hope for a continuation of your Philosophy. But at the same time,  
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tamen certa fpes Tra&atiiis illius defideratiflimi quem hsec seftas par­
turit j citb & feliciter in lucem prodeat exopto.

»
* Ad Refponf. ad Quaeftiones.

Ad primam & fecundam refpondes fane conftanter & convenienter 
tuis principiis, quod a quolibet, nifi lententia vicerit melior, &expe£to, 
& laudo.

Ad tertiam ; Ex navigiolo illo tuo has mihi comparavi merces. i.In 
motu effe mutuum eorumquae moveri dicuntur renixum, e. Quietem 
effea&ionem, nempe renixum quendam, five refiftentiam. 3. Moveri duo 
corpora, effe immediate feparari. 4. Immediatam illam feparationem 
effe motum illum, five trartflationem, praecise fumptum.

Ciim verb duo corpora fe expediunt a fe invicem, nifi vim in utro­
que expeditricem, & avulfbriam adjeceris notioni tranflationis, feu 
motftsj motus hic erit extrinsecus tantum refteftus, aut aliquid fortaffe le- 
'wW.i-,78tparari enim vel fignificat, fuperficies corporum quae fe modb 
mutW tangebant diftare afe in vicem, (diftantia autem corporum ex- 
trinfecus tantum eft refpe&us;) vel fignificat non tangere quae modb 
tangebhnt, quae privatio duntaxate/f, vel negatio. Certe defententia 
tua hac in re non fatis clarb mihi conflat.

Ego verb, fi mihi ipfi permitterer, judicarem motum effe vim illam 
vel aitionem qui fe a fe invicem mutub expediunt corpora quae dicis 
moveri; immediatam autem illam feparationem eorundem effe effeft- 
umdi&orum motuum, quartivls fit vel nudus duntaxat refpeftus, vel 
privatio. Sed aliter tibi viflirti eft Philofophari in explicatione definitio­
nis Metus, Artic. 25. Park i. ubi equidem mentem tuam non ρΐεηό 
capio. - ·

Ad reliquas Qusftiones ofnnes quas propofui refpondifti perfpicue & 
appofite. Sed ad pleniorem in telligentiam eorum quae ad fextam ac­
cumulavi, expedo dum prodeat exoptatiffimus tuus libellus de Affe- 
ftibus. ‘ -V : ! rii i·, > .

Caeterum, quantum ad veH» illa mei ultima, An ulla res, &rc. partu- 
ribat profe&b mihi mens evanidam’aliquam fubtilitatem, qux jam ef­
fugit, nec mea intereft revocare.

Hoc tantum -quaeram dehub, Utrum materia fibi libere permiffa, i. e. 
nullum aliunde impulfum fuftitiens^ moveretur, an quiefceret ? Si movetur 
a fe naturaliter, ciim materia fit homogenea, & ea propter motus ubi­
que effet aequalis, fequitur qubd tota materia fimulac fuerit, disjcere- 
tur in partes tam infinite exiles, ut nihil ullo modo ulterius abradi 
poffet ab ulla particula. Qdicquid enim abradendum imaginaris, jam 
disje&um eft ac diffolutum, ob intimam vim motus per univerfam ma­
teriam pervadentis, vel, fi malles, infiti. Nec partium aliae aliis magis 
mutub adhaerefcent, alibve curfum fle&ent quipa aliae, ciim fint omnes 
prorfus confimiles juxta quamlibet rationem imaginabilem. Nulla e- 
mm figura: afperitas vel angulofitas fingi poteft, quae non jam contufa 
fit ad ultimum quod motus poterit praeftare; nec ulla motiis in aequa­
litas in ullis particulis ponenda eft, ciim materia fupponatur perfede 
homogenea. Si naturaliter igitur moveretur materia, nec Sol, nec Coe­
lum, nec Terra effet, nec vortices ulli, nec heterogeneum quicquam, 
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the certain hope for that most desirable treatise of yours which this summer will bring us consoles 

me. I heartily wish that it will see the light of day soon and successfully. 

On the Answers to the Questions 

To the first and second questions you give answers that correspond perfectly to your principles 

throughout, as I should expect from and praise in anybody as long as no better view prevails. 

As to the third, I have gained the following useful things from your example of the boat: 1. in 

motion there is a mutual resistance between the bodies that are said to be moving. 2. Rest is action, 

namely some resistance or opposition. 3. For two bodies to move means that they separate 

immediately. 4. That immediate separation is precisely that motion or transfer. 

Indeed, when two bodies separate themselves from each other, this motion, unless you add to this 

notion of translation or motion some separating or parting power in the one or the other, will be 

nothing more than a wholly extrinsic relationship at best. Being separated either means that the 

surfaces of bodies which beforehand touched each other, distance themselves from each other (the 

distance between the bodies, however, being a wholly extrinsic relation) or it means that bodies no 

longer touch each other which did so previously. However, this is merely a privation or negation. I 

am obviously not yet sufficiently certain about your view on this matter. 

Personally, however, I would, if I may, deem motion to be that power or action by which those 

bodies which, you say, are in motion separate themselves from each other. Their immediate 

separation is the effect of the said motion, even though it is either merely a bare relation or a 

privation. However, you yourself seem to have argued differently in your explanation of the 

definition of motion given in Part II, art 25, where, to tell you the truth, I do not yet fully understand 

your view. 

You have answered all the other questions which I have raised with great clarity and precision. But 

for a fuller understanding of those numerous problems which I have raised with regard to the sixth 

question, I shall wait for the publication of your much-desired little book on the passions. 

Moreover, as regards those final words of mine: “Can a thing”, etc., it was some exceedingly subtle 

speculation coming to my mind which I have by now forgotten and which I have no in interest in 

trying to recall. 

There is only one question which I should like to ask again: did matter, freely left to itself, that is to 

say, without receiving any impulse from without, move or rest? Assuming it moves naturally by 

itself, matter being homogeneous and, consequently, motion being everywhere the same, it follows 

that the whole of matter, as soon as it came to exist, would have been divided into parts so infinitely 

small that nothing could any longer be scratched off any of these particles in any way. Whatever you 

may imagine to be scraped off would already have been divided and dissolved on account of the 

most inward power of motion pervading or, if you prefer, inserted into all matter. Nor will some 

parts stick to one another more than others or direct their course to another place more than others, 

since all of them are completely alike in every possible regard. For we cannot imagine any uneven 

or angular shape not already formed into whatever shape motion will eventually end up imposing on 

it. Nor must we assume that any of the particles differ in their motion, since matter is supposed to be 

perfectly homogeneous. If, therefore, matter were in motion by its nature, there would be no sun, 

sky, earth, vortices or anything heterogeneous  
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five fenfibilefive imaginabile, inrerum natura. Ideoque periret tuum 
condendi ccelos terraique, csteraque fenfibilia, mirificum artificium.

Qubd fi materiam quiefcere dicis ex fe nifi aliunde movetur, quod­
que harc quies fit pofitivum quid, vim inde materia aeternum patere·» 
tur, affe&io naturalis deftrueretur in perpetuum, ut contraria domi­
naretur : quod videtur duriufculum. Nec tamen tutius forfim effet 
quietem ftatuere morus privationem, five negationem ; caderet enim 
omnis refiftendi a&io in materia quieicente, quam tamen agUofcis: 
Quamvis & id ipfum inteHedui meo nonnihil negotii.faceflat. Dum 
enim quietem actionem ftatuis materiae, motum etiam eandem effe 
ftatuas neceffe eft; fiquidem materia non agit nifi movendo, aut fal- 
tem conando motum. Male profeitb me habent ifti fcrupuli, quos 
quam primum eximere mihi poteris, obfecro ut eximas.

Quinetiam adeo fuperftitiose haec prima principia penfito, ut nova 
jam mihi ingeratur difficultas de natura motfls. Cum foilicet motus. cor­
poris modus fit, ut figura, fitus partium, 8tc. qui fieri Pojfet, Λ tranfeat 
ab' uno corpore in aliud, magis quam alii modi corporei^ Et univerfim 
imaginatio mea non capit, qui poffit fieri ut quicquam quod extra 
fubje&um effe non poteft (cujufinodi funt modi omnes) in aliud mi­
gret fubjeftum. Deinde quaeram, cum unum corpus· in, aliud minus, 
fed quiefeens, impingit, fecumque defert,, annon quies quiefeentis cor­
poris fimiliier tranfmigrat in deferens, aeque ac motus moventis in qui- 
cfcens ? Videtur enim quies res adeb otiola ac pigra,, ut eam taede­
ret itineris. Cum tamen aeque, realjs fit ac. motus, ratio coget eam 
tranfire. Poftremb, obftupefcoi plane, dum confidero qubd tamilevi- 
cula ac vilis res ac motus,, ibiubilis etiam it fubjefto&· tranfmigrabilis, 
adeoque debilis ac evanids natqrae ut periret protinus nifi fuftentare- 
tur a fubjefto, tam potenter tamen contorqueret fubje&um, & hac 
vel; illae tam fortiter impelleret. Equidem· pronior fum in hanc fen- 
tentiam, qubd nullus prorfum fit motuum· tranfitus, fed quod ex, im- 
ptdfii unius corporis aliud corpus in motum quafi expergificatur, ut 
anima in cogitationem ex hac vet illa occafidne; quodque corpus non 
tam fufcipiat motum, qurtm fe in motum exerat a corpore alio com­
monefactum; quod paulo ant& dixi, eodem modo fe habere motum 
ad corpus ac cogitatio fe habet ad mentem, nimirum neutrum recipi, 
fed:oriri utrofque ex fubje&o in quo inveniuntur; atque omne hoc 
quod corpUs dicitur, ft up i di & temulente effe vivum, ut pote quod ulti­
mam infimamque Divime efentiai quam perfe&iffimam vitam autumo, 
umbram effe fiatuo ac indolum, veruntamen fenfu ac animadverfionc de- 
ftitutam.

Cxterum tranfitus.ille tuus motuum a fubjeito in fubje&um, idque 
a majori in minus, 8c viciflim, ut fupra iponui, optime repraefentat 
naturam meorum Spirituum extenforum, qui contrahere fe poffunt, 
& rurfus expandere; penetrare facillime materiam, & non implere; 
agitare quovis modo ac movere, & tamen fine machinis ullis & unco­
rum nexu. Verum diutius in hoc loco haefi quam putaram: fed ad 
inftitutum propero, hoc eft, ad novas Quteftiones proponendas, fuper 
fingulis illis Articulis Principiorum tuae Philofophwe, quorum vim non­
dum fatis intelligo.

Ad
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in the fabric of things, whether sensible or imaginable. And so, your admirable art of creating the 

heavens, earths and all other sensible things must fail. 

On the other hand, if as you say matter by itself is at rest unless it is moved from without and that 

this rest is something positive, then in this case matter would as a consequence suffer violence from 

eternity. Its natural property would be destroyed forever in order for the opposite one to prevail, a 

conclusion that seems somewhat harsh. Nor, for that matter, does it seem any safer to consider rest 

the privation or negation of motion, since one would in that case deprive matter at rest of all action 

of resisting, which you yourself acknowledge. I find all of this very difficult to understand. For, if 

you consider rest an action of matter, you must also assume motion to be the same action, since 

matter acts only by motion (or at least the endeavour to move). I pray that you resolve these doubts 

of mine as far as you can, since they prove a source of quite some concern for me. 

Indeed, I have been thinking upon these first principles so rigorously that I am faced with another 

difficulty regarding the nature of motion. If the motion of a body is a mode like shape, the structure 

of its parts, etc., how is it any more possible for it to move from one body to another than for any 

other corporeal mode? And in general I cannot imagine how it is possible that anything that cannot 

exist outside a subject (which applies to all modes) might pass to another subject. Moreover, I have 

another question: when a body hits a smaller one that is at rest, pulling it with it, does the rest of the 

body that is at rest pass to the one in motion just as the motion of the one moving passes its motion 

to the one resting? For rest seems to be something so idle and indolent that it is loath to move. And 

yet, it is as real as motion and, therefore, reason forces us to suppose that it, too, is passed on. 

Finally, I am completely baffled when I consider that a thing as tiny and as vile as motion, which is 

also capable of being separated from its subject and passing to another, and which is of so frail and 

so transient a nature that it would cease to be at once if it were not for a subject sustaining it, should 

nevertheless stir its subject up so potently and impel it here and there so forcefully. I, for one, am 

more inclined to assume that there is no transfer of motion whatsoever. Rather, on account of the 

impulse of one body, another body is, as it were, awakened into motion, just as the soul is awakened 

into thought on this or that occasion. Instead of receiving motion, a body stirs itself into motion on 

being alerted by another body. And, as I have said before, motion is to body what thought is to mind, 

that is to say, neither of them is received from without, but both proceed from within the subject in 

which they are to be found. And in fact every so-called body is also alive in a mindless and 

befuddled way, since in my view it is the last und lowest shadow and image of the divine essence 

which, I hold, is most perfect life. However, it is devoid of all sense and animadversion. 

Moreover, as I have indicated above, your transfer of motion from one subject to another, from a 

larger to a smaller one and vice versa, is a very good illustration of my extended spirits which can 

contract and expand themselves again. These can penetrate matter with the greatest ease without 

filling it, and also stir it up and set it in motion without using any machinery or hooks to connect 

themselves to it. However, I have dwelt on this place longer than I had intended. Instead, I hasten to 

my original intent, namely that of asking new questions about those articles of your Principles of 

Philosophy whose meaning I do not yet understand. 
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ΕρίβοΙα tertia, Η. Mori ad R. Cartefium.

Ad Parris prima: Artic. 8.

Per^icue videmus, &c. Nec perfpicu^ videmus extenfionem, figu­
ram, & motum localem, ad naturam noftram pertinere, nec videmus 
perfpicue non pertinere. Ucinam hic breviter demonftres, nullum 
corpus pofle cogitare.

rAd Artic. 37.

Annon major perfedio eft id folum velle pofle hominemquod fibi 
optimum effet, quam pofle etiam contrarium ; ciim melius fit Temper 
felicem efle quam vel fummis aliquando efferri laudibus, vel etiam Tem­
per?

Ad Aptic. 54.
Hic rurfus: repeto, qpbd) opportebat demonftrare, nihil extenium 

cogitare, aut,, quod videbitur Meilius, nullum corpus pofle cogitare. 
Eft enim dignum ingenio tuo argumentum.

Ad Artic. 6q.

. Quamvis mens poffit contemplari leipiam ut rem cogitantem, exclu­
sa omni corporei extenfione in hoc conceptu, non tamen evincit 
quicquam aliud nifi quod mens poflit efle corporea vel incorporea, 
non qubd fit de fado incorporea. Iterum igitur rogandus es ut de- 
tnouftres, ex aliquibus operationibus mentis humans quae corporee na- 
turae competere non poffutit, hanc mentem noftram effe incorporean>.

Ad Partis,fecundae Artic. 25.
Non vim vei> Aiftonemquttwrfert, ut ofteudam iHumiemptr effe in 

mobili, &c. Annon igitur vis ip» atque adio motus eft in re mota ?

Ad Artic. 26.

Eftne igitur in quiefeentibus perpetua quwdam vis ftatoria, vel adio
>1 fiftendi Te, & corroborandi contra impetus omnes, quibus partes e- 

orum divelli poflint & disjici, vel totum corpus alib abripi & tranferri ? 
Adeb ut Quies redh definiri poflit, Vis quaedam vel adio interna cor­
poris, qua corporis partes arde conftringuntur ad Te invicem & con- 
primuntur, adebque a divifione vel dimotione per impulfum alieni 
Corporis defenduntur ? Hinc enim illud confurgerec, quod i meo in- 
telledu minimb alienum eft, Materiam utique vitam-effe quandam 
obfcuram futpote quam ultimam Dei umbram exiftimoj nec in Ibla 
extenfione partium confiftere, fed in aliquali femper adione, hoc eft, 
vel in quiete vel in motu, quorum ucrumque revera adionem effe ipfe 
concedis.

Ad
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On Part I, art. 8 

“We see very clearly”, etc. We do not see very clearly that extension, shape and locomotion belong 

to our nature, nor do we see very clearly that they do not belong to it. I should be much beholden to 

you if you could demonstrate in a few words that no body can think. 

On art. 37 

Is it not a greater perfection that we can will only what is best for us than to be able to will the 

opposite as well? After all, being happy all the time is better than having fame, however great, at 

some or even all the time. 

On art. 54 

Here I repeat once again that it would have required proof that nothing extended can think or, what 

will probably seem easier, that no body can think. For that would be a demonstration worthy of your 

genius. 

On art. 60 

I grant that a mind may contemplate itself as a thinking thing without this concept involving any 

corporeal extension. However, this does not prove anything other than that the mind may be 

corporeal or incorporeal, not that it is in reality incorporeal. Hence, I beseech you once again, please 

provide evidence that this mind of ours is incorporeal from such operations of the human mind as 

cannot be attributed to corporeal nature. 

On Part II, art. 25 

“It is neither the force nor the action which transfers to show that it [i.e. the motion] is always in the 

thing in motion.” Is it, then, the power itself and the action of the movement which is in the thing 

moved? 

On art. 26 

Is there, then, in a body at rest a certain enduring static power or action by which it perseveres in its 

place and resists all impulses from without which may either disjoin and separate its parts or 

dislodge and transfer the whole body to another place? Could not rest, therefore, be rightly defined 

as an internal force or power of the body by which the body’s parts are tightly held together and 

compressed and by which they are protected from division and separation effected by impulses of 

other bodies? This corresponds with my view exactly, namely: matter is a kind of dark life, which, 

in my view, is the lowest shadow of God. It does not consist in the extension of its parts alone, but in 

some constant motion, that is to say, either in rest or motion, both of which, as you admit yourself, 

are instances of genuine action. 
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94 Epifiola tertia Η. Mori ad R. Cartefium.

Ad Artic. 36.

Hic articulus videtur continere demonftrationem evidentiflimam, 
qubd tranflatio five motus localis (nifi extrinfecus fit corporum reipe-; 
ttus duntaxat; non fit reciprocus ullo modo.

i
Ad Arcic. 36.

Quaero, annon mens humana dum fpiritus accendit attentius diuti- 
ufque cogitando, corpiifque infuper ipfum calefacit, motum-auget 
univerfi ?

1 J Ad Artic. 55.

Numquid igitur cubus perfe&e durus perfe&cque planus motus fuper 
menfa, puta perfe&e dura perfe&eque plana, eo ipfo inflanti quo a 
motu fiftitur aeque firmiter coalefcitcum menfa ac cubi vel menfae par­
tes cum ftipfis; an manet divifus a menfa femper, aut-adtempus fal- 
tem, poft quietem? Nulla enim eft compreffura cubi 'ip menfam, .cum 
hunc motum tanquam in vacuo fa&um imaginemur fuper meniam 
extra mundi parietes, fi fieri poflet, fitam, (ac proinde ubi nullus 
locus eft gravitati vel levitati; motiimque fifti ex ea parte ad quam 
tendit cubus. Videntur igitur ex lege naturae, cum jam diviia fint 
cubus St menia, ^ nulla 'adio realis detur qua conjungantur, manfura 
fenili ai&ti divifa.n

T Ad Artic. 56, & 57.

Non video qui fit opus ut tam amplos particularum gyros ac .lufus 
circa corpus B deicribas. Videtur enim fatis, fi putemus fingulas ae­
quae particulas fimili impetu moveri a materia fubtili, & aequales efle 
particularum magnitudines. Hinc enim, cum B a quolibet latere bre- 
viflimis gyris vel femigyris, (vel alia quacunque ratione) motiis proxi­
me adjacentium particularum contunditur^ neceflaribquiefcet, nec in 
unam partem magi’s quam in aliam promovebitur.

Ad Artic. $7. linea 19.

Nec incedent per line as tam retias, &c. Quid ? qubd jam ad circula­
rem magis accedunt, ciim antea ovalem magis referebant figuram ? 
Non pled£ capio.

Ad Artic. 60.

Sed ipfas quatenus celerius aguntur in quafibet alias partes ferri. < Pof- 
funtne igitur celeritas motiis & ejufdem determinatio divortium p^iti ? 
Perinde enim videtur ac fi fingamus viatorem currentem, curfum 
quidem dirigere Londinum verfus, fed celeritatem curfiis nihilominus 
ferri Cantabrigiam verius, vel Oxonium. Subtilitas quam neutra Uni- 
verfitas capiet, nifi forte intelligas ferri, motum moliri, vei niti ut 
aliquorfum fiat motus.

Ad
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On art. 30 

This article seems to provide a very clear demonstration that transfer or locomotion (unless it is only 

a relationship external to bodies) is not reciprocal in any way. 

On art. 36 

I wonder: does not the human mind, by heating its spirits in thinking longer and more attentively and 

thereby also warming its own body, add to the motion of the universe? 

On art. 55 

Let us assume a perfectly solid and perfectly flat die moves upon a table, one that, likewise, is 

perfectly solid and perfectly flat. Does it, at that moment when it ceases in its motion, merge as 

firmly with the table as the die and the table are merged with their respective parts? Or does it, once 

it has come to rest, always (or at least for the time being) remain divided from the table? For there is 

no pressure of the die against the table, if we imagine this motion as occurring in a vacuum, as it 

were, and upon a table situated outside the boundaries of the world (if this were possible) where 

there is neither heaviness nor lightness. The motion of the die, therefore, stops in the place to which 

it tends. Hence, there seems to be a law of nature that a die and a table which are divided will always 

remain divided in actuality unless there is a real action merging them. 

On arts. 55 and 57 

I cannot see why it is necessary for you to have the particles describe two such wide circles and 

rounds around body B, since it would seem sufficient that the single water particles, assuming all of 

them to be moved by subtle matter in a similar fashion, should all be of equal size. For it then 

follows that when any of the sides of B is hit by the slightest circular, semicircular or any other 

motion of the adjacent particles closest to it, it will of necessity rest without moving into the one or 

the other direction. 

On art. 57, l. 19 

“And they will not move along a straight line”, etc.: What, should they now adopt a more circular 

line after having a more oval one before? I do not fully understand this. 

On art. 60: 

“... and, insofar as they are impelled more violently, they are driven in other directions.” Can the 

velocity of a motion and its determination suffer a divorce? It would be as though we were to 

imagine a traveller directing his steps towards London, but being nevertheless driven towards 

Cambridge or Oxford. This is a subtlety that neither of these universities will ever fathom unless by 

“are driven” you perhaps understand the undertaking of a motion or the endeavour to direct one’s 

motion into a different direction. 
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Epiflola tertia H. Mori ad R. Cartefium.

Ad Parcis tercix Articulum 16.

Annon juxta Ptolemaicam hypothefin Veneris lumen, ad modum 
Lunae, nunc decrefceret, nunc crefceret, quamvis non eifdem menfu- 
ris & legibus ?

Ad Artic. ; 5.

Qui fit ut Planet® omnes in eodem non circumgyrentur Plano, vi­
delicet in Plano Ecliptica, maculaque adeb Solares, aut faltem in 
planis Ecliptica parallelis, ipfaque Luna; aut in ./Equatore, aut in Pla­
no /Equatori parallelo, cum h. nulla interna vi dirigantur, fed externo 
tantum ferantur impetu ?

Ad Artic. $6, 37.

Vellem etiam mihi fiibindices rationem Apheliorum Perihdiorum 
Planetarum, & quamob caufam locum fubinde mutent fingula .· tum 
maxim0 ciim in eodem fint vortice omnia, cur non iifdem in locis in­
veniuntur Planetarum omnium Primariorum Aphelia & Perihelia ? 
Praeceflio etiam /Equino&iorum quomodo ex tuis oriatur Principiis ? 
Hic enim tu veras & naturales horum Phamomen·» caufas explicare 
poteris, ciim alii fiditias tantum exponant Hypothetic.

Ad Artic, 55.

Qua in orbem aguntur. Sed quomodo primum inceperunt tam im- 
mema materis fpacia in gyros convolvi, vortic6fque fieri ?

Ad Artic. 57.

Ejus partem qua a funda impeditur, &c. Videtur perceptu difficilius, 
qubd lapis A impediatur a motu in D, ciim nec de fa£to illuc unquam 
feratur, nec fi impedimentum tolleretur illuc naturaliter pergeret; 
pergeret enim omnino verfus C.

Ad Artic. 59.

Novam vim monas acquiri, & tamen conatum renovari hic dicis : 
Neleio quam bene cohaerent. Nam fi nova vis acquiritur & fuperad- 
ditur, non eft renovatio motiis, fed augmentatio. Quod fi globulus A 
movendo motum auget in eodem punfto baculi exiftens, (nam vorticis 
globulos hoc exemplum refpicit) cur non femper motus feipfum mo­
vendo accendit & auget ? Hoc autem modo jam pridem omnia in flam­
mam abiiflent.

Ad Artic. 62.

Hic qugero, ciim conatus globulorum, in quo lux & lumen confift- 
it, fiat per integram vorticis amplitudinem, ith. ut bafis trianguli BFD 
multb major efle poflit quam D B, 8< ab utrifque produ&ae diametri
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On Part III, art. 16 

Might not the light of Venus, like that of the moon, decrease at one time and increase at another 

according the Ptolemaic hypothesis as well, albeit neither to the same degree nor due to the same 

laws? 

On art. 3 

How is it possible that not all planets, including even solar flares, are revolving on the same plane, 

namely that of the ecliptic, or at least on one parallel to the ecliptic? Why does the moon itself not 

revolve along the equator, or at least on a plane parallel to the equator? After all, none of these 

planets is directed by any internal force, but only driven by an external impulse. 

On arts. 36, 37 

I should very much like you to explain to me the causes of the aphelia and perihelia of planets and 

why they each afterwards exchange places, especially since all of them are in the same vortex? Why 

are the aphelia and perihelia of all the primary planets not to be found in the same places? How, on 

your principles, can the precession of the equinox occur? For here you would actually have the 

opportunity of explaining the true natural causes of these phenomena, while others propose nothing 

but fictitious hypotheses. 

On art. 55 

“Which are driven into circular shape.” But how did such immense spaces of matter begin to move 

around in circles and form vortices in the first place? 

On art. 57 

“That part which is hindered by the sling”, etc. It seems quite difficult to understand why stone A 

should be said to be hindered from moving to D, even though it will never reach there in fact nor 

would it move there by nature if the impediment were to be removed. For it would move in no other 

direction but towards C. 

On art. 59 

Here you say both that a new power of motion is acquired and that the endeavour is renewed. Those 

two statements do not quite seem compatible. For if a new power is acquired and added, it is not a 

renewal, but an augmentation of motion. When, therefore, globule A augments its motion by 

moving, while remaining in the same point of the stick (for this example refers to the globules of a 

vortex), why does it not always, as it moves, heat itself up in this very motion and augment itself? 

However, in this way, all things would have by now already burst into flames. 

On art. 62 

Now to the endeavour of the globules in which light and brightness covers the whole amplitude of a 

vortex. Hence, the basis of the triangle BFD could be much larger than DB; and if it were prolonged 

on both outer sides of the diameter DB,  
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^6 ΕριβοΙα tertia H. Mori ad R. Cartefium.

D B, decies puta vel centies majoris fads, extremitatibus globuli ob­
liquo conatu in cufpidem aliquam ad F, oculum cujuflibec intuearis, 
reprimantur, cur lux, puta Solis, non major videtur quam qud fit intra 
circulum D C B?

Ad Artic. 72.

Non penitus hoc artificium contorquendi materiam primi elementi 
in fpirales five cochleares formas intelligo ; praefertim in locis ab axe 
paulo remotioribus. Nifi hoc fiat, non tam qubd globuli torqueantur 
circa particulas primi elementi, qugm qubd ipfum primum elemen­
tum, ab ipfis fortaffe globulis leviter in gyrationem determinatum, fe 
ipfum inter triangularia illa ipatia contorqueat, lineAfque fpirales ia 
fe defcribat. Oro te, ut hic mentem plenius explices. Sed alia 
fubinde hic oritur dubitatio. Ciim particulae hae contorts confient ex 
minutiflimis particulis & rapidiflimb agitatis, quomodo illa minutifli- 
mae particulae in ullam formam vel magnitudinem majorem coalef- 
cant, praefertim ciim in formandis hifce particulis ftriatis diftortio illa 
fit motufque obliquitas.

Ad Artic. 82.

Tam fupremi quam infimi, &c. Prodigii inftar mihi videtur rapidus 
hic globulorum fupremorum curfus, (praefertim fi cum mediorum com­
paretur) & qui caufas quas in fubfequenti Articulo profers longb exce­
dat. Si quid ulterius adinvenire poifis, quo mollius hoc dogma red­
datur, gratum profedb eifet audire.

Ad Arcic* 84.

Cur cometarum cauda, &c. Primam quamque impatienter tibi obtru­
do occafionem explicandi quodlibet: Rogo ut hanc rem etiam hoc in 
loco breviter expedias.

Ad Artic. 108.

Per partes vicinas Ecliptica in caelum abire coguntur. Qui fit ut 
non omnes fere illuc abeant, potius quam a polo ad polum migrando 
vorticem, quem vocas, componant ?

Ad Aitic 121. lin. ult.

A variis caufis affidue poteft mutari, &c. A quibus ?

Ad Artic. 129. lin. 15.

Non prius apparere quam, 8cc. Cur circumfluxus illius materiae, ciim 
iit adeo cranfparens, impedit Cometam ηέ videatur ? Circumfluens 
enim materia Jovem Planctam non abdit ab oculis noftris. Et cur ne- 
ceifc eft ut non nifi obvolutus materia relidi vorticis Cometa inde egre­
diatur ?

Ad
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its size increasing, say, tenfold or one hundredfold, the globules would in an oblique course be 

pressed back into some cusp at F, the eye of an observer. But why, then, I ask, does not the light of 

the sun, for instance, seem larger than that within the circle DCB? 

On art. 72 

I have not yet fully understood your design in having the matter of the first element swirl into spiral 

shapes or ones twisted like a cochlea, especially in those places which are a little further removed 

from the axis - unless it happens not because the globules swirl around the particles of the first 

element, but because the first element itself, perhaps gently forced into rotation by the globules 

themselves, itself twists inside those triangular spaces, adopting in itself the spiral lines. Please 

explain your view in this place more fully. However, yet another question immediately arises here. 

If the twisted particles consist of the minutest particles moving at a very high velocity, how can 

those minutest particles coalesce into any shape of larger size at all, especially if we consider how 

distorted and oblique the motion is in the formation of these grooved particles? 

On art. 82 

“Both of the highest and the lowest ones [i.e. globules]”, etc. The rapid motion of the highest 

globules strikes me as downright miraculous, especially if we compare it to the motion of the middle 

ones. Moreover, it seems to be far beyond the causes furnished in the following article. I should 

appreciate it very much if you could find something more which might make this doctrine seem less 

harsh.  

On art. 84 

“Why the tails of comets”, etc. I cannot but ask you with some impatience to use this first occasion 

and at least explain something: please do also give a brief explanation of this phenomenon in this 

place! 

On art. 108 

“They are forced through the adjacent parts of ecliptic QH to move away into the sky.” How is it 

possible that most of them do not go thither, rather than moving from one pole to another and 

thereby forming what you call a vortex? 

On art. 121 

“It can constantly be changed for various reasons,” etc. For which reasons exactly? 

On art. 129, l. 15 

“It does not appear there before”, etc. Why does that floating matter, being entirely transparent, 

prevent us from seeing the comet? For the floating matter does not hide the planet Jupiter from our 

eyes. And why is it necessary that a comet should emerge thence only if it is covered in the matter of 

the vortex it left? 
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Epi[lola tertia H. Mori ad R. Carflefium. 97

Ad Artic. 130. lin. 21.

Minuitur quidem, &c. Cur non deletur penitus, fi vortex ΛΕΙΟ 
fortius, vel aeque fortiter, urget vicinos vortices, quam ille ab ipfis ur­
getur ?

Ad Arcic. 149.

Brevi accedet ad A^ &C. Cur non ad T ulque pergit, impingitque 
in iplam terram ?

Quia fic d retia linea miniis defleUet. Non folum confiat lineam N A 
continuatam cum A B, lineam magis redam conftitucre quam ean­
dem N A cum A D continuatam ; fed ciim Luna a centro S recedat 
ad modum globulorum cceteftium, magis naturaliter videtur confur- 
jgerc yerfus B, quam verfus D defcendere.

Ad Partis quartic Artic. 12.
•

Nec Terra proprio motu cieatur, &c. Non video quid refert undo fit 
motus ille circularis, modb fit in Terra; nec deprehendo quin illi ce­
lerrimi gyri TeHuris impolita omnia rejicerent verfus coelos, quamvis 
motus non effet proprius, fed ab interop materia coelefti profectus, ni­
fi agitatio circumjacentis aetheris, quam fupponis multb celeriorem, 
fetum illud praeverterer. Nec videtur Terra habere rationem, corpo­
ris quiefcenris, quoad conatum partium recedendi h centro; fVide- 
tur enim illud neceffarium in omni corpore cifculkriter moto.J fed 
qubd fimul circumvolvitur bum ambiente aethere, nec feparantur fu- 
perficies, hic forfan ratione dicatur Terta quiefcere. Hac autem dico 
ut ex te intelligam, annori ratio qubd partes Terrae non diffijiant ad 
folam celeritatem motus particularum Astheris referenda fit.

<Ad Arcic. 25. '

Propter fuarqm Particularum motum i ne fi levitas. Quid igitur exifii- 
pias de frigido candenti ferro ? Utrum praeponderati Praeterea, 
quomodo moles aquae levior fit oh motum partium, ciim motus harum 
partium tandem i globufis determinatur deorfum. Hinc enim videtur 
magis accelerari defoenfus corporis, unde major aeftimabitur gravitas. 
Atque hoc modo aqua apro praeponderabit.

Ad Arcic. 27.

Nifi forte aliqua exterior caufa, &Ό. - Quasnam fint illae caufe, paucis 
obfecro ut innuas.

Ad Arcic. 133. lin. 12.

Axi parallelos. Parallelifmi mentio hic me monet de difficultatibus 
quibufdam fere inextricabilibus. Primb, cur tui vortices non fiant in 
modum columnae, feu cylindri, potius quam ellipfis, ciim quodlibec 
pun&um axis fit quafi centrum a quo materia cceleftis recedat, Sc, 
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On art. 130, l. 21 

“It is certainly reduced”, etc. But why is it not destroyed completely if vortex AEIO pushes the 

neighbouring vortices more strongly than (or as strongly as) it is pushed by them? 

On art. 149 

“It will soon approach A”, etc. Why does it not move on up to F and dash into the earth itself? 

“Because it will deflect less from a straight line.” I do not see that line NA, being continuous with 

AB, should constitute a straighter line than the same NA, as being continuous with AD. However, 

when the moon moves way from the centre S the way celestial globules do, it seems much more 

natural for it to ascend towards B than descend towards D. 

On Part IV, art. 22 

“And since the earth is not stirred by its own motion”, etc. I do not see why it matters where that 

circular motion should come from provided only it is in the earth. Nor is it clear to me why those 

extremely fast rotations of the earth would cast all things on it towards the heavens - even though its 

motion is not due to itself, but proceeds from the inner celestial matter - if it were not for the motion 

of the ether around it (which you believe to be much faster) preventing this fate. Nor does the earth 

seem to be a resting body as regards the endeavour of its parts to move away from the centre (for 

that seems to be a necessary characteristic of all bodies in circular motion). Only insofar as it 

simultaneously revolves in circles along with the ether surrounding it without any separation of the 

surfaces may the earth be said to be at rest. However, I point this out to learn from you whether it is 

due solely to the velocity of the motion of the ether particles that earth does not burst into its parts. 

On art. 25 

“They possess lightness because of the motion of their particles.” What, then, do you think about 

cold and hot iron? Which of them is heavier? Further, how can a mass of water become lighter 

because of the motion of its particles, even if the motion of these parts eventually forces it 

downwards? For the descent of a body seems to be accelerated by that motion and, therefore, it will 

be judged to be of greater weight. And in this way water will be heavier than gold. 

On art. 27 

“Unless perhaps some external cause”, etc. I beseech you: please do explain to us in a few words 

what these causes are! 

On art. 133, l. 12 

“Parallel to the axis.” The mention of this parallelism raises some other difficulties which I find 

almost insoluble. Firstly, why do your vortices not assume the shape of a column or cylinder rather 

than of an ellipsis, since each point of the axis is, as it were, a centre from which the celestial matters 

move away,  
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quantum video, xquali prorfus impetu. Deinde, Primum elementuni 
(ciim ubique ab axe oporteat globulos aequali vi recedere) cur non 
aequaliter per axem totum in cylindri formam produftum jacet, fed in 
fpharicam figuram congeftum ad medium fere axis relegatur ? Nam 
occurfus hujus elementi primi ab utroque polo vorticis nihil impedit 
quo miniis totus axis produ&a flamma luceret. Ciim enim ubique 
cujuflibet axis aequali vi recedant globuli, facilius praeterlabentur fe in­
vicem, re&aque pergent ad oppofitos polos Materiae fubtiliifimae irru­
entia fluenta, quatn excavabunt vel diftundent fibi in aliqua axis parte 
fpatium majus quam praefens 8c aequabilis vorticis circumvolutio lubenS 
admitteret, vel fponte fua offetet. Tertib denique, Ciim globuli cee- 
leftes circa axem vorticis ferantur & axi & fibi invicem, nec
parallelifmum perdant dum locum aliquatenus inter feipfos mutant, 
impoifibile videtur ut ulla omnino fiat particularum ftriatarum intor­
tio, nifi ipfa particulae ftriata iri triangularibus illis fpatiis circa pro­
prios axes circumrotentur; quod quatn commode fieri poflit non vi­
deo, quemadmodum fupra monui.

Ad Artid. 187.

NuIIa fimpathi* vel antifrthit miracu^^ Utinam igitur Iftc exJ 
phees fi breviter fieri poflit, qua ratione mechanica evenit utfodua- 
bus chordis, etiam diverforum inftrumentorum, vel unifonis, vel ad 
illud intervallum Muficum quod ^icitur attemperatis, fiuna 
percutiatur, altera in altero inftrumento fubfiliat, cum qua: propiores 
& laxiores etiam fint, imb in eodem inftrumento in quo, chorda 
percufla tenfa, non omnino moveantur. Experimentum vulgare eft & 
notiflimum. Nulla verb fy rapa thia mihi videtur magis rationes me­
chanicas fugere quam hic chordarum confenfus. ; ,

Ad Attic. 188.

a4c fextam de homine effem^ 8cc. Perge, Divine Vir, in ifthoc opere 
excolendo 8c perficiendo. Pro certiflimo enim habep, nihil unquam 
Reipub. literaria aut gratius aut utilius in. lucem proditurum^ Nec 
eft qubd experimentum deieftum hic cauferip. , I^am quantum ad 
corpus noftrum, accepi a dignis fide authoribus, ίέ, quae ad humani 
corporis Anatomeh'fpwa-nt, acouratiflime qniverla cxplorafle. .Qjiod 
autem ad animam, ciim talem ipfe na&us fis, quae in maximb fubiiXnes 
ampliflimafque operationes evigilavit, fpiritfifque habeas agillim0s & 
fubtiliflimos, generofa tua mens, innata fiia vi cceleftique vigore, tan- 
quam igni Chymicorum alicui, freta, ita excutiet fe, variafque in formas 
cranfmutabit, ut ipfa fibi facile efle poflit infinitorum experimentorum 
officina.

Ad Artic, ipy.

Et Meteoris explicui^ 8cc. Pulcherrimam fane colorqm rationem in 
Meteoris explicuifti. Eft tamen ea de re improba quadam difficultas, 
qua magnum imaginationi mea negotium faceflit. Quippe quod cum 
colorum varietatem ftatuas ex proportione quam habet globulorum 

motus
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doing so, as far as I can see, with the exact same impetus? Secondly, considering that the globules 

must move away from the axis with the same momentum everywhere, why is not the first element 

likewise wholly stretched out in cylindrical shape? Why is it not spread out throughout the axis, but 

instead compressed into spherical shape and all but confined to the middle of the axis? For the first 

element coming from both poles of the vortex does not prevent the whole axis from shining in an 

extended flame. For if the globules of each axis move away with the same power everywhere, they 

will more easily glide past each other, and in torrential streams rush straight to the opposite poles of 

the subtlest matter. Then, in some part of the axis, they hollow out for themselves an ever-widening 

place that is larger than the present steady circular motion would possibly allow, let alone freely 

offer them. Thirdly and finally, since the celestial globules are carried around the axis of a vortex 

παραλλήλως both to the axis and to each other, but without losing their parallelism when changing 

places among themselves for some time, it seems impossible that there should occur any twisting of 

the grooved particles unless these grooved particles were themselves to rotate around their own axes 

in those triangular spaces. However, as I have pointed above, I fail to see how this is supposed to 

happen. 

On art. 187 

“No miracles of sympathy or antipathy”, etc. Please do explain the following to me in a few words 

here if this is possible: how should it come to pass in a mechanical fashion that in two chords, even 

of different instruments either identical in musical pitch or tuned to the musical interval called 

διαπασῶν, if the one is sounded, the other in the other instrument should spring up, while others that 

are closer and looser, or even part of that very instrument whose cord is sounded remain taut and do 

not move at all? This is a popular and very well-known experiment, but no other case of sympathy 

seems to defy mechanical explanation more clearly than this harmony of two chords. 

On art. 188 

“And in the sixth I shall treat man”, etc. Proceed, O excellent author, and bring this work to 

completion. For I deem it most certain that no book will ever see the light of day that could be either 

more pleasing or more useful to the republic of letters. Nor must you blame the lack of experiments 

in this case. For, as regards our body, I have heard from trustworthy authorities that you have 

already done the most accurate research on everything that has to do with the anatomy of the human 

body. And as regards the soul, you have already found it to be such that it has awoken into the most 

sublime and most far-reaching operations and that it possesses the most agile and subtle animal 

spirits. Therefore, your noble mind should rely upon its innate power and heavenly strength - as do 

the chemists upon their fire - studying itself in such a way and transforming itself into so many 

different shapes that it can readily make use of itself as a laboratory housing an infinite number of 

experiments. 

On art. 195 

“As I have also explained in Meteorology.” You have indeed given a most splendid explanation of 

colours in your Meteorology. Still, there is a major difficulty regarding this matter which my 

imagination quite struggles with: you hold that the different colours result from the proportion 

obtaining between the circular and rectilinear motions of the globules.  
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motus circularis ad reftilinearem oriri, eveniet neceifarib ut aliquando 
etiam in iiidem globulis & motus circularis re&ilinearem, &.re&iline- 
aris circularem eodem tempore fuperet. Verbi gratia, In duobus pa­
rietibus oppofitis, quorum unus rubro, alter caeruleo colore obdudus 
eft, interjacentes globuli ob rubrum parietem celerius movebuntur in 
circulum quam in lineam re&am, ob parietem tamen caeruleum cele­
rius in lineam re&am movebuntur quam in circulum, & eodem pror- 
fus tempore; quae funt plane «truse·»· Vel fic, In eodem pariete cujus 
pars, puta dextra, rubet, media nigra eft, finiftra caerulea, ciim ad o- 
culum femper fiat decuflatio, omnes globuli ob radiorum concurfum 
fingulorum globulorum motus proportionem, circularis nimirum ad 
reftuni fufcipient; adeb ut necefle fit colores omnes in imo oculi per- 
mifceiL& confundi., Neque ullam rationem folvendi hunc nodum ex- 
cogitaw polTum, nifi forte fupponendum fit, motum hunc circularem 
elfeduntaxat breves quofdam & celeres conatus ad circulationem, non 
plenum motum, ut revera fit in motu re&o di&orum globulorum. 
Et ad· plerafque omnes alias, difficultates quas tibi jam propofui, ali- 
quales feltem folutiones ve! proprio marte eruere forfan potuero. Sed 
ciim hOnanltas tua hanq veniam mihi conceiferit, ciimque lingularis 
tua dexteritas in folvendis hujufmodi nodis, quam in nuperis tuis li-" 
teris perfpexi, me infuper innaverit, (quamvis enim breviter, pro 
anguftiis temporis in qmBconje&us tunc eras, egiffe te video; tam 
plen6 tamen mihi fatisfacis, timque fortiter animi fenfus mihi moves, 
ac fi praefens digitum digito premeres;) ciim denique majorem prae fe 
latura fint authoritatem elucidationes tuae, tum apud me ipfum, tum 
apud alios, fi ufus fuerit; e re noftra putavi fore, hafce omnes diffi­
cultates tibi ipfi proponere, quas ciim folveris, nifi magnopere fallor, 
penitiffime tuae Philofophia Principia intelligam univerfa. Quod e- 
quidem quanti facio vix credibile eft. <TOqlce^Mrtem gry-
phos mihi ciim expediveris (quod aua^b cititis fit, propter impoten­
tem illum amorem quo in. tua ra^r, eb gratius fututum ?ftj quae- 
ftiones alias iDioptrice tua petitas mox accipies i r 2~

, ’ · Philofbphia tu*

Henrico Moro.

Clarijime Vire, SMmeqnVbihftfbe*

RENATO D E S-C A R T E S,
HENRICUS MO^US.

EQUIDEM impens0 doleb, virClariflimfe, qubd tam fubitb a vi­
cinia noftra abreptus fis, & in tam longinquas abdudus oras* 

Habeo tamen, ut nihil diffimulem, quo hanc animi aegritudinem ac 
moleftiam mitigare pqffim, mdque ipfum confolari. Et certe non 

H h mi- 
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Therefore, it will happen of necessity that even in the same globules the circular motion will gain the 

upper hand over the rectilinear motion and the rectilinear motion over the circular motion at the 

same time. Thus, for example, the globules lying between two opposing walls, of which one is 

painted red, the other blue, will, because of the red wall, move faster in a circle than in a straight 

line. However, at the very same time, they will also move faster in a straight line than in a circle 

because of the blue wall, which is clearly ἀσύτατα. Or another example: let us assume one and same 

wall, of which one part, say, the right one, is red; the middle one black; and the left one blue. Since 

these colours will always intersect for the eye, as the beams flow together all the globules will adopt 

the proportion of the motion of the single globules, namely that of a circular motion in relation to a 

straight one, so that all the colours will necessarily become mixed up in the lowest part of the eye. 

Nor can I think of any solution to this problem unless, perhaps, one were to assume that this circular 

motion consisted only in some quick and short endeavours to move in a circle, rather than a 

complete motion, as actually happens in the straight motion of said globules. 

And I might have found out by my own effort at least some kind of solutions to most of the other 

difficulties pointed out to you above. However, in your kindness you have given me leave to consult 

you, and your peerless acumen in solving such difficulties which I have seen in your last letters has 

further encouraged me. For, although I have noted that, lacking leisure, as you did back then, you 

were rather brief, you have nevertheless answered my questions to my full satisfaction, stimulating 

my mind’s senses as strongly as if you had been present yourself and taken me by the hand. Finally, 

your own explanations will carry more weight both for me and for others whenever it is necessary. 

Hence, I thought that it would be in my own best interest to present all these difficulties to you 

yourself and that, unless I was seriously mistaken, I would, once you had solved them, gain a most 

thorough understanding of all the Principles of your Philosophy, which would be of well-nigh 

incredible worth to me. However, once you have disentangled the present riddles for me - the earlier 

you can do so, the more I shall rejoice, being passionately in love with your writings - you will soon 

receive further questions regarding your Optics from 

that most ardent student of your philosophy, 

Henry More 

 

Henry More to that most distinguished gentleman and foremost philosopher 

Rene Descartes 

I, for one, am deeply afflicted, most distinguished Sir, that you have so suddenly been snatched 

away from our vicinity and carried away to such distant shores. And yet I do not want to conceal 

from you that there is something that may alleviate my mind’s distress and sorrow and console me. 

And it is certainly not  
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minimupi 'eft, quod is honor tibi optime merenti habitus fit, etiam a- 
pud gentes remotiflimas, nominifque tui claritudo ad Septentrionales 
ufquefpiflitudinescrafiaque nebulas tam potenter penetraverit; neque 
id (quod caput rei eft) fruftra: cum· tantus literarum & literatorum 
amor generofum pedus Illuftriffimz Heroins, Sereniifims Reginae 
Suetorum., incefferit, ut fama librifque tuis non contenta, a fcribendo 
ad te, ut eam inviferes, nunquam deftiterit, donec voti fefta fit com­
pos. Qpod ceflurum credo in magnum illius regni commodum 8t or­
namentum. Quas obcaufas fateor me miniis inclementer tulifletuum 
ab hifce regionibus noftris abiceffum, ja&ufamque itidem exoptatiffi- 
ms illius Epiftolz quam, prout promififti, ante abitum tuum a te ex- 
pe&abam : cujus jam recuperandae fpem omnem tantum abeft ut ab­
jiciam, ut e contra fortiter confidam te non foliim illis quas ante 
fcripfi, fed & prsfentibus literis, ciim ad manus tuas perveneri^ bre­
vi refponfurum. Qua fretus confident^ ad Dioptrics tuam^rgO ; 
mox ad Meteora, fi quid forte ibi occurrerit difficultatis, profe&u&s; 
ut tandem animam mean) iis omnibus exonerare- poffim quae in rem 
noftram putabam fore tibi plenius proponere. Spero enim hoc mo­
do me, cum omnia ex mea parte perfefta fint quz przftat^oppdrtebat, 
molliorem animae meae conciliaturum quietem, miniifque in pWterum 
me anxie habiturum. .

Ad Dioptriccs Cap. i. Arpc. 4. lin. 21.
Nullo modo i^i oppofitum. Linteum C E videtur opponi B pilae, ali­

quo faltem modo, etiam quatenus pila dextrorfum fertur. Quod fic 
patebit.

Nam GH plene opponitur 
pii» B, perfeddque impedit cur­
ium ejus, tam verius HE qu^m 

φ verius CE. feu deorfum. Ciim 
igitur tam prop6 accedat C E, 

H ad pofituram G H; ut defit tan- 
tiim angulus HBE, five GBC 
ad perfe&am oppofitionem ten-

»■

dentiz verius HE, CE etiam 
fuam fervans pofituram, aliqua­

tenus opponetur pilae B, etiam quatenus curfum tendit verius Η E. 
Quod infuper manifeftius apparebit, fi fingamus C E udae argillae 
planitiem, & pilam, puta aeneam, ab A ferri ad B, ubi aliqub ulque 
penetrabit, fed ftatim, fuffocabitife vis curfiis tam verius H £ quam 
verius CE; quod tamen non fieret, fi pila ferretur fecundum lineam 
C BE, fed fine impedimento pergeret verius HE, praefertim fi nulla 
ineflet pilae gravitas: unde patet planitiepj C E opponi pilae B defeen- 
denti ab A, etiam quatenus fertur verius Η E, quod opportebat de- 
monftrare.

Dimidiam fua velocitatis partem amittat, lin. 27. Partem hic aliquam 
velocitatis amiiTam efle lubens concedam*; fed qudd & in hoc Articu­
lo &· in proximi fequenti fupponis hanc partem velocitatis deperdi 
tantum verius C E, non verfiis F E, nullas capio. Cum enim unicus 
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the meanest thing that that this honour has been accorded to you and your merit even amongst the 

most remote of peoples and that the resplendent light of your name has so forcefully made its way 

even to the dense and thick fogs of the north. Nor, most importantly, did it do so in vain, since so 

great a love for writings and writers has entered the noble bosom of that most famous heroine, the 

most serene Queen of Sweden, that she was no longer content with your fame and your books alone. 

Instead, she wrote unceasingly to you, entreating you that you should visit her, until you fulfilled her 

wish, which, I believe, will greatly adorn and benefit that kingdom. All of that, I confess, consoles 

me a little both over your departure from our regions here and the loss of that most desired letter 

which I expected you to send me before your departure, as you had promised me. However, far from 

having given up the hope of receiving that letter, I, on the contrary, am more confident than ever that 

you will not only briefly reply to my earlier letter, but also to the present one once it has reached 

your hands. Being confident about that, I shall now pass to your Optics, and then move on to your 

Meteorology if I should find difficulties in this work as well. Thus I hope I can free my soul of all 

the things which I thought most useful for me to point out to you more fully. For, once I have done 

everything that I, for one, think needs to be done, I hope my soul will find a gentler peace and quiet 

and lose much of its fear ever after. 

On Optics, ch. 2, art. 4, l. 21 

“It does not resist it in any way.” Cloth CE seems to resist ball B at least in some way, even insofar 

as the ball moves to the right. This will become clear from the following. 

Thus, GH fully resists ball B and completely prevents its continuing on its course either towards HE 

or towards CE (and downwards as well). When, therefore, CE comes so close to position GH that 

only angle HBE or GBC is lacking in order to resist the tendency towards HE completely, CE, 

likewise resting in its position, will for some time resist ball B, even as it continues its course 

towards HE. This will become even more obvious if, for example, we assume CE to be a surface of 

wet clay and the ball to be made of iron. It will move from A to B until it penetrates it at some point. 

However, the force of its course both towards HE and towards CE will at once dissipate. By 

contrast, this would not happen if the ball were to move along line CBE. In this case, it would 

continue on towards HE unimpeded, especially if the ball lacked hardness. Hence, it is clear that 

surface CE resists ball B descending from A, even as it moves towards HE. Thus it has been 

demonstrated. 

“It loses half its velocity” (l. 27). I shall admit gladly here that some part of velocity is lost. 

However, I fail to see why this part of velocity, as you suppose both in this article and the one 

immediately after it, should only be lost towards CE, not towards FE. There is, after all, but one  
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realis motus fit pilae, (quamvis varias imaginari poffimu^ pro libitu 
tendentias hujvs motiis, five metas,) fi minuitur hic motus quacun­
que pergere fingis, pilam, tardius incedet quam ante motum minu­
tum. Caufa igitur tendentis pilae ad I potius quam ad D,‘ non pe­
tenda eft a tarditate vel celeritate motiis, fed a refiftentia magni illius 
anguli CBD, & a debilitate minoris illius anguli EBD, cujus acies 
ob exilitatem fuam & materiae fluiditatem facilius cedet pilae projectae 
quam obtufus angulus D B D. Alioqui fi caula referenda eflet ad ce­
leritatem vel tarditatem, pila defcendens ab H in B curfum etiam de- 
fleiteret. Hic fchema tuum confute, fi opus eft, 84*

i
Ad Artic. 6. lin. 7. ·

Tam oblique incumbat, at linea F E AuSia^ &c. Perpetua hstc tua de- 
monftfendi ratio, quo pila profe&ua fit, lepidam profe&b in fe habet 
fubtilitatem, led quae caufam rei non .videtur attingere. Vera enim 
& realis caufa intelligenda eft ex amplitudine anguli CBD, & exili­
tate EBD anguli, & ex magnitudine etiam pilae, quae quo major 
eft, eb minorem depreflionem lineae A B verfus C E requirff, ad refi- 
liendum verfus aerem L. Major enim pila non tam commodi levat at­
que aperit cufpidem acutioris anguli, quo intret in ipiam ρυώ aquam,' 
red contundendo potius tranfvolat reflexa.

Quod vim ejus motus augeat, lin. 22. Augmentum motus nihil efficiet 
ad detorquendum curfum pilae inceptum, nifi fit politura alicujus cor-* 
porisquoa diftum curfum pilae verbis partem aliam determinet. Quod 
ego hoc modo fieri auguror in mediis illiis quae tu fingis radium faci­
lius admittere, qualia funt cryftallus, vitrum, drc. Nempe cum acies 
anguli EBD in iftiufmodi fubftantiis adebdura fit & pervicax, ut ni­
hil cedat, radius impingens in conftipam & inclinantem anguli aciem 
nonnihil avertitur ab incepto curfu, 8t introrsum perpendiculum ver­
sus abigitur. Utraque igitur refra&io reflexio quaedam mihi videtur, 
vel faltem reflexionis $i£dam inchoatio. Aque cuiemadmodum in 
plenr& libera reflexione determinatio tollebatur fire ulla retardatione 
cu^sds pilae, iti hic ad minuendam vel mutandam determinationem 
nova tarditas vel celeritas non videtur neceiTaria. Sola igitur deter­
minatio minuta vel au&a fufficit ad utramvW refra&ionem. Neque 
enim A ciim,ad CE fuperficiem pervenerit, quatenus celerior vel 
tardior curfum flebit, fed quatenus impingit in corpus determinatio­
nem mutans. Alioqui, fi nuda duntaxat acceflerit 'celeritas vel tardi­
tas, A'femper pergeret a B irt D.

Ineptiori igitur refra&ione, videlicet & perpendiculo, determinatio 
deorfum minuitur neceflarib, pila autem retardatur per accidens, ob 
mollitiem curfum immutantis. In pofterioi^leterminatio deorfum 
augetur; pila autem fi acceleratur, acceleratl^er accidens, ob novi 
medii faciliorem tranfitum. Determinationis igitur mutatio ejiilque 
caufa id refractiones juxta ac refle&ionem funt plane necefl^rix ; ve­
locitas St tarditas ipfius motiis funt duntaxat acceflbriae, vel potius 
planb fupervacapex. Imb verb, novam quod pilae feu globuli accele­
rationem attinet in medio faciliori, videtur quidem illa perceptu per­
quam difficilis; propterea qubd novum illud medium non fuppeditat

Hh 2 novbs

 

101 

 

 

 

real motion of the ball, even though we may imagine as many different tendencies or changes in this 

motion as we please. If, therefore, this motion is reduced, the ball, no matter where you imagine it to 

be heading, will move at a slower velocity than it did before its motion was reduced. Hence, the 

tendency of the ball towards I instead of D must not be seen as being caused by the greater or lesser 

velocity of its motion, but rather by the resistance of the large angle CBD and by the weakness of 

the smaller angle EBD whose sharp tip, due to its small size and fluid matter, will give way to the 

approaching ball more easily than the obtuse angle CBD. If one were to view the greater or lesser 

velocity as the cause instead, the ball, descending from A to B, would alter its course^1] as well. On 

that, consult your scheme on p. 84 of the Latin edition, if necessary. 

On art. 6, l. 7 

“It is so sharply inclined that the line, being drawn,” etc. Your accustomed way of demonstrating 

where the ball will turn is certainly fair and subtle, but it does not appear to touch on the cause of the 

matter. For we must view the true and actual cause as consisting in the extent of the angle CBD and 

the smallness of the angle EBD as well as the size of the ball. The bigger it is, the less it needs to 

press down line AB against CE to jump back into air L. For instance, to enter water, a larger ball 

does not so easily indent and penetrate the tip of a more acute angle but rather hits and bends it 

while flying past it. 

“That it augments the power of its motion” (l. 22). The increase of the ball’s motion will not 

contribute to its changing its original course unless there is some body positioned in such a way that 

it determines the ball’s said course in another direction. I suspect that something like this happens in 

those media which, as you believe, admit rays more easily, such as crystal, glass, etc. The sharp 

upper point of angle EBD, then, is so firm and strong in such substances that it does not give way at 

all. Therefore, a ray, hitting the angle’s dense and curved sharp point, is clearly diverted from its 

original course and forced to move perpendicularly towards the interior. For this reason, both 

refractions strike me as a kind of reflection (or at least an inchoate reflection). And just as in a 

complete and unimpeded reflection the determination was removed without any delay in the ball’s 

course, so here no acceleration or deceleration seems to be required for the reduction or alteration of 

the determination. The reduced or augmented determination alone suffices for both refractions, since 

B does not, on reaching surface CE, change its course insofar as it is faster or slower, but rather 

insofar as it hits a body that changes its determination. If, instead, it were merely accelerated or 

decelerated, it would always continue on its course from B to D. 

In the former refraction, therefore, i.e. the one proceeding from the perpendicular, the determination 

downwards is necessarily reduced. The ball, by contrast, is slowed down only accidentally because 

of the softness of the medium which changes its course. In the latter one, the determination 

downwards is augmented. However, if the ball is accelerated, it is accelerated only accidentally, 

since it passes more easily through a new medium. Therefore, the change of determination and its 

cause are clearly necessary for both refraction and reflection. By contrast, the greater or lesser 

velocity of the motion is but an addition, and perhaps even a completely superfluous one at that. 

However, as regards the new higher velocity of the ball or the globule in an easier medium, it seems 

very difficult to understand. This new medium, after all, does not furnish it with any  
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novos gradus motus, fed tantum permittit pilae quos etiamnum habet 
Tuperftites fine ulteriori ulla diminutione integros poflidere, ciim nul­
los ad fe arripiat, vel imbibat. JEqueque abfurdum videtur, novos, 
vel, fi malles, priftinos morus gradus, refiitui pilae medium facilius in­
tranti, ac concedere in punito refledionis pilam aliquo momento haerere 
priulquam refiliat, quod meritb explodis Art. 2. hujus cap.

Caput. 6. ad Artic. 9.

Sed ex fola fitu exiguarum partium cerebri, &c. Suntne igitur iUiuf 
modi in cerebri dii^dione particulae vifibiles, an ratione duntaxat 
colligis iftiufmodi effe oportere in hunc ufum deftinatas? Mihi verb 
nihil opus harum eife videtur, fed eadam organa quae motum tranfmit- 
tunt, animam etiam commonefacere neceffarid, unde illa fiat motfis 
tranfmiffio, fi nullum interjacet impedimentum. *

Ad Artic. 1J.
Similer^illi, qua Geometra per duas fiftieths, &c. Dufiufcula hac vi­

detur obfcuriorque comparatio, in nihildq^c ceofentions, nifi qubd 
utrobiqu» binae fumuntur ftationes. Geometrae enim, vel, fi malles, 
Geodxtx, ftationes fumunt, in linea ab arbore puta vel turri re&M 
produda; Oculus locum mutans in linea tranfvwfa, & ferme obje&o 
parallela, fi rede rem capio. .

Ad Artic.

/ Ex cognitione feat opinione c^tam de diftemia habemus, &c. Adaequatas 
fortaffe caufas apparentis corporum magnitudinis explicare peiquam 
difficile effet. Sed in uno hoc maximi confiftere opinOr, nimirum in 
magnitudine & parvitate decuffationis'anguli. Ille enim qub major 
eft, major apparebit ejulem corporis magnitudo; qub minor, minor. 
Deinde, quod obffrvatu digniffimum eft, ciim opjeftum aliquod, 
pollicem puta tuum, intra grani unius diftantia m oculo ad moveris, hic 
decuriationis angulus quater aut quinquies major erit quam ille qui 
fit ad oculum a pollice'datantem decem ferme grana i & fi adhwea- 
movebitur pollex ab oculo per . aliquot dona grana,.Temper anguftior 
reddetur angulus decuffatioarjs, fed minori femper proportione, per 
dena quaque grana, & minori; femper tamen aliquanto anguftior e- 
vadit quam antea, donec tandem fiat tam anguftus, ut rationem unius 
lineas reQx habere intelligatur. Hinc nemo mirabitur, fi mult^ma- 
jorem pollicem deprehendat unico grano ab oculo diftantem, quam 
ciim decem abeft ab oculo, & poftea per multa dena grana remotum, 
ad fingula grana den^Rion multum magnitudinis deperdere; tam 
longinque tamen removeri poffe, ut prorfus definat ulteriiis apparere. 
Diftantia enim crurum interni decuriationis anguli minor effe poterit 
quam unius capillamenti nervi optici diameter. Quid autem hic facit 
opinio de diftantia cum imaginis magnitudine comparata, pariim intel- 
ligo. Neque certb fcio quomodo aut oculus aut anima iftam com-

pa- 
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new grades of motion. Instead, it only permits the ball to retain those which it possesses up to this 

point, leaving them intact and without any reduction, since it neither takes any of them away from it 

nor absorbs any itself. And it would be as absurd to suppose that the ball receives new or, if you 

prefer, its former grades of motion on entering an easier medium as it would be to admit that it rests 

for a moment in the point of reflection before leaping back, a view which you rightly reject in art. z 

of this chapter. 

On ch. 6, art. 9 

“But only on the place of the small particles of the brain”, etc. Are these, then, such particles as are 

visible in a dissection of the brain or do you conclude only by reason that such particles must exist to 

fulfil this function? I, for one, do not think that these particles are necessary. Rather, those same 

organs which transmit motion also necessarily alert the soul, which brings about that transfer of 

motion, provided there is no obstacle. 

On art. 13 

“Similar to that used by the geometers who, by means of two fixed points”, etc. This strikes me as a 

rather rough and obscure comparison, the two agreeing in nothing but the fact that they both involve 

two fixed points. Thus, geometers or, if you prefer, surveyors make use of fixed points extending 

from a tree or tower in a straight line, for instance, while the eye, if I have understood it correctly, 

changes its place in a transverse and almost parallel line with the object. 

On art. 16 

“On the basis of the knowledge or opinion which we have about the distance”, etc. It might prove 

quite difficult to explain the adequate causes of the way the size of bodies appears to us. However, 

in my view, it consists above all in one thing, namely the greater or lesser size of the intersecting 

angle. Thus, the larger it is, the larger that same body will appear to be in size and vice versa. It is, 

moreover, very remarkable that when you move some object, say, your thumb, as close to your eye 

as the space of one grain, the intersecting angle will be four or five times as great as that between the 

eye and the thumb at a distance of ten grains. If you then move your thumb further away from your 

eye by several tens of grains, the intersecting angle will become smaller and smaller, albeit in a 

steadily-decreasing proportion of tens of grain each or less. And it progressively increases in 

narrowness until it is finally so narrow that we perceive it only as one single straight line. Hence, no-

one will be surprised that if a thumb at a one-grain distance from our eye appears much bigger than 

at a ten-grain distance and that, removed by more tens of grain, it will not lose much in size at every 

ten grains, even though it can be moved so far away from us that we cease to perceive it altogether. 

For the distance of the legs of the internal intersecting angle will be smaller than the diameter of an 

individual fibre of an optical nerve. However, I do not completely understand yet how, in this case, 

we form an opinion about the distance in comparison to the size of the image. Nor do I know for 

certain how either the eye or the soul  
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parationem fecum inftituat. Deprehenfionem autem magnitudinis 
ex di£to angulo quo modo oriri concipio, fic videor mihi poife expli­
care;

HI & KL fint fundi duorum oculorum, majoris fcilicet & mino!-' 
tis. CD fit objeftum majus & remotius, E F obje&um minus, fed 
propinquius, E G F vel K G L Angulus decuifatiOHis.

a Primum, hic ftatuo eife nifum quendam, feu tranfiniflionem mo- 
tus ab E in<L & a. D in K. Etanimaclverfionem meam refla excurren­
tem per lineam KGFD offendere unam extremitatem bbjefti CD, 
videlicet D, eo revera quo ineft loco, & per lineam LGEC offen­
dere alteram fcxfremitateriiobje&i C D; videlicet C* in fuo itidem lo­
co; &’ fic de esiteris parti Bite tam extimis quam ihtermfediis object 
CD. Re&oigitdr excdrfu hpc animadverfionis me®,- obvertam ob- 
je&i magnitudineni deprehendo; cujus diametri apparentis meniura eft 
angulus EGF. . Servatis, igttur eifdem re&is lineis per quas excurrat 
mea animadverfio, & eadem anguli magnitudine in oculo HI, quas 
modo ih K L,‘ died obje&um D C aeque magnum apparere ac in ocu­
lo K L. Unde poftea colligo, magnitudinem pbje&i apparentem, ad 
anguli decuffationis magnitudinem, non ad magnitudinem imaginis, re­
ferri. Poftremb, ut magnitudb apparens bbjecti non fit ex magnitu­
dine imaginis in oculi fundo , (uti porro patet ex eo; quod eadem fit^ 
imaginis magnitude dbje&i minoris EF quae^rajoris C Γ), tarii ift HI 
oculo quam in K L) ifrt neque (impliciter ei magnitudine anguli de­
cuffationis ; alioquin obje&um E F aeque rriagmim appareret ac obieft- 
um C D, ciim idem fit decuffationis angulus. Sed amoto E F mino­
re objetlo, objeftum CD revera multo majus apparebit quam appa­
rebat mods obje&um E F, ciim tameg utraque cernerentur fub eo­
dem decuffationis angulo. Unde merito coftcliidi poteft, apparentem 
cujufque obje&i magnitudinem partim ex anguli decuffationis, par- 
timque ex reali corporis magnitudine oriri. Neque mirum eft animad- 
verfionem meam per lineas reflas nifias illius five motiis tranfmiffi per- 
gantem eo ulque penetrare, ibique fe fiftere ubi motus hic primum 
incipit, videlicet ad C & D; ut neque eas (ciim revera magis diftant 
quam EF, nec fub minori angulo videntur) apparere etiam magis 
diftantes quam E & F, totumque adeo objeftum C D majus fimplici- 
ter apparere quam objeftum totum E F.

Ad Arcic. 19.
Quoniam fumus affueti judicare, &rc. Quid igitur cenfts de caeco illo 

a nativitate fua quem fanavit Chriftus, fi fpeculum planum ipfi ob-
H h j pedunt 
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performs a comparison between the two. However, it seems to me that we may account for how we 

understand the size of said angle in the following way: 

Let HI and KL be the base of the two eyes, i.e. the larger and smaller ones. Let CD be the larger and 

more remote object, EF the smaller yet closer one, and EGF or KGL the intersecting angle. 

Firstly, I posit that there is some impetus or transmission of motion from C to L and from D to K. 

And my perception, proceeding straight along line KGFD, hits one end of object CD, i.e. D, in that 

very place where it is located. Likewise, it proceeds along line LGEC, and hits the other end of 

object CD, i.e. C, in its own place as well. And the same applies to all the other outer and middle 

parts of object CD. It is, therefore, through my perception, which proceeds straight along this line, 

that I perceive the size of an object opposite me. The measure of the latter’s diameter, as it appears 

to me, is the angle EGF. 

If, therefore, both the straight lines along which my perception proceeds and the size of the angle 

stay the same in eye HI as in KL shortly before, I claim that object DC appears as large as in eye 

KL. From this I conclude, then, that the apparent size of an object is due to the size of the 

intersecting angle, not to the size of the image. Finally, just as the apparent size of an object does not 

result from the size of the image at the base of the eye (as is clear, on the other hand, from the fact 

that the size of the smaller object EF is the same as that of the larger object CD both in eye HI and 

eye KL), it does not simply result from the size of the interceding angle either. Otherwise, object EF 

would appear as large as object CD, since the intersecting angle is the same. However, if the smaller 

object EF is removed, object CD will in fact appear to be much larger than how object EF appeared 

previously, even though both were perceived under the same intersecting angle. Hence, we can 

rightly conclude that the apparent size of each object results partly from the intersecting angle and 

partly from the body’s real size. Nor is it surprising that my perception, proceeding along the 

straight lines of that impetus or transmission of motion, should advance as far as this point and stop 

at the first starting point of this motion, i.e. at C and D. Neither is it surprising (considering that they 

are in reality more distant than EF and are not seen under a smaller angle) that they seem more 

distant than E and F and that the whole object CD should indeed appear larger than the whole object 

EF in absolute terms. 

On art. 19 

“Since we are accustomed to judge”, etc. What, then, is your opinion about the man born blind 

whom Christ cured? If a flat mirror had been presented to him  
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jeftum fuiffet antequam confuctudo judicium depravaffet ? Numquid 
ille vultum fuum citra fpeculum, non ultra, vel pone fpeculum, de. 
prehendi flet ? Mirifice torfit & fatigavit imaginationem meam hic ima­
ginis pone fpeculum lufus, !cujus caufas nondum me fatis percepifle 
fateor. Neque enim mihi ullo modo fatisfacit haec depravata judican­
di confuetudo. Si rationes reales magis magifque mechanicas excor 
gitare poteris, & nobifcum communicare, rem &ηέ gratiflimam prae- 
ftabis.

Ad Artic 20. lin. ulr.

Inde [equitur diametrum illorum, &c. Cur non diameter Solis vel 
Lunae videatur pedalis vel bipedalis, ob angulum deculfatorium ad 
eam ratjonem diminutum, quae apta fit corpora ejufdem realis mag­
nitudinis, cujus funt Sol & Luna, fub hanc pedalem vel bipedalem 
magnitudinem apparentem, ad iftas diftantia^, reprasfentarc ?

Ad Arde. 21.
Quia tam versus Horcxautem quam versus verticem, &c. Igitur majo­

res Sol & Luna ad Horizontem apparent quam pro diftantia oportet 
apparere. Et ea potius eft dicenda vera magnitudo apparens, five non 
fallax, qua: certae legi fubjicitur, quam quae .externis aliquibus adjungis 
•Iteratur.

Ad Caput x· Arde. 22.
Qud arte ob alias caufas, &c. Quam invertendi artem hic intelligis? 

Et quas ob caulas ab ipla abftines ?

Ad Caput 8. Artic. 20.
Jut diverfs partibus parallelos. Quid libi hinc velint radii diverfis 

partibus paralleli, nullo modo inteUigo. Nihil enim hujufmodi quic- 
quam exhibetur in Ichemate hoc, pag, 172. depi&o. Ut mentem hic 
apertius explices oro. Obfcuriflimum etiam illud eft, nifi ego fum 
tardiflimus, quod habetur ad calcem hujus Articuli de decuflatione 
radiorum duo vitra convexa, D B Q & d b q, permeantium. Sed 
ad marginem hujus loci in editione tua Gallica relegas nos ad paginam 
108. id eft, ad figuram illam qua: in Latina editione habetur paging 
164. Ego vero ibi in vitris illis nullam omnino video radiorum decuit 
fationem, fed tantum inter vitra, ad communem focum I. Nulli e- 
nim ibi radii apparent nifi paralleli, qui parallelifmum fervant doqjgc 
ad convexitates vitrorum B D, & bd, pervenerint, ubi demum iti 
incipiunt infleti, ut omnium tandem fiat decufiatio in foco I, non a- 
libi. Hic autem dicis radios etiam in illis vitris D BQ, d bq, pri­
mo decuifari in fuperficie prioris, puta D B Q., deinde in altera po- 
fterioris, puta d b q. Quam autem intelligis fuperficiem ? Planam, 
aut convexam? & an eandem in utraque? Pergis porrb, Ii [altem 
qui ex dtverfs partibus altabuntur. Quid eft ex diverfis partibus allabi ? 
Numquid intelligis οχ adverfis live oppofitis ? Namjparalleli etiam qui

ab
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before the bad habit had perverted his judgement, would he have seen his face on this side of the 

mirror rather than on that side, or behind it? I find this fanciful idea of an image behind the mirror, 

whose causes, I must admit, I have not sufficiently grasped yet, to be exceedingly weary and 

troublesome for my imagination. In fact, I do not find this notion of a perverted habit of judgement 

satisfying at all. It would be greatly appreciated if you could come up with more tangible and 

mechanical explanations and share them with us. 

On art. 20, final line 

“Hence, it follows that their diameter”, etc. Why should not the sun’s or moon’s one- or two-foot 

diameter, if its intersecting angle is reduced to the right ratio, represent bodies of the actual size of 

the sun and moon, appearing to be one or two feet in size at such a distance? 

On art. 21 

“Because ... equally towards the equator and the pole”, etc. Hence, the sun and the moon appear 

larger at the equator than they should considering their distance. And we should rather call that the 

true, non-fallacious apparent size which is subject to a certain law, instead of that apparent size 

which changes under certain external circumstances. 

On ch. 7, art. 22 

“By which art. for other reasons”, etc. What exactly do you understand by the art of inversion? And 

for what reasons do you avoid it? 

On ch. 8, art. 20 

“Or parallel to different parts.” I do not understand at all the meaning of rays being ‘parallel to 

different parts’. For nothing of this kind is depicted in the figure on p. 172. Please explain your 

intention more fully here. Unless I am extremely slow, this article’s final section on the intersection 

of two rays passing through the two convex lenses DBQ and dbq is also extremely obscure. 

However, in the margins of this passage in your French edition you refer us to page 108, i.e. to that 

figure which is on page 164 in the Latin edition. However, I, for one, cannot see any intersection of 

rays in those lenses, but only between the lenses at the common burning point. For no other rays 

emerge there but parallel ones which keep their parallelism until they reach the convex surfaces of 

lenses BD and bd, where, finally, they begin to bend in such a way that there will eventually be an 

intersection of all of them in burning point I and not anywhere else. However, here you say that 

there will also be an intersection of the rays in lenses DBQ et dbq, first on the surface of the former, 

i.e. DBQ, then on the surface of the latter, i.e. dbq. But what surface to you mean? A plain or a 

convex one? And is it the same in both? After this, you go on to say: “Those at least which proceed 

form different parts.” What does “proceed from different parts” mean? Do you mean from ones 

facing or from ones opposite one another? After all, such parallels  
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ab eodem obje&o emanant re£& dici poflimt allabi ex diverfis par­
tibus. Hic prorfys ia luto hareo.

Ad Caput 9. Artic. 5. pag. 185. lin. 10.
jQ&d magis hac perfficiUa objeSorum imagines augent, eo pauciora ftmul 

reprajentant. Ciim * perferiora haec perfpicilla aperturam vitri exteri­
oris majorem habent, eaque plures proinde parallelos radios ab objeda 
fuicipit quam imperfeftiorum minor apertura, omn^fqye illi radii ad 
fundum oculi a convexa di£H vitri fuperficie contorquentyr, cur non 
plura etiam obje&a, aeque ac majores imagines, in oculo potierunt de­
pingere ?

Ad Caput 10. Artic. 4 lin. 17.
'Hjperbole omnino fimilis & nqftafis priori deprel^^ndetscr- Suppoqis igi-' 

tur Hyp$rbok$ omnes, qu^rym foci aequidi&mt a verticibus, quamvis 
hae per conum, illae per funem & regulam deferibantur, per 
coincidere: quod ut falfum non video, iti pup tamen veritatem illius, 
cum fundamentum fit totius quam mox expoliturus es machinz, fuifle 
■operae pretium demonftrafle, aut falter rationem levi afiquo indicio 
innuifle.

Ad Artic; 4. pagi adii. lin. 27.
Umebit enina & alieni &epidemi led quam cufpi-

4em fiabere poterit non Vjdeo, pr^ttim cum acies hujus inftrumenti 
fabricanda fit reda, tui11 concava, ficeyim effet patrica; quas fi con­
tingat extremos circulos latitudinis ad interiores tamen non ad­
aptabitur ; major enim erit duim ut cum illis conveniat. Unde ned 
tanget inftrumenti hujus ;cuipis circumdudam Rptanl in mediis lati­
tudinis fpatiis.

4d Anic. 7. lin. 17.
effe debere ut ejusffemidf^tter, diffantii qua erit isper li* 

aeneas· & 5 5· &c. Hujufoe prqi ratiqnem autumo, qubd tunc concava 
vitri fiiperficies fphzrica £erct, pop Hyperbplica.

Ad Artic, i p.
Dt nonnuios exmoMmbindafiriis dr car tofis , Lubenterex te au-

diremnumquis ex peritioribus illis artificibus periculum fecerit adhuc 
in ingenlofiflimo hoc tuo invento, & quo fucceflu. Nam quod qui­
dam nic mulfitant, aliquos tent&Te, qperAmque lufifle, id aut falfum 

rarbitror, aut opifices illos qui tentarunt ex peritioribus non (fuifle.
Quod ad Meteora attinet, difficultates quz ibi Occurruntpauciores 

funt, 8c levioris, opinor, momenti. Quales autem fint mox audies.

Meteorum Cap. i. Artic.. 4. pag. 210. lin. ,7.
Et denique prope terram quam prope nubes. Hoc afleris de radiis tam 

redis quam reflexis. Qui aut^m, fiqri poffit ut redi, nifi quatenus
re-
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as emanate from the same object can also be rightly said to proceed from different parts. I am mired 

in quite a quandary here.

On ch. 9, art. 5, p. 185, l. 10

“The more these telescopes magnify the images of objects, the less of it they can represent at one

glance.” Now the outer lenses of these more perfect telescopes possess a larger aperture which, 

therefore, receives more parallel rays from the object than the smaller opening of less perfect 

telescopes. Moreover, all of these rays are collected by the convex surface of said lens at the base of 

the eye. Why, then, can they not also represent both more objects and more images in the eye?

On ch. 10, art. 4, l.17

“We shall find a hyperbola entirely similar to and identical with the preceding one.” You suppose,

therefore, that all hyperbolas whose burning points are equally far removed from the top are 

identical by ἐφαρμογή even though some are described with reference to the cone, the others to the 

cord and the ruler. Indeed, you suppose that the apices have the same distance. While I do not 

consider this false at all, I still believe that it would have been advisable to prove its truth since this 

is the basis of the entire machine which you are about to describe.

On art. 6, p. 202, l. 27

“For it will have both a cutting edge and a point”. It may have a cutting edge, but I fail to see what

point it will possess, especially since the cutting edge of this tool is to be made straight, not concave. 

It would, therefore, be spherical. And while it may reach the outer circles of the wide wheel, it will 

not be adapted to the inner parts, since it will be too large to fit them. Hence, the point of this tool 

will not touch the wheel in its wide middle space.

On art.7 ,l. 17

“It must not be so large that its semi-diameter, the distance which will extend from line 12 to 15”,

etc. I hold that the reason for this is the fact that the concave surface of the lens would then become 

spherical, not hyperbolical.

On art. 10

“So as to ... some of the most curious and skillful people”, etc. I should like to hear from you

whether any of those more skilled artisans have put your most ingenious invention to the test yet, 

and how successful they have been. There are, in fact, some people who complain that some have 

already tried and failed in their endeavours. However, this, in my view, is either mistaken or those 

craftsmen who have tried were not among the more skilled.

As regards Meteorology, the difficulties which I have encountered in this work are fewer and less 

significant. However, let me mention what they are.

Meteorology, ch. i, art. 4, p. 210, l. 7

“And finally, faster near the vicinity of the earth than near the clouds.” You assert this both about

442 direct and reflected rays. However, I fail to see how it is possible for direct rays
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refle&untur &■ replicantur iterum in fe propeTertamvim caloris au­
geant, non video. Tuniverb non funt firfipllclter refti; fed re&i cum 
reflexis conjunfti. Imo verb potius minui, videtdr vis caloris in aere 
terrae vicino, ciim nonhihfl fqi motus atherei globuli bommunicent 
cum particulis terreftribuSj unde prope tetram tardior erit motus e- 
orum & languentior Suarii ift fuperioribuS aeris regionibus: Non igi­
tur abs re efTet ft. hic explices·, cur cafefcat aer prbpe Ter fam magis 
quam prope nubes. Et annon fieri poffit, ut quamvis motus minor 
fit propfe reftam quam in fupernis aeris partibus, major tamen calor 
fentiatur? ob inaequalitatem hujufce mbtus»

Caput 7. Artic. 6. pag. 28^. lin. 4.

Sed etiam inferiores adeo raras atque extenfas, &c. At ciim tam rarae 
fitit, qul· ipbifunt aliasin fe cadentes nubes excipere, ibique fiftere ? *$i- 
dentbr potiiis przfua tenuitate ad Terram tranfmiffuroe, fi eb, alibi, 
profeftufi jeffefit.' r ; ‘ : ; ·

*■ -’^ιτ·7■ Ad^Ahic.j. ·ρ ■

W refonantiam, &e. Ita fane fingit Paracel fur
tonitru tam immaniter poare & mugire, ob arcuata coeli templa, non 
abfimili ratione atque- fi quis Seneam machinam nitrato pulvere onuft- 
am difploderet fub Tefto teftudineato. Tu vero, fat fcio, nullis la- 
qfieariE^i&liifi^.raudr^ ac proinde videatur verifimilius, 
qubd qObiriagls i^his.diih^^ ‘debilior futurus fit initus’;

• Ciim nec1m commodi fiat' fefbnantia, qubd qiib· reverberetur fonus, 
tam Idngi abfit iffi1^^ ' ?

.................Caput 9f Artic. 1. Lrt. ip.

r Pauci quippe tantummodo radii^ &c. Numquid igitur radiorum pati* 
citas caeruleum colorem generat ? Videtur hoc haud ita confonum prae­
cedentibus. Quippe qubd cumfupra ftattieris, colores oriri ex varia 
proportidHe-’rotationis fphserulartim ad motum earundem re&um, & 
particulatim caeruleum ex rotatione minore quam progreffu proficifci, 
quafi in eo ipfo conftaret ipfa caerulei coloris ratio; nunc tamen cau- 
fam refers non tam ad rotationis defeftum, quam paucitatem radio­
rum refilientium a fuperficie maris. Hic igitur quaero utrum fentias 
nullam aliam efle colorum rationem praeter eam quam ipfe tam fub- 
tiliter & ingeniosb expofuifti; an & aliis modis colores oriri poflint, 
nulla habiri ratione rotationis globulorum motufque re&ilinei: prae­
fer tim ciim 8c ipfe innuis aquam marinam caeruleam videri ob’ pauci­
tatem duntaxat radiorum. Et certe explicatu haud facile eft, ciim 
globuli in aequoris fuperficiem impingunt, cur non aut albefeat mare 
aut rubefeat, ciim fortiiis impingunt, aut illis refiftitur fortius in fuper­
ficie maris, quam in coelo prae vaporibus albefeente.

Propofui jam omnia quae in fcriptis tuis Phyficis mihi vifa funt in- 
telleftu difficilia, aut intelle&u difficulter vera. In quibus legendis 
mirari non immerito tibi fubeat ingenii mei conditionem & fatum; 
qui ciim profiteri au fi m me catera omnia in tuis fcriptis fatis intime

in-
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to augment the power of their heat unless they continually reflect and replicate themselves upon 

themselves near the earth. In this case, however, they are not simply direct rays but are also coupled 

with reflected ones. But there is another more serious misgiving which troubles me here, namely 

your theory of the reflection of rays. For, according to the common philosophy, the reason for this is 

very simple: a sunray, like a thread, turns backwards and replicates itself, thereby necessarily 

doubling the power and, as it were, the crassness of its heat. However, there is no place for this in 

your philosophy. Instead, a ball bouncing back explains your mode of reflection better than a thread 

being duplicated. Hence, it hardly seems possible that the heat should be doubled. Thus, a ball which 

descends, say, from A to B, only describes a simple line of motion, one which is entirely lacking 

before the same ball ascends from B to D. Therefore, since for each time x there is only one line of 

motion, it seems entirely impossible that the power of its heat should be doubled. On the contrary, it 

will rather be reduced in the air near the earth, since a globule or ball communicates some of its 

motion to the earthly particles. As a consequence, its motion from B to D will be slower and fainter 

than that from A to B. It would, therefore, be very helpful if you would explain here why the air near 

the earth becomes hotter than it does near the clouds and whether it is possible that a greater heat is 

felt because of the inequality of this motion, even though there is less motion near the earth than in 

the higher regions of the air. 

Ch. 7, art. 6, p. 283, l. 4 

“But also the lower ones, remaining very much rarefied”, etc. However, if they are so rarefied, how 

can they absorb others falling into them and stop them? They rather seem so subtle that they should 

push them towards the earth instead if they were otherwise to go there. 

On art. 7, l. 2 

“Because of the resonance of the air all around”, etc. In the same way, for sure, Paracelsus imagined 

the thunder to resound and reverberate so deafeningly because of the vaults of the heavenly temples 

– not unlike somebody causing an iron cannon charged with gunpowder to explode under a solid 

roof. I am well aware that you do not believe the ether to be enclosed within walls. And therefore, it 

should seem more likely that the further removed the blow is from the earth, the weaker the sound 

should be, for this resonance does not occur so easily, since the sound it produces reverberates far 

from the bodies hit. 

Ch. 9, art. 2, l. 19 

“For only a few rays”, etc. Does not a small number of rays, therefore, create a blue colour? This 

does not seem to chime too well with what you have said before. On the one hand, colours, as you 

have stated above, arise from the different proportions in which the rotation of the spheres stand to 

their straight motion. And blue in particular arises from a rotation smaller than the forward motion 

which, as it were, is the sole cause of the colour blue. On the other hand, you now trace it back not 

to the lack of rotation but to the small number of rays bouncing back from the surface of the sea. I 

ask you here, therefore, whether you believe that there is no other cause of colours than the one 

which you have described with such subtlety and ingenuity, or whether colours may also arise in 

other ways entirely independent of the rotation of globules and their rectilinear motion. After all, 

you yourself seem to imply that sea water seems blue only because of the small number of rays. And 

it is certainly hard to explain why the sea does not turn white when globules hit the surface of the 

water, or red when they hit it harder. Or is there stronger resistance to them on the surface of the sea 

than there is in the sky, which turns white because of the vapours? 

I have now outlined all the doctrines in your writings on physics which I have found to be either 

difficult to understand or where I could not see how it could be true. In reading them, you may 

rightly have wondered at the state of my mind. After all, I have dared to claim a very thorough 

understanding of all other tenets in your writings,  
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melligere, (ubi plurima tamen, reperiuntur, qua multo difficiliora 
videri poflint quam de quibus fapius liefitoj ifta tamen quae tibi gro- 
pofui explicanda aut munienda, non «que ac ilja c«tera intelligerem. 
Ego verb hanc naturam meam atque indolem, quam i puero ulqne 
in me ipfo obfervayi, (qui nempe maxima fepenumero feliciter vinco, 
vidus interim h minimis) ad hunc ufque diem emendare non potui. 
Humanitatis tuas erit ignofcere quod netas eft corrigere, nulloque pado 
aut affedatae ignorantiae aut difputandi prurigini imputare, qubd tam 
multa congeflerim. Feci enim non ex effrani ajjquo difputandi defi- 
derio, fed potius ex religiofo quodam erga tua Audio,

JViv» tam certandi capidas, quam propter amorem, 
Quod te imitari aveo :

•
Qlbd fcite quidem ille; Ego vero hac in caula veriflimb. Quod re­
liquum eft, Clariffime Cartefi, exorandus es, ut ifta omnia quas fcripii 
aequi bonique confulas, & cum primo tuo otio referibas. Quod fi dig­
natus fueris, peritiffimum illum tandem efficies, qui Temper fuit hadenus

. Cumbrigi*, iOsi&iCMgU, Pkilofophia tonfittdiofiffmas,
13 Caknd t^rvotA. 16^9.

Hen. SfORUS.

Ce qui fail a efle trou^parmy les V afters de 
Monpeur Des-Cartcs, comme Ύη projet on commencement de la 
reponfe quit preparoit aux deux precedents Lettres de Menpeur 
More.

CUM tuam Epiftplamdecimo Calendas Augu^i datam accepi, pa­
rabam me ad navigandam ^aeaitm versus, &c.

1. An fenfas Angelorum fit propr&di&us, dr an fins corporei, necne.

Reft. Mentes humanas 1 corpore feparatas fenfiim proprib didum 
non habere; de Angelis autem non conflare ex fola. ratione naturali 
en creati fint inftar mentium i corpore diflindarum, an verb inftar 
earundem corpori Amitarum; nec me unquam de ϋέ de quibis nullam 
habeo certam rationem quicquam determinare, 8c conjeduris locum 
dare. Qubd tkunr dicas non efle confiderandum nifi qualem omnes 
boni efle cuperent, fi deeflet, probo.

2. Ingeniofa ;inftantia eft de acceleratione motus, ad probandam e- 
andem wbftanaam.nunc maiorem nunc minorem locum pofle occupare; 
fed tamen eft magna difparitas, in «o qubd motus non fit fubftantia, 
fed mqdus, & quidem tplis modus, ut intime concipiamus quo pade 
minui vel augeri poflit in eodem loco. Singulorum autem entium 

quadam 
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even though there are quite a few others in them that might well appear to be much more difficult 

than the ones about which I have expressed some reservations. Still, at the same time, I failed to 

understand those which I have asked you to explain and defend as clearly as those others. In fact, I 

have until this day been unable to correct this character trait of mine which I have observed in 

myself ever since I was a child: that while I am very often capable of overcoming the greatest of 

difficulties, at the same time I find the least ones to be insuperable. I shall leave it to your kindness 

to forgive what cannot be rightfully rebuked and not to attribute the great number of questions raised 

either to affected ignorance or to a penchant for dispute. In doing this, I was moved not by any 

uncontrolled desire for dispute, but rather by my religious devotion to your writings, 

Not so much out of any desire to compete with you as for love: 

my wish is to imitate you. 

What the poet says with great eloquence I, in this matter, say with the greatest sincerity. It remains 

for me, most distinguished Monsieur Descartes, to pray that you judge all of what I have written to 

you with benevolence and justice and that you answer me at your earliest convenience. If you deign 

to do so, you will make one most learned who has to this day always been a most ardent student of 

your philosophy, 

Henry More 

Cambridge, Christ’s College 21st October 1649 

The following has been found among the papers of Monsieur Descartes, 

apparently a draft or the beginning of an answer which he was preparing to the 

preceding letters of Monsieur More. 

When I received your letter of 23rd July, I was about to leave for Sweden, etc. 

1. “Is the sensation of angels sensation in the proper sense and are they corporeal or not?” 

I answer that human minds separated from the body do not have sensation in the proper sense. As 

regards angels, however, it is not clear from natural reason alone whether they are possibly created 

like minds distinct from bodies or rather like minds united to bodies. However, I never decide 

anything concerning that about which I cannot reason with any certainty, nor do I entertain any 

speculations about them. I concur that we must conceive of God as one whose existence the best of 

men would wish for if he did not exist. 

2. Your instance regarding the acceleration of motion by which you seek to prove that the same 

substance can occupy more space at one time and less at another is ingenious. Still, there is a major 

difference in that motion is not a substance but a mode, and a mode of such a kind that we can 

inwardly conceive how it can decrease and increase in the same place. However, singular beings  
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quasdam funt propriae notiones, de quibus ex iis ipfis tantum, non 
autem ex comparatione aliorum, eft judicandum: Ita figurae non com­
petit quod motui, nec utrique quod rei extenfx. * Qui autem iemel 
bene perfpexit nihili nullas effe proprietates, atque ideo illud quod 
vulgb vocatur fpatium vacuum non effe nihil, fed verum corpus, om­
nibus fuis accedentibus (five iis quae poffunt adeffe & abeffe fine 
fubjedi corruptione) exutum, notaveritque quomodo unaquaeque pars 
iftius five fpatii five corporis fit ab omnibus aliis diverlk & impenetra­
bilis, facite percipiet nulli alteri rei eandem divifibilitatem, & tangi- 
bilitatem, & impenetrabilitatem, poffe competere.

j. Dixi Deum extenfum ratione Potentiae, qubd fcilicet illa Potentia 
fe exferat, vel exferere poflit, in re extenfa. * Cernimque eft Dei effen- 
tiam debere ubique effe prxfentem, ut ejus potentia illi poflit fe exfe- 

' re re; fed nego illam ibi effe per modum rei extenfx, hoc eft, eo modo 
quo paulb antb rem exteniam defcripfi. ♦

4. Inter merces quas ais te ex navigiolo meo tibi comparaffe, duae 
mihi videntur adulteratae. Una eft, qubd quips fit adio five renix­
us quidam ; etfi enim res quiefcens, &r hoc ipfo qubd quiefcat, habeat 
illum renixum, non ideo ille renixus eft quies. Altera eft, qubd moveri 
duo corpora fit immediate feparari; fxpe enim ex iis quas ita feparan» 
tur unum dicitur moveri, & aliud quiefcere, ut in Art. 25, & 30; partis 
2. explicuk 4

5. Tranllatio iUa, quam motum voco, non eft res minoris entitatis 
quam fit figura, nempe eft modus in corpore. Vis autem movens 
poteft effe ipfius Dei confervantis tantumdem tranflationis in materia, 
quantum it primo creationis momento in ea pofuit; vel etiam fub- 
ftantix creatas, ut mentis noftrx; vel cufufyis alterius rei, cui vim de­
derit corpus movehdi. Et quidem illavis^ in fubftantia creata eft e- 
jus modus, non autem in Deo; quod quia non ita facite ab omnibus 
poteft intelligi, nolui de ifta re in (criptis meis agere, * ηέ viderer favere 
eorum fententix qui Deum tanquam animata mundi materix unitam 
confiderant.

6. Confidero materiam fibi libere permiffam^ & nullum aliunde im- 
pulfum fuicipienteta, ut planb quiefcentem;ilja autem impelliturji 
Deo, tantumdem motus five tranflationis in. ea confer van te quantum 
ab initio pofuit; neque ifta tranflatio magis violenta eft materix quim ’ 
quies: Quippe nomen violenti non refertur nifi adnoftram volunta­
tem, quae vim pati dicitur, cum aliquid fit quod ei repugnat. In na­
tura autem nihil eft violentum, fed xqub naturale eft corporibus qubd 
fe mutub impellant, vel elidant, quando ita contingit, quam qubd 
quiefcant. Tibi autem puto ea in re parare difficultatem, qubd con­
cipias vim quandam in corpore quiefcente per dbam motui refiftit, 
tanquam fi vis illa effet pofitivum quid, nempe adio quxdam, ab ip- 
fa quiete diftindum ; ciim tamen nihil plane fit α modali entitate di- 
verium.

7. Rcde advertis motum, quatenus eft modus corporis, non poffe 
tranfire ex uno in aliud ; fed neque etiam hoc fcripfi ; quinimo puto 
motum, quatenus eft talis modus, aflidub mutari. Alius eft enim 
siodus in primo pundo corporis A, qubd & primo pundo corporis B 
feparetur, & alius qubd feparetur a fecundo pundo, & alius qubd a 

tertio, 
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possess certain characteristic notions which must be judged solely by themselves, not in comparison 

with others. Thus, shape does not possess the characteristic notions of motion, nor does either of 

them possess those of an extended thing.* However, once we have well understood that there are no 

properties of nothing and that, therefore, a vulgarly so-called vacuum or empty space is not nothing, 

but a real body deprived of all its accidents (or, more precisely, those which it may or may not have 

without the subject ceasing to exist); and once we have noted how each single part of this space or 

body is different from all the others and impenetrable, we shall readily see that no other thing can 

possess the same divisibility, tangibility and impenetrability. 

3. I have said that God is extended in respect of his power, i.e. this power manifests itself, or can 

manifest itself, in an extended thing.* And it is certain that God’s essence must be present 

everywhere in order that his power may manifest itself there. However, I deny that it is there in the 

mode of an extended thing, i.e., in that mode in which I have just described an extended thing. 

4. Of the “useful things” which you say you “have gained from” my “example of the boat”, two 

seem to me to be corrupted. The one is that “rest is an action or a kind of resistance”. For, even 

though a thing possesses this resistance because of the very fact that it is at rest, this resistance is not 

therefore identical with rest. The other is that “for two bodies to move means that they separate 

immediately”. For of those bodies which separate in this way the one is frequently said to be in 

motion, the other at rest, as I have explained in Part II, arts. 25 and 30. 

5. The transfer which I call motion is a thing of no less being than shape. It is a mode in a body as 

well. However, the moving power may well be that of God himself preserving the same amount of 

transfer in matter which he put into it at the first moment of creation. Alternatively, it could be that 

of a created substance like our mind or some other thing to which he has given the power of moving 

a body. And that power in a created substance is certainly its own mode and not in God. Since 

everybody finds this difficult to understand, I chose not to deal with this question in my writings. * I 

was afraid that I might seem to endorse the view of those who consider God the world soul united 

with matter. 

6. I believe that “matter, left to itself and receiving no impulse from without”, is entirely at rest. 

However, it is impelled by God who preserves the same amount of motion or transfer in it which he 

put into it in the beginning. Nor does this transfer do any more violence to matter than rest, since the 

term “violence” can only be referred to our will which is said to suffer violence when it experiences 

something adverse to it. In nature, however, there is no violence, but it is as natural for bodies 

mutually to impel or even crush one another when this happens as it is for them to be at rest. 

However, I believe you find this question difficult because you conceive a certain power in a body at 

rest by which it resists motion, as though this power were something positive, i.e. a certain action 

distinct from rest itself, even though in reality it is nothing but a modal entity. 

7. You rightly note that “motion, insofar as it is a mode of a body, cannot pass from one to another.” 

However, this is not what I wrote. Rather, I believe that motion, insofar as it is such a mode, is 

subject to constant change. For there is one mode in point one of body A in that it is separated from 

point 1 of body B and there is another mode in that it is separated from point 2 and yet another in 

that it is separated from  
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tertio, c^r. Cum autem dixi tantumdem mottis in materia Temper 
manere, hoc intellexi de vi ejus partes impellente, quae vis nunc ad 
unas partes materiae, nunc ad alias fe applicat, juxta leges in Artic. 4c. 
&· fequentibus partis fecundae propofitas. Non itaque opus eft ur us 
follicitus de tranfmigratione quietis ex uno fubjedo in aliud, cum ne 
quidem motus, quatenus eft modus quieti oppofitus, iti tranfmigret.

3. Qiiae addis, nempe tibi videri corpus ftupidέ & temulente effe 
vivum, &c. tanquam fuavia confidero: & pro libertate quam mihi 
concedis, hic femel dicam, nihil magis nos a veritate invenienda revo­
care, quam fi quaedam vera efle ftatuamus, quae nulla pofitiva ratio, 
led fola voluntas noftra, nobis perfuadet, quando Iciliceamliquid com­
mentati five imaginati fumus, & poftea nobis Commentum placet; 
ut tibi, de Angelis corporeis, de umbra Divinae effentiae, &fimilibus; 
2u^Je nihil quifquam debet ampledi, quia hoc ipfo viam ad veritatem

bi praecludat. ·*

•
—--- ■■■ I

SCHOLIA
* ·h fragment. RESPONS.

SECT. 2. Qui autemfemel ver6 perfpexit Nihili nullas efle pro­
prietates, atque ideo.illud quod vulgb vocatur Spacium vacuum 

non efle nihil, &c. Certi fi hifce Principiis itetur apua Cartefianft, ut 
apudaipfum Spinozium inculcatiffimum eft, Nihili utique nullam effe proprie­
tatem five affeltionem, fubftantiam effe Incorpoream k Materia diffindam 
eimque aliquo modo extenfam manifeftb poteft demodftrari: Quemadmodum 
abunde probavi in Enchiridio Metaphyfico, Cap. 6, η, S.

Sed. Certiimque eft DeiEflentiam debere ubique efle praefentem 
ut ejjjs potentia ibi poflit fe exerere, &c. Et tamen in fuo Rejponfb nd 
Epiftolmt meam fecundam aperti ait (Inftant. 1.) Hoc ubique non admit­
to, &c. Sed β fententiam, mi fpero, mutaverit, gaudeo. Cartefiani in­
terim priori illius fententia adhered, quo eum NuUibiimi fui conftituant 
Aathorem, ac Nullibiftarum Prinum.

Sefe 5. Νέ viderer favere eorum fententiae, qui Deum tanquam Ani- 
tnam Mundi Materiae unitam confidemat. Si fubftantiam aliquam crea­
tam, cujus vi Materia Mundana movermn, agnofteret, nihil indi periculi 
impendere video, ni videatur Deum tanf^m Animam mundi Materia uni­
tam confiderare, fed potilis illuti Incommodmn d fe amoliretur, β fubftantiam 
creatam Mundana Materia motricem, qualem Spiritum Natura fuppono, 
vellet admittere. Equidem admodum obfcurus eft hic locus, nec quia fibi ve­
lit heic Cartefius, Jatss video.

Kefponfio
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point 3, etc. However, when I said that there was always the same amount of motion in matter, I was 

referring to the force impelling its single parts, a force which attaches itself to different parts at 

different times in accordance with the laws set down in Part II, arts. 45 and following. Hence, you 

do not have to worry about rest passing from one subject to another, since not even motion, insofar 

as it is a mode opposite to rest, passes on in such a fashion. 

8. However, what you add then, namely that “a body is alive in a mindless and befuddled way” and 

so on, strikes me as downright amusing. And with the candour which you allow me, let me tell you 

once and for all that nothing leads us further astray from the discovery of the truth than deciding that 

certain things are true of which no positive reason but only our will convinces us. Thus, we imagine 

and invent something, afterwards growing fond of our own inventions as you have of your corporeal 

angels, your shadow of the divine essence and the like. However, no-one should accept anything of 

that because he would thereby bar altogether his road to the truth. 

 

OO, 269 Scholia on the Fragment of the Answer of R.C.

Sect. 2: “However, once we have well understood that there are no properties of nothing and that, 

therefore, a vulgarly so-called vacuum or empty space is not nothing”, etc. Certainly, if the 

Cartesians hold on to these principles – and Spinoza himself is most adamant that there is no

property or predicate of nothing – then it can clearly be demonstrated that there is an incorporeal 

substance distinct from matter which is extended in some way. I have done so in great detail in my 

Enchiridium Metaphysicum, chs. 6-8.

Sect. 3: “And it is certain that God’s essence must be present everywhere in order that his power

may manifest itself there”, etc. And despite that, he clearly says in his answer to my second letter 

(inst. 1): “I do not grant this ‘everywhere’”, etc. However, if, as I hope, he has changed his mind, I 

shall be content. Meanwhile, the Cartesians stick to his earlier view in order to make him the author 

of their own nullibism and the prince of the nullibists.

Sect. 5: “I was afraid that I might seem to endorse the view of those who consider God the world

soul united with matter.” If he were to acknowledge a created substance, by whose power worldly 

matter was moved, he would not, in my opinion, risk viewing God as the world soul united with 

matter. On the contrary, he would free himself of this impasse altogether if he would admit a created 

substance moving worldly matter like the spirit of nature which I posit. In any case this place is 

rather obscure and I fail to see clearly what Descartes means to say here.



I ΙΟ l\efycnjum H. Mori ad Fra^mentu^n Carceiunum.

Refponfio ad Eragmentam Cartefii, ex Epiβοϊa
' Henrici Mori ad Claudium Clerfelier.

QUOD tantopere tibi placuerunt'riuper® meae liters (VirClarifli- 
me) id profe&b nulli earum lepori aut acumini, fed lingulari 

tuae hbmanitati imputandum eft. Cujus & locupletius adhuc argu­
mentum dedifti, qnbd ad me nec rogantem nec exfpedantem grdtifli- 
mum ihud mififti Epiftolae Cartefiame Fragmentum ; ultrbque nonnullis 
earum diffico^atum quas Cartepo propoiui, ipfe tam benigne tentaft^ 
fatisfacέre. Quod quidem officium aut hac aut nuIU poflum ratione 
comperifare, nempe fi eis omnibus quae uterque veftriim fcripfiftis bre­
viter rfe^ndeam. x

ii Primo igitur, quantum ad Cartefiana illa attinet; De animarum 
feparataj um Angelorftmque fenfu, dum omni penitus corpore deftitu- 
yntur, inter nos convenit, neutros nempe habere fenfum proprte dift- 
um. Quod vero Angeli fubtifilfimis Temper cor^nhus indud ftierinr, 
indicio eft, quod nonnulli ex ipfis propria voluntate mali evaferunt. 
Spiritus autem pure ac perfe^h immaterialis nulli labi aut lapfui ob­
noxius eife videtur; non eft enim, ciim adeo fimplex fit, unde poflit 
tentari ftationemque fuam deferere. t

i. Nullo modo eludi poteft inflantia mea de eodem numero motu 
qui nunc majus nunc minus fubjeftum occupat, ni mate mentem ex­
plicaverit fuam, aut fententiam a me monitus retre3kverit. 'Nani 
motum a corpore in corpus transferri ipfe docet difertis verbis, difei- 

* phihf.na- puhifljde ejus ac interpres * Henricus eodem modo tranfire af- 
tural.l.i-c. 5· firmat ac haereditas h. Sticho pervenit ad Scium, Nec difparita% illa 

quicquam huc facit, qubd motus fit tantum modus, fpiritus autem 
fubftantia, cum utrumque quid reale fit; imo verheaufe noftne magis 
favet, ciim impotfibile fit ut idem numero modus nunc hoc, nunc il­
lud fubje&um, fubje&ive partem occupety idem autem numeiotfpi- 
rjttis fat commodC poflit. Miror igitur infelicitatem Region^ingenii; 
qm ciim eundem numero motum tam liberi 11 corpore ad corpus va­
gari paflus fit, animam tamen humanam foetulento x^daveri tam in- 
humaniter incarceraverit, nec exeiWive abfumptis Naturae vinculis 
foriis evolare permiferit. Quod ad meam fpatii attinet, iliumque to­
ties inculcatum Aphorifmum, Nihili nullam ej[e pellionemf tax» fuse 
St copiose ad ifta refpondi in ^toerioribus meis literis ad Cartefium, ut 
plane fupervacaneum ducam qmequam hic adjicere.

j. De Dei etiam, quam vagant, Omniprxfentia nullum fupereft in­
ter nos diffidium, ciim ubique eum efle agnofeat, vimque fuam in 
fubje&am materiam exerere; extenfionem porrb aliqualem ei compe­
tere, fed longe diverfam ab ea divifibili ac impenetrabili corpori com­
petit. 7 .·■’

4. Nullas ego merces in Cartefiano navigio adulteravi; nam qubd 
conqueritur me ith permilcere ac confundere illum corporis quieicen- 
tis renixum cum quiete, ut nullam inter ipfa diftin&ioncm admittam, 
id contendo optimo jure efle fa&um. Quid enim eft, fi non fit quies, 
quo fe corpus quielccns ab abreptione feu tranflatione, quam ille mo­

tum 
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Answer to Descartes’ Fragment in the Letter of Henry More to Claude Clerselier 

The fact that you, most distinguished Sir, took so great pleasure in my recent letter cannot at all be 

due either to its pleasantness or astuteness, which it lacks, but only to your own singular affableness. 

You have furnished me with even stronger proof of your kindness by sending me that most 

agreeable fragment of Descartes’ letter without my either asking for or expecting it and by very 

kindly attempting yourself to answer some of the difficulties which I had proposed to Descartes. 

Neither my answer to what both of you have written to me nor anything else can possibly be equal to 

this favour. 

1. I shall start, then, with the points raised by Descartes. As regards the sensation of separated souls 

and angels, we concur that as long as they are completely deprived of bodies, they do not have 

sensation in the proper sense. However, the fact that some angels have by their own will become evil 

is evidence that they are always clothed with bodies of the greatest subtlety. On the other hand, it 

seems that a spirit of pure and perfect immateriality cannot be subject to any sin or fall. For, being so 

simple, it could not be tempted or abandon its place. 

2. On no account can my instance regarding a numerically identical motion occupying a larger 

subject at one time and a smaller one at another be evaded unless he has either explained his 

intention badly or, following me, has revoked his view. For he himself teaches quite explicitly that 

motion is transferred from one body to another. Likewise, his pupil and interpreter Henri Regis 

holds that it passes on like an inheritance passing from Stichus to Seius. Nor does that disparity help 

in any way, i.e. the fact that motion is only a mode, and spirit a substance, since both of them are 

something real. In fact, it favours our cause even more since it is impossible for one numerically 

identical mode to occupy different subjects or parts of subjects at different times, whereas a 

numerically identical spirit can do this with ease. I wonder at Regis’s infelicitous mind, therefore, 

since he allows the same numerically identical motion to pass so freely from one body to another, 

while incarcerating the human soul so mercilessly in a stinking corpse, not permitting it to fly 

outside once it has cast off and left behind the fetters of nature. As regards the idea of space and that 

much-belaboured aphorism that “there is no predicate of nothing”, I have replied to this in such 

abundant detail in my earlier letters to Descartes that I would find it completely superfluous to add 

anything here. 

3. Further, as regards what is called God’s omnipresence, there is no longer any disagreement 

between us, since he acknowledges that God is everywhere, manifesting his power in a material 

subject; and, moreover, that he possesses a certain extension, albeit one far different from that which 

a divisible and impenetrable body possesses. 

4. I have not “corrupted” any of the useful things from the Cartesian boat. Thus, to his charge that I 

conflate and confuse that resistance of a body at rest with rest itself in such a way that I do not 

acknowledge any distinction between the two, I reply that I have been perfectly right in doing so. 

For is it not by rest alone that a body at rest defends itself from being pulled away or transferred, 

which he calls motion?  
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^cfyonfum H. Mori ad Fragmentum Cartefianum. I I I

tum vocat, defendit ? Eft igitur renixus ille nihil aliud nifi ipfiffl- 
ma quies, rem quiefcentem confervans in ftatu quietis; hoc eft, 
res perfeverat in eo ftatu quo eft juxta leges Naturae, donec fortior a- 
liqua caufa eum mutaverit. Qubd fi renixus hic, fiveconftantia, qui­
etis a£tio aliqua effet, ciim omnis a&io corporea fit motus, quietis eti­
am motus aliquis effet; quod videtur valde rationi abfonum. Ego 
igitur potius fufpicor incomparabilem Philolbphum aliorum culpa, qui 
fatis pro imperio omnia agunt, rationem motiis adulterafle, ne vide­
retur, quod fuperftitiofa Peripateticorum fchola pro piaculo feri habet, 
telluris motum afferere, dum eam communi omnium Planetarum vor­
tice agnofcit circa Solem circumferri.

Pari etiam facilitate adulteratio illa altera diluitur. Nam ciim ipfe 
Cartefius motum feu tranflationem reciprocam effe ftatuat, nec tamen 
eam vim ullam effe vel a&ionem in corporibus divulfis ac tranflatis, 
quid, quxfo, poteft effe nifi immediata corporum feparatio ? Qubd fi 
motus fit immediata corporum feparatio. continub fequitur, qubd mo­
veri duo corpora fit immediate feparari. Qubd autem unum ex iftis 
faepius dicatur quiefeere, id profe&b gratis di&um eft, ciim fit impoP 
fibile. At verb nifi quiefeat terra E F G H, dum corpus A B tranf- 
fertur ab E verius F, ac C D ab H verius G, terra uno eodimque 
tempore in contrarias partes movebitur. Unde iterum conflat ipium 
Cartefium genuinam motiis notionem adulterafle. Vide Part, 2. Art. 50.

5. Videtur Tranflatio minus habere entitatis quam Figura, quoni­
am haec eft magis abfoldta .affeftio corporis in quo eft, illa ad aliud 
duntaxat relatio. Quod ad vim motricem fpeGat five in Deo five in 
Mente Divina HVe in Anima Mundi cum Platonicis ftatuat; praeclari 
tamen fa&um eft qubd tam egregius Philofophus hanc virtutem mate- 
rise ipfi non tribuerit, fed alii alicui fubje&o, quod proinde non poteft 
non effe immateriale feu incorporeum. Videbat enim proculdubio Vir 
perfpicaciflimus, nifi quis licentiam fibi arriperet quidlibet temeri & 
precario aflirmandi vel negandi, qubd neceffe effet agnofeere univer- 
fam materiam fuA natura effe homogeneam, juxta ideam ejus animo 
noftro obverfantem, praefertim ciim nulla caufa fingi poflit ullius in ea 
diverfitatis. Hinc fequitur mundanam materiam totam fud naturi 
aut moveri aut quiefeere. Qubd fi tota per fe moveatur, nullius rei 
effet, ne ad momentum quidem, permanens compages, diffluentibus 
ftatim fua fponte a fe invicem particulis, vel potius nunquam in u- 
num coalefcentibus; quod abunde fatis probavi in Literis meis ad 
Cartefium.

6. Aperte igitur profitetur Cartefius fe, cum Ficino reliquifque P/4- 
tonicis, materiam fibi libere permiffam, nulldmque aliunde impulfum 
fufeipientem, confiderare ut plani quiefcentem. Qubd verb impulfus 
hic ipfi non fit violentus, juxta cum illo fentio: non folum qubd no­
men violenti proprie non referatur nifi ad noftram voluntatem, qu® 
vim pati dicitur cum aliquid fit quod ei repugnat; fed qubd materia 
quodammodo motu hoc vel impulfu perficiatur. Ne quicquam ob- 
flat renixus ille qui fingitur in materia quiefeente, ciim non proprii 
a&io fit, fed tantum rei quiefeentis in fua quiete perfiftentia, ut ipfe 
innuit hoc in loco Cartefius.

Ii 7. Redi

 

111 

 

 

 

Therefore, this resistance is nothing other than rest itself which preserves a thing at rest in the state 

of rest, i.e., a thing perseveres in this state in which it is in accordance with the laws of motion until 

some stronger cause changes this state. If, therefore, this resistance or constancy were a certain 

action of rest, it would also be a motion, since all corporeal action is motion. However, this seems 

highly unreasonable. I, for one, suspect therefore that this incomparable philosopher, through the 

fault of others who only follow authorities in all things, has himself given a corrupted exposition of 

the cause of motion. He was afraid that he might be seen as asserting the motion of the earth, which 

the superstitious school of the Peripatetics considers downright sacrilegious. In reality, however, he 

acknowledged that the earth orbits the sun in the common vortex of all planets. 

We may dispose of the other corruption as easily. For since Descartes himself holds that motion or 

translation is reciprocal without, however, allowing it to be any force or action in bodies being 

separated or transferred from one another, what else, I pray, could it be than the immediate 

separation of bodies? If, then, motion is the immediate separation of bodies, it follows at once that 

for two bodies to be in motion means that they are separated. However, it is therefore entirely 

without meaning if we say, as we do in fact quite frequently, that one of them is at rest, because this 

is impossible. But unless earth EFGH is at rest when body AB is transferred from E to F and CD 

from H to G, the earth will simultaneously move into opposite directions. Hence, it is clear that 

Descartes himself has corrupted the true concept of motion. See Part II, art. 30. 

5. A transfer does seem to have less being than shape, because the latter is a more absolute predicate 

of the body in which it is than the former, which is only a relation to another body. As regards the 

motive force, he may have placed it either in God and the divine mind or, agreeing with the 

Platonists, in the world soul. Either way, however, it is extraordinary that such an excellent 

philosopher has not attributed this power to matter itself, but to some other subject which, therefore, 

cannot but be immaterial or incorporeal. Thus, undoubtedly, this most farsighted man had realized 

that unless we were to usurp the freedom of affirming and denying things arbitrarily and at will, it 

was necessary to acknowledge that the whole of matter was by its very nature homogeneous in 

accordance with its idea observed in our minds, especially since we could not invent any reason for 

any diversity in it. Hence, it follows that the whole of worldly matter either is in motion or at rest by 

its very nature. However, if, as a whole, it were moved through itself, there would not, even for one 

single moment, be any permanent structure in anything. Instead, the particles would at once drift 

apart by themselves, or rather they would never coalesce into any unity at all, as I have proved in 

abundant detail in my letter to Descartes. 

6. Descartes, therefore, concurs with Ficino and the other Platonists, stating explicitly that “he 

believes ‘matter, freely left to itself and not receiving any impulse from without’, to be entirely at 

rest.” However, I agree with him that this impulse does not do violence to it, not only because “the 

term violence can only be referred to our will which is said to suffer violence when it experiences 

something adverse to it”, but also because matter is, as it were, perfected through this motion or 

impulse. Nor does the resistance imagined in matter at rest pose any problem because it is not an 

action in the proper sense, but only means that a body persists in its rest, as Descartes himself says in 

this place. 

  



i 11 ^efponjum H. Mori ad Fragmentum CarteiLinum.

Re&e me hic dicit advertere motum, quaternis ell modus corporis, 
non poffe tranfire ex uno in aliud, neque fe ullubi hoc fcripfiiTe. 
Regias verb data opera rem fic explicat ac fi error effet aliter fentire, 
prout fupra monui. Quin ipfius Cartefii verba hunc fenfum prae fe 
planiffimb ferre videntur, Part. 2. Λπ. 40. ubi afferit corpus majo­
rem vim habens ad pergendum alterum corpus fecum movere, ac 
quantum ei dat de fuo motu tantundem perdere. Imb verb & vis illa 
qua de hic agit idem mihi videtur atque motus ifte. Sed cuilibet 
Authori fua feripta interpretandi jus efto.

8. Mea illa fuavia quae vocat fi mifcerentur cum ejus feveris, opti­
mum crederem inde faftum iri temperamentum. Ego tamen inte­
rim venuftum Cartepani ingenii rigorem non retre&aoter fuavior ac 
deofculor, quamvis hoc faepius notaverim, nempe eos qui Mathema­
ticam certitudinem in rebus omnibus tam pertinaciter afferant, infe- 
liciffime omnium in quibufdam vacildffe. Ea enim argumentandi ra­
tio qua: demonftrationis fpeciem prae fe fert, fimul atque deprehenfa 
fit non effe legitima demon ftratio, nullius loci argumentum meritb 
judicatur.

Praeterea, in adhibendo allufiones qUafdam & fimilitudines nulla 
fraus fubeffe poteft, modb meminerimus, res propriis nominibus non 
appellari, fed tralatitiis, nec materiam five umverfum mundi corpus 
ideo effe umbram, qubd quafi umbram effe divin# effenti# indigita- 
verim. Hac enim allufio non docet corpus ravera effe umbram^ fed 
a. Deo pendere ut umbra a corpore. Deinde, ut umbra aliqualem 
corporis imaginem refert, fed obfcuriflimahi maxitneque degenerem; 
fic in corpore five materia caeca quasdam ac evanida effe Divius effentise 
veftigia, quae ciim, uti dixi, vita fit perfe&iffima, ipfa analogia po- 
ftular, ut omni prorfus vitae imagine materia non deftituatur. Ali­
qualem autem vitae fpeciem mentitur in co,, qubd dum duo corpora 
occurrunt, ita motus eorum attemperari poflit, ut mutub quafi moni­
ta, alterum de acceleratione motlis, de retardatione alterum, utraque 
tandem in eundem modis tenorem confpirent. Eademque eft ratio 
in reliquis tranflationis legibus. Nam motum illum qui in uno corpore 
eft tranfire in aliud, ipfe vix audet affirmare Car te fas.
-Qubd verb addit externam aliquam effe vim, five λ Deo fit, five a 

fubftantia aliqua incorporea a Deo creata, qua materia in motum ex­
citatur, id etiam laudo, cum pfoculdubio in genere fit veriffimum. 
Qubd fi ita rem intellexerit ac fi Divina illa vis fingula corpora im­
mediate impelleret quas moventur, magna erit difficultas 5 fruftra 
enim effent mutui corporum impulfus. Experientia autem conftat 
unum corpus alterum impellepe, ut videre eft in proje&is manu la­
pidibus, globifque ferreis e machina bellica explofis. Qubd fi qua fi­
dam materise partes exufeitet illa vis, alias vero immediate exufeiter, 
partes illae divinitus excitatae alias impulfu fuo in motum excitabunt. 
Ciim verb nullus motus tranfeat ab uno corpore in aliud, manifeftum 
eft, unum alterum quafi e fomno expergefacere, atque hoc paito ex- 
pergefa&a corpora de loco in locum fe fua vi transferre; quam cor­
poris proprietatem ego tanquam umbram vita: aliquam ac imaginem 
confidero. Quamobrem tandem liquet caffas nos non captare um­

bras, 
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He says that “I rightly note that ‘motion, insofar as it is a mode of a body, cannot pass from one to 

another’” and that he did not write this anywhere. However, as I have pointed out above, Regis 

expressly expounds this matter in this way as though it were an error to take a different view. But 

Descartes’ own words in Part II, art. 40 most clearly seem to have this very meaning. There he holds 

that the body which has a greater force to continue onwards moves another body with it, and loses 

the same amount of its motion which it gives to the other. Indeed, the force which he refers to here 

also seems to me to be identical with this very motion (but may every author reserve the right to 

interpret his own writings!). 

8. I am inclined to believe that if those “amusing” things of mine, as he likes to call them, and the 

sterner ones of his were mixed, it would yield the best possible blend. Meanwhile, I personally bow 

most willingly to the beautiful rigour of Descartes’ genius, although there is one thing that I have 

observed quite frequently: those who seek mathematical certainty in all things with such tenacity 

vacillate in some of the same in the most infelicitous fashion possible. For once a line of arguing that 

purports to be a demonstration has been shown to be illegitimate, it cannot rightly be judged to be an 

argument of any worth. 

Besides, there cannot be any deceit hidden in the use of metaphors and similitudes as long as we 

keep in mind that things are not designated by their proper names, but by figurative ones. Hence, in 

saying that matter or the universal body of the world was, as it were, the shadow of the divine 

essence, I did not mean to say they were a shadow in reality. For the meaning of this metaphor is not 

that it is a shadow in actual fact, but that it depends upon God as does the shadow upon the body. 

Further, just as a shadow reflects some image of the body, albeit a very obscure and base one, there 

are in body or matter some blind and faint traces of the divine essence. However, since the latter, as 

I have said, is most perfect life, the analogy itself requires that matter is not wholly deprived of the 

image of life. It counterfeits some semblance of life in the meeting of two bodies, as their motion is 

adjusted in such a way that both, notifying one another of the acceleration and deceleration of 

motion respectively, eventually agree in the continued course of their motion. And the same holds 

true of the other laws of transfer. For not even Descartes dares to affirm that the motion which is in 

one body passes to another. 

Moreover, I appreciate what he proceeds to add, namely, that there is some external power, be it 

from God or from another incorporeal substance created by God, by which matter is stirred into 

motion, because it is undoubtedly very true in general. If, however, he understands it in such a way 

that the divine power immediately impels each single body that is in motion, a major difficulty will 

arise, as the mutual impulses of bodies will be in vain. However, it is clear from experience that one 

body impels another, as we can see from stones cast by men’s hands or iron balls fired from 

instruments of war. If, then, this power immediately rouses some parts, while not rousing others, 

those parts stirred by God will by their own impulse stir the others into motion. Since, in reality, no 

motion passes from one body to another, it is manifest that one awakens the other from sleep, as it 

were, and that the bodies awakened this way transfer themselves from one place to another by their 

own power. And I, for one, call this property of body a shadow or image of life, as it were. Hence, it 

finally becomes clear that we are not reaching for hollow shadows here at all.  
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Epiftola H. Mori ad V. C.

bras, fed quae ufum fuum habent, optimeque veritatem illuftrant 
feveriori argumentandi genere demonftrabilem.

Alterum illud fuave quod fpe&at, Angelos fcilicet corporeos; eo­
rum fane exiftentiam teftantur fexcentae amplius non fabulae, fed ve- 
riifimae de Daemonibus hiftoriae. Vanos autem illos vagulofque genios 
corporeos eife oportere, hoc eft, vehiculis indui corporeis, ipfe mihi 
videor fatis fupra demonftralfe.

Epiftola Η. Μ o r i ad V, C.
i. Non omnia fe Cartefiana fine deleft u ample ft i. 2. Ad tria fere genera 

revocari quicquid ufeiam lapfus eft Cartefius. 3. Primi generis exempla. 
4. Exempla fecundi. 5· Tertii exempla. 6. Cur tantopere fibi indulget 
lectionem Philofophia Cartefianae; Prima Ratio. ■ 7. Ratio fecunda. 
8. Tertia Ratio. 9. Quarta. 10. Quinta Ratio. 11. Ratio ultima.
12. Cartefium injujfe ab imperito vulgo Atheifmi infimulari. 1 3. Qua· 
lia funt qua potiffimum hujus criminis eum fufteftum reddunt. 14. 
Quod Exifientiam Dei demonfiratione perfeftiffimd Probavit. 15. Qubd 
in demonjlranda Anima immortalitate tam prope fcopum attigit, ut cer- 
tum fit illum firmiter eam credidiffe immortalem. 16. Huic confonare 
di ft a ejus pia ac gener of a fupremo inflanti fato. 1J. Multa occurrere in 
ejus Philofophia qua Dei exiftentiam Animaque immortalitatem neceffarib 
inferunt. iS.Tredecim loca in Epiftolis eodem fpeftantia. 19. Infignem 

Jolummodb Natura peritiam eum Atheijmi rejdidife fufteftum. 20. Ri­
dicula quorundam obtreftatio, qui eum tanquam vertiginofum mentifque 
male compotem confiderant. 21. Inventa ejus maxime paradoxa cum nu­
peris Philofophorum obfervationibus arftiffime coharere. 22. Quomodo 
ex Tjchonica cceli flui ditat e primum fuum fecundwnque Elementum colle­
gerit. 23. Quomodo ex Hjpothefi Copernicana detexerit Materiam ccelefl- 
em circa Solem, admodum Vorticis, circumrotari. 24. Quomodo ex rap­
tu hujus Vorticis Solis Stellarumque generationem intellexerit. 25. Quo­
modo hinc Luminis ac Colorum intima natura illi enotuerit. 26. Qua 
Philofophorum Observationes eum invitaverint ad credendum Terram ohm 
fuifle Solem Stellamve fixam. ϊη. Enumeratio quarundam Magnetis pro­
prietatum, generalifique ex eis Conclufio ; Qubd, fi Terra magnes fit, in axe 
alicUjus-Vorticis eam olim fit am e fie oportuerit. 28. Eadem conclufio 
particulatim tum c Duritie Terra Magnetica, it). Tum e fubtilitate par­
ticularum & toraminulorum magneticorum illata. 3®. Cartefii indoles 
modefta ac fobria. 21. Nimium tamen illum indulfifie fuo Genio Mecha­
nico, (ed in immenjum Reipublica lit er arta commodum. 3 2. Qui nihil 
fciri pofle conqueruntur, non tam opprobrio Philofophiam afficere quam lu­
am excufare ignaviam 33. Aliquid fciri pofie in rebus naturalibus 
Cartefium clare edocuiffe. 34. Qui ea qua ad mentem excolendam in- 
ferviunt nihil ad vitam humanam conferre ftatuunt, aperte profiteri fe 
degere belluinam.

1. T) E M magnam a me poftulas, V. C. nempe ut de Philofopho- 
rum Triumviratu hujus feculi maxime infignium fententiam 

feram. Quorum quidem de duobus nihil plan6 ftatuere poiTum,. ut- 
li 2 pote 
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Instead, they are quite useful and a very good illustration of a truth which can also be proved by a 

much stricter mode of argumentation. 

As to the other “amusing” matter, i.e. corporeal angels, their existence is confirmed clearly by more 

than six-hundred very true reports - not just stories - about demons. However, I think I have already 

given sufficient evidence above that those vain and vagrant genii must be corporeal, i.e. clothed with 

corporeal vehicles. 
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