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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.EfPiﬂola Claudii Clerfelier ad H. Morum, qus veniam ab

eo petit publicandi literas ejus ad Cartefium.,

2. Refponfum H. Mori.

3. Epiflola prima H. Mori ad R. Des-Cartes, ubi pracipue agi-
tur de Natsura Corporis &~ Vacui, de Mundi extenfione, deque
Jenfu Bratorsm. '

4y Refponfum R. Cartefii. .

§. Epiftola fecunda H. Mori ad R. Cartefium, ubi Refponfa ad
priores Objectiones novis, ut plurimum, Inflantiis diluit, Variafque
proponit Quaftiones de Mundi extenfione, de natsira Motus, de
particulis fEriatis, de Anima unione cum Corpore, ipfiufq; in cor-
pus imperio, de converfione globulorum sthereorum in elementum
primum, de flexibilitate particularum aquearum, < de Materie
denique asTiynoi.

6. Refponfum Cartefii ad dictas Inflantias & Quzftiones.

7. H. Mori Epiftola tertia ad R. Cartelium, qua que ballenus
difputata funt breviter recognofcit, dein varia e Principiis Philofo-
phie nunc probanda nunc explicanda proponit.

8. Henrici Mori Epiftola quarta ad R. Cartefium, que varia iti-
dem tsm e Dioptrice tum e Meteoris proponit aut probanda aut di-
lucidanda.

9. Fragmentum Refponfi R. Des-Cartes ad Epiftolam tertiam H.
Mori, ubi agitur de fenfu Angelorum Mentijque feparate, de
contralione €& dilatatione Spiritus, de Dei amplitudine, de quiete
motuque Materie, &c.

16. Refponfum H. Mori ad diclum Fragmentum.

11. Epiftols H. Mori ad V. C. que Apologiam comple&itur pro
Cartefio, gueque Introductionis loco effe poterit ad univerfam
Philofophiam Cargeflianam. '

Dd 3 Clariffimo

1.

N

o s

10.
11.

55

00, 229 This part includes:

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

More’s answer.

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.

Descartes’ answer.

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 avtoxwncio of matter.

Descartes’ answer to said instances and questions.

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.
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.

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.

H. More’s answer to said fragment.

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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Clarifimo Viro
HENRICO MORDO.

E G1, vir eximie, & perlegi faimma cum voluptate tuas ad D.
Cartefium difficultates, %uas ci tertio Idus Decembris 1648.
tertio nonas Martii, 10 Calendas Augufti, & duodecimo Ca-
lendas Novembris 1649. propofuifti; miratufque fum inge-

nium tuum, & fummam humanitatem, qui fretus aufus fam hec ad
te?:onﬁdenter refcribere, ut de 1iis quz facere inftituo te certiorem
faclam, & a te impetrem ea quz mihi neceffaria funt, ut opus quod
fufcepi ad finem perducam. Scies igitur me habere pr manibus pre-
cipua Autographa quz incomparabilis Philofophus D. Cartefius, D.

Chanuto, olim apud Serenifimam Sueciz Reginam, nunc vero apud
Batavos legato meritiffimo, affini meo, apud quem Sueciz vitd fun-
tus eft, reliquit: Inter quz funt & illa literarum quas pluribus ex a-
micis fuis refcripfit, ex quibus przcipuas colligo, quz vel Philofophiam
fuam tangunt, vel ea quz perficienda fufceperat refpiciunt, 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 perafturum. Sed quia literz ill2 que difficultatibus
refpondent vix poffunt intelligi, nifi etiam ex quz occafionem ipfi de-
derunt tale uidp(;efpondendi fimul in lucem edantur, nec tamen mihi
honeftum vifum fuerit hoc exequi abfque venia & licentia eorum qui ipfi
refcripferunt, a quibufdam petii & impetravi, ut illud mihi concede-
rent, quod etiam {pero a te, pro fumma tua humanitate & incredibili
erga Cartsfium ftudio, mihi conceffum iri. Sed praterea cuperem ut
mihi exemplaria mitteres earum omnium quas a D. Cartefio accepifti
epiftolarum ; duas enim tantim prz manibus habeo, quarum prior
refpondet tuis tertio Idus Decembris datis ; altera, iis que tertio no-
nas Martii fcriptz funt. Supereft igitur tertia, que mihi deeft, qus-
que tuis 1o Calendas Augufti & 12 Calendas Novembris datis fatis-
facere debet : quz profeftd non poteft non effe pulcherrima, & continerz
plura fcitu digniffima, cim tot tuis tantifque difficultatibus & quaftio-
mibus, cim ex principiis Philofophiz tum ex Dioptrice excerptis, re-
fpondere debeat, cujus tamen duas duntaxat paginas inveni; qus
tantum inftantiis tuis fatisfacere tentant, nec ullum verbum ad quafita
tua fuper Principiis & Dioptrice continent. Quare fummopere exopto
& enix¢ 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 fame ac memoriz con-
fulamus. Prater hzc autem literarum Autographa, plura adhuc ha-
beo celeberrimi Viri przclara monumenta, qua fingula fuo tempore
lucem videbunt ; & qux non pariim jucunditatis puto tibi fore alla-
tura, utpote qui in evolvendis Cartefianis fcriptis tam impiger videris.
Si mihi vernaculi lingud uti licuiffer, aptitis 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 | read and reread the list of difficulties which you
proposed to the learned Descartes in your letters of 11" December 1648, 5" March, 23 July and
21° October 1649. | could not but admire both your genius and your extraordinary kindness.
Therefore, trusting in the latter, | have dared to write back to you with confidence to inform you
about what | have decided to do, and request from you what is necessary for me to complete the
work which | have undertaken. Know, then, that | 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 | 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. | hope that | 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, | approached
and asked several of them to grant me that which | hope you, in your extraordinary kindness and
exceptional zeal for Descartes, will grant me as well. Moreover, | should also like to ask you to send
me the copies of all the letters which you received from Descartes, since | have only two of them in
my hands, the first an answer to your letter of 5™ February, the second an answer to the one which
you wrote on 15" April. There remains a third one, therefore, which I do not have yet and which
must be the answer to your letters of 23" July and of 215 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 | 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, | 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, | also possess quite a
few other documents of this most celebrated man each of which will see the light of day in due
course. | assume that you, too, being, as it seems, quite an avid reader of Cartesian writings, will
take no little delight in them. Had | been allowed to use the vernacular language instead, | should
have expressed my view in more well-chosen and pleasing words.
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meam explicuiffem: fed né¢ in varios errores inciderem, ftylum con-
traxi, &, ut potui, non ut volui, mentem meam tibi aperui; quod ro-
go ut mihi condones, & fcias me tuz femper humanitatis & fapientiz
laudatorem & cultorem fore.

Pariﬁis 12 Dec.

1654, ‘Crauptus CLERSELIER,

N

»

| Refponfio - :
HENRICI MORIL

Iterz tuz, Vir Clariffime, datz Lutetiz Parifiorum pridie Ighus
Decembris, anno 16§4. non pervenerunt ad manus meas ante
decimum feptimum Calendarum Maii. Miror tantum temporis in-
terfluxiffe. Granthamiz tunc agebam in agro Lincolnienfi. 'Rus e-
nim concefleram cum aliis de caufis, tum ad confirmandum valetudi-
nem. Vehementer equidem gaudebam poftquam intellexi preclarum
tuum inftitutum cdcfx%i omnia Cartefii {cripta que apud te funt, quo
non folum nobilliffimi Philofophi fam# ac memoriz, verim etiam
communi omnium literatorum utilitati ortimé confules. - In neminem
enim aptius quadrat, quam in divinum illum virum, Horatianum illud,
—— Qui nil molitur inepte. o -

Quam ob caufam fi ego tibi 2 confiliis. effem, nihil quicquam eorum
fupprimeretur quz vel ille tentavit ullomodo in rebuscghilofophicis;
vel feliciter ad exitum perduxit; fed lucem videreat omnia, in ma«
jus Reipub. Literariz commodum. Ac proinde, ut nullum impedis
mentum effec tam utili ac generofo propofito, vel ultrd tibi concede.
rem copiam edendi primas meas fecundafque literas ad ‘Cartefium
confcriptas ; quippe qudd abfque eis, ut re€té mones, refponfa ejus
tam commode¢ intelligt non poflint: nec multum abs re fore diffiteor,
fi tertias meas fimul edideris, cim per eas refponfum fit alteris illis
Cartefianis. Sed cim quartz me nullis illius literis refpondeant, nec
illis ab ipfo refponfum fit quicquam, utpote inopinatd morte prarep-
to, de iis aliquantim hzfito an publici juris facerem. Cztetim om-
nem fcrupulum eximeret, fi quis ex amicis ipfius aut familiaribus,
qui frequentiis eum inviferunt, & collocuti funt, vel cum eo vixerunt
conjunttius, refpondendi vices fuppleret ; tunc enim parum dubito
quin operz effet pretium illas etiam in lucem dare. Qudd fi hoc
in prafens impetrari no poffit, modd probabile eflet qudd literz illz
mez, tertiz %uartxque, editz allicerent aliquem ex peritioribus Philo-
fophiz Cartefianz feGtatoribus ad refpondendum omnibus difficultati-
bus inibi Cartefio ipfi propofitis, ex illa faltem fpe facilits animum
inducerem ut jus tibi concedam eas in publicum proferendi. Quid
autem futurum fit in hac re ipfe forfan opportuniiis quam ego con.
jeturam capies.  N¢ multis igitur te morer, totum hoc negotium ju-
dicio tuo ac candori permitto, ut, quod fa&o opus fir, facias. Incre-

dibile quanto meerore fum affectus, audito prazmaturo Cartefii fato,

quippe
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However, to avoid making too many mistakes, | have been very brief and explained my intention to
you only as well as | could and not as well as | would have liked to. | very much hope, though, that
you will see past this fault and rest assured that | shall always be an ardent admirer both of your
kindness and your wisdom.

Claude Clerselier
Paris, 12" December 1654

The Answer of Henry More

Your Letter written on 12" December in Paris, most distinguished Sir, reached me only on 15" April
1655. It is surprising how long it took. I was in Grantham in Lincolnshire at that time, because | had
gone to the countryside for various reasons, but mostly to recover my health. | was very pleased
indeed when | 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 | 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, | 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, | 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, | am not really sure whether | 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, | 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 | proposed to Descartes himself in them. It is in this hope at least that | 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, | 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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39

quippe qui ingenium virtutefque incomparabilis viri impenf¢ amavi &
miratus fum. Praterea, acceflit ingens deliderium perlegendi refpon-
fa ejus, que expectavi, ad tertias quartafque meas literas, quz uni-
verfam illius Philofophiam percurrunt. Inchoifle integrum refponfum
ad meas datas 10. Cal. Aug. ex te intelligo. Quod fragmentum
fcripfiffe exm conjicio cim Egmundz effet in Hollandia. Deftitit au-
tem, ut per amicos fuos certiorcm me fecit, ab incepto, quod ani-
mus occupatiffimus paratu ad iter Suecium non potuit vacare tam
fubtilibus tantique, uti ipfe dixit, momenti difficultatibus & difquifi-
tionibus; fed conftanter pollicitus eft fuis, fe proximo vere reverfu-
rum, & tunc¢ mihi copiofe & perfpicue omnia explicaturum. Sed cum
invida mors cztera nobis praripuerit, nollem vel illud Fragmentum
duarum paginarum quarum mentionem facis, interire. Quod ad foli-
dicta illa Cartefii monumenta attinet, que profiteris te habere, quz-
que, uti promittis, lucem vifura funt fuo tempore, geftit profe®o ani-
mus ad tam letum gratumque nuncium ; avidéque interim cupio, {i
tibi non fit moleftum, ut argumenta utulofve fingulorum librorum
receafeas in proximus tuis literis.  Revixit enim in me, ex quo nuperas
‘tuas accepi, priftinus ille ardor erga Philofophiam Cartefianam, qui
-aliquantulum ab obitu defideratifiimi noftri Amici deferbuerat, cim
nova legendi materies non fuppeteret. Sed, ut ingenu¢ fatear quod
res eft, ilud folum in caufa non fuit, fed peculiaria quadam ftudia
que alio animum avocirant. Eft enim illud rerum pondus, veritatis
pulchritudo, amplitudo ingenii & acumen, Theorematum denique
omnium admirabilis ille ordo & confenfus in fcriptis Cartefianis, ut
vel millies le€ta non fordefcant : non magis quam lux Solis, cujus or-
tum {ingulis diebus aves, pecudes, ipsique adeo homines gratulabundi
contemplantur.

Nec certe folim le€tu jucunda eft hzc Cartefiana Philofophia, fed
apprime utilis, quicquid aut muffitent aut deblaterent alii, ad fum-
mum illum omnis Philofophiz finem, puta Religionem. Cum enim
Peripatetici formas quafdam contendunt efle fubftantiales, que ¢ po-
4entia materiz oriuntur, quaque cum materia ita coalefcunt, ut ab(-
que illa fubfiftere non poffint, ac proinde neceffarid demum redeunt in
potentiam materz (cui ordini accenfent viventium fere omnium animas,
etiam eas quibus fenfum cogitationemque tribuunt ;) Epicurei autem,
explofis illis fubftantialibus formis, ipli vim fentiendi cogirandique in-
effe ftatuunt ; folus, quod fcio, inter Phyfiologos, extitit Cartefius,

ui fubftantiales illas formas, animafve materid exortas, e Philofophia
?uﬁ*ulit, materiamque ipfam omni fentiendi cogitandique facultate plane
fpoliavit. Unde, i principiis ftaretur Cartefianis, certiffima effet ra-
tio ac Methodus demonftrandi, & qudd Deus fit, & quod anima hu-
mana mortalis effe non poffit. Quz funt illa duo folidiffima funda-
menta ac fulcra omnis verz Religionis. Hac breviter noto, ciim pof-
~ fim & alia bene multa huc adjicere, que eddem fpettant.  Sed fum-
matim dicam, nullam extare Philofophiam, nifi Platonicam fort: ex-
ceperis, quz tam firmiter Atheis viam pracludit ad perverfas iftas ca-
villas & fubterfugia quo fe folent recipere, quam hac Cartefiana, fi
penitibs intelligatur. Unde {pero, quod omnes boni clementits ferent

ampliffimas illas laudes quibus incomparabilem Virum cumulo, in iis
quas

since | have always felt the deepest love and admiration for the genius and virtues of this
incomparable man. Moreover, | 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 23" July, and suspect that he wrote this fragment
when he was still in Egmond in Holland. However, as | have been told by his friends, he had to stop

249 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, | 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, | 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 | 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 | 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.

233 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

250 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, | 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, | hope that all virtuous man will look leniently upon the most exuberant
praises which | heaped upon this incomparable man in my letters to him.
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quas ad eum fcripfi literis ; credoque, quicquid hzc prefens stas fen-
ferit de Cartefio (nam ut nunquam Vvivis, ita raro recenti defun&orum
memorie parcit invidia) qudd pofteritas eum omni cum laude & ve-
neratione f{it exceptura, optimumque illius Philofophiz ufum fit agni-
tura Quod lubentilis przdico, ut majorem in modum tibi animos
accendam ad pergendum in nobili illo inftituto, edendi omnia qua
habes Cartefii fcripta Philofophica; quo pacto cum alios multos tum
me prater ceteros, 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 que jam ha-
bes, quia multd correétiora tibi paro. Deprehendi enim, poftquam at-
tentiuis legeram, non pauca corrigenda, qu imprudenti mihi excide-
runt pre nimio animi fervore ac feftinatione cum ad Cartefium fcaibe-
rem. Expunxi etiam quzdam ex Quafitis in tertiis quartifque meis
literis ; fed primz fecundzque mte%r:z funt.

Quodd menfis fer¢ jam elapfus eft ex quo tuas accepi literas, nec
tamen ad te refcripfi, id profe¢td faCtum eft per nullam negligentiam
aut incuriam. Non poflum enim non magni te zftimare, tum prop-
ter eximium tuum ingenium, ad omnem, quod fatis ex literis tuis per-
fpexi, xzquitatem & humanitatem compofitum ac conformatum, tum
propter honorificam Clariffimi fratris tui Chanuti, olim apud Suecos,
nunc verd, uti narras, apud Batavos Legati meritiffimi, in Cartefium
defun&um pietatem. Sed totum id temporis quod effluxit partim
negotiis, quibus eram ruri diftri€tus, partim meis ad Cartefium literis
ca }gandxs tranfcribendifque, poftquam ad Academiam rediiffem, im-
penfum eft ; nec putabam fore operz pretium ad te refcribere, pritis
quamifta perfeciffem.” Jam verd in parato funt omnia, tam mearum
quam Cartefianarum literarum exemplaria: neutra tamen ad te mitto
hic vice, Fl“iPPc quod experiundum putavi prius, quam tutd ha, quas
jam {cripfi, litere ad manus tuas pervenerint: poftquam id intellex-
erim, mittam ad te continuo.  Perlubenter interim ex te audire vellem,
quod ufque deveneris in nobili illo negotio quod fcribis te fufcepiffe.
Rem fan¢ mihi pergratam praftabis, fi per proximas tuas literas ea de
re certiorem me feceris. Vale, Vir Clariflime, & generofum illud o-
pus quod moliris feliciter exequere. Sic optat,

Tibi Cartefianifque

Cantabrigiz, ¢ Collegio Chrifti,

. B omnibus addiétiffimus
pridie Idus Maii, 16s5¢.

Henricus MoRrus.
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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), | believe that posterity will bestow all praise
and veneration upon him and acknowledge the extraordinary usefulness of his philosophy. And |
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, | beseech you most earnestly that you do not do it
on the basis of the copies which you already possess, because | am furnishing you with ones with
quite a few corrections. For, on reading them more attentively, | found several mistakes which I had
made in my carelessness, being carried away by too much fervour when writing to Descartes. | 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 | 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, | have devoted the whole time which has elapsed since then partly to the
obligations which | 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, | 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, 14™ May 1655
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Clarifimo Vire

'RENATO DES-CARTES
HENRICUS MORUS ANGLIUS.

Uantd voluptate perfufus eft animus meus, Vir clariffime,
fcriptis tuis legendis, nemo quifquam przter te unum poteft
; conjeQare. ,
idem aufim affeverare me haud minus exultiffe in recognofcen-
dis intelligendifque przclaris tuis Theorematis, 1u21m ipfe in inveni-
endis, zquéque charos habere atque deamare pulcherrimos illos inge-
nii tw fectus, ac fi proprius cos enixus effet animus. Quod & certé
feciffe aliquo modo mihi viderur, exerendo fefe atque expediendo in
eofdem fenfus ac cogitationcs, uos generofa tua mens przconcepit &
przmonftravit. Qui fanc jftiufmodi funt, ut, cim intelleCtai judicis-
que meo adeo fint congeneres, ut non fperem fore ut incidam in
quicquam conjunétum magis ac confanguineum, ita fan¢ i nullius in.
genio alieni effe poffint, cujus itidem ingenium non fit 4 re@ta ratiéne
alienum.

Libere dicam quod fentio: Omnes quotquot extiterunt, aut etiam.
num exiftunt, Arcanorum Naturz Anuftites, fi ad Magnificam tuam
indolem comparentur, Pumilos plane videri ac Pygmzos: méque,
cim vel unici vice evolvifiem Lucubrationes tuas Philofophicas, {uf-
picatum effe, illuftriffimam tuam difcipulam, Sereniffimam Principem
Elizaberham, univerfis Europzis, non feeminis folum, fed viris, etiam
Philofophis, longt evififfe fapientiorem. ' Quod mox evidentitis de-
prehené)i, cum inceperim fcripta tua pauld penitiis rimari & intelligere,

Tandem enim clare mihi affulfic Cartefiana Lux, (i. €) libera, di-
ftintta; fibique conftans'Ratio, qua Naturam pariter ac paginas tuas
mirifice colluftravit ; ith ut aut nullz aut pauciflime fuperfint latebrz,
& loci quos non patefecit nobilis illa fax, aut faltem vel leviffimo
negotio, mihi cum libitum fuerir, mox fit patefatura. Omnia pro-
fe€td tam concinna in tuss Philofophiz Principiis, Dioptricis & Me-
teoris, tamque pulchre fibi ipfis naturzque confona funt, ut mens Ra-
tiéque humana jucundius vix optaret letivfve {fpeCtaculum.,

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

Quorfum autem hzc ? Non quod putarem, Vir Clariffime, aut tui
interefle aut Reipublicz Literariz ut hzc conicriberem ; fed qudd mi-
rabilis illius voluptatis ac frutiis quem ex fcriptis tuis percepi con-
{cientia extorqueret hoc C}ualecunque eft animi in te grati teftimonium.
Przterea, ut certum te facerem, etiam apad Anglos efle qui te tud.
que magni zftimant, divina{que animi tui dotes vehementer fufpiciunt
& admirantur: Neminem autem hominem meipf{o impen{ins te amare
poffe, eximiamque tuam Philofophiam artins implexari.
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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 | felt when reading your
writings.

Indeed, | may well go so far as to say that | exulted as much in understanding and adopting your
celebrated doctrines as you did in discovering them and that | hold these most beautiful children of
your mind as dear as though my own mind had given birth to them. And in a way | 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 | turned the
very first page of your philosophical writings, | 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 | 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 | writing this to you? It is not because | 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, | 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 | do.
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Sed revera illuftriffime Cartefi, ut nihil diffimulem ; quamvis pul-
cherrimum illud Philofophiz thz corpus ac effentiam valge depeream,
fateor tamen paucula excidiffe in fecunda Principiorum parte, quz
certé animus meus aut pduld habetior eft quam ut capiat, aut ut ad-
mittat, averfatior.

Sed praclarz tuz Philofophiz Summa nihil indé¢ periclitatar; cum
hujufmodi ifta fint, ut cim aut falfa meritd aut incerta judicari pof-
finty ith nihil ad effentiam Philofophiz tuz ac fundamenta pertinere,
illaque fine iftis optime poffit conftare. Quz verd ea fint, fi tibi non fit
tzdio, breviter nunc exponam.

Primd, definitionem Materiz feu Corporis inflituis multd quam
par eft latiorem. Res enim extenfa Deus videtur efle, atque Angelus,
imb verd res quazlibet per fe fubfiftens; ita ut eifdem finibus gaudi
videatur extenfio atque effentia rerum abfoluta, quz tamen variari
poteft pro effentiarum ipfarum varietate. Atq; equidem qudd Deus
extenditur fuo modo, hinc arbitror patere, nempe qudd fit' omni-
prafens, & univerfam mundi machinam finguli{que ejus particulas in-
timé occupet. Quomodo enim motum imprimeret materiz, quod fe-
fiffe aliquando, & etiamnum facere, ipfe fateris, nifi proxime quafi at-
tingeret materiam univerfi, aut faltem aliquando attigiffet? Quod
certe nunquam feciffet nifi acfuiffet ubique, fingulafque plagas occu-
paviffet. Deus igitur fuo modo extenditur atque expanditur, ac pro-
inde eft res extenfa.

Neque tamen ille corpus iftud eft, five materia, quam .ingeniofa ill2
Artifex, Mens fcilicet tua, in globulos ftriatdfque particulas tam affa-
bré tornavit. Quamobrem res extenfa latior corpore eft. .

Animumque mihi ulteritis addit ut a te hac in re diffentiam, qudd
ad confirmationem hujufce tuz definitionis tam feevum adhibes , argu-
mentum, & ferme Sophifticum. Quod utique corpus poffit effe corpus
fine mollitie, vel duritie, vel pondere, vcl levitate, &. illis enim aliif-

ue omnibus qualitatibus quz in' materia corporea fentiuntur ex ea
?_ublatis, ipfam integram remanere. Quod perinde eft ac fi dixeris,
libram Cere, cum poffit effe libra cere, quamvis fpolietur figur {phe-
ricd, vel cubicd, vel pyramidali, ¢-. fub nulla figura pofle remanere

integram cerz libram. Quod tamen impoffibile eft. Quamvis enim

hzc vel illa figura non tam arct¢ cohzreat cum cera quin illam exu-
ere poflit, ut tamen cera femper fit figurata neceffitas fumma eft &

ariffima. Ita quamvis materia non it neceffarid mollis, nec dura,

nec calida, nec frigida, ut tamen f{it fenfibilis eft fuamme neceflarium;
vel, (i malles, taﬂgifili:, prout optim¢ definit Lucretius,
Tangere enimy & tangiy nifi corpus poteft nulla res.
Que certe notio minus debet a tva mente abhorrere, cum Philofo-
phia tua omnem fenfum, cum antiquis illis apud Theophrafirum i
adiseos, taCtum planiffimz conftituat. Quod vero verius efle ipfe fa-
cillime admittam, Sed {i minus placet Corpus definire ab habitudine ad
Jenfus moftros, Tangibilitas hac latior fit ac diffufior, & fignificet mu-
tuum illum contaétum tangendique potentiam inter corpora qualibet,
five animata five inanimata fuerint, eftoque fuperficierum dugrum
pluriimve corporum unmediata juxtapofitio. Quod & aliam innuit
materie
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However, my most illustrious Monsieur Descartes, | do not want to pass over in silence that, whilst |
love your most beautiful philosophical system, | 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, | 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. | 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 |
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’ IlepiaicOncewg, 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, | 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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miateriz five corporis conditionem, quam apellate poteris smpenetrabi-

livases ; mempe quod hec penetrare alia corpora, nec ab illis penetra-
ri poffir. - ‘Unde manifeftiffimum eft difcrimen intér Naturam divi-
nam ac corpoream, cum illa hanc penetrare, hac'verd fe ipfam pe-
netrare non poffit. Unde fan¢ feliciis mihi videtur cum Platonicis

fiis Virgiltus philofoplrari, quam Cartefius ipfe, cim ex illorum fen-

tentia fic cectnerit, ,
" ’ ~———— Totdmque infufa per artus
Mens agitat molem, & magno [¢ corpore mifcets

Mitto alias infigniores Divinz extenfionis conditiones, cim non opus
fit hoc loco explicare. Vel -hac pauca fuffecerint ad demonftrandum
multd tutius fuiffe materiam definiviffe fubflantiam tangibilem, vel
modo fupra explicato imspeneirabilem, quam Rem extenfam. Difta e-
mim vel Tangibilitas, vel Impenetrabilitas, competit corpori a
tua autem definitio peccat in legem »e3irs mpazor, eque enim eft reci-

proca cum definito.

- Secundd, Quando innuis ne virtute quidem divina fieri poffe ut propriz

dictum exiftat vacawm, &, {i omne corpus ex vafe tolleretur, lquod la-
tera neceflarid eoirent; ifta profetd mihi videntur non folum falfa,
fed minlis confona antecedeatibus. Si enim Deus: motum materie

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, Lucretits, aliique. Sed ut leviufculum illud ar-

nate ;

gumenti genus mifflum faciam; divinam contendo interjacere extenfi-

onem, tuimque hic fuppofitum effe infirmum, materiam folummodo

extendi: Latera tamen ut antea coitura non neceffitate Logicd fed

naturali ; Deumque folum hanc coitionem inhibere poffe. Cum e-

nim particule, primi prefertim fecundique Elementi, tam furibuado

motu agitentul, neceffe eft-qua ceditur, eb ruant precipites, alidfque

fibi contiguas fecum abripiant..

~Infeliciter- igitur fucceffit,, qudd tam bellum Theorema de modo

RarefaCtionis & Condenfationis, él‘md certe ego aliis de caulis veriffi-’

mum efle fenfeo, tam lubrico fuftulcias fundamento.

+Tertid, Singularem illam fubtilitatem non capio, qud atomos, id

€tt, particulas fud naturd indivifibiles, non dari evincas.

Ut ‘enim,

1nquis effecerit Deus eas particulas 3 nullis creaturis dividi poffe,
non certé fibi ipfi eafdem dividendi facultatem potuit adimere, quia
fieri non poteft ut propriam fuam potentiam imminuat. Eodem ar-

gumento probaveris, Deum nunquam fecifle ut hefternus oriretur Sol,
quoniam potentia ejas jam efficere non poteft ut Sol hefternus non

eflet ortus ; nec vilifimam pofle mufcam occidere,
Si modo qui periit, non periiffe poteft,

quod fcite de feipfo Ovidius; materiam non credffe, cim fic divifi-
bilis in femper divifibilia, ac proinde Deus nunquam poffct abfolvere
ac perficere hanc divifionem. Pars enim reftat indivifa, quamvis di-
vifibilis, atque itd perpetud . eluditur potentia divina, nec plene fe

exerere poteft, finemque fortiri.

Quarto, Indefinitam tuam mundi_extenflionem non intelligo. Ex-
tenfio enim illa indefinita vel fimpliciter infinita eft, vel tantiim quoad
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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 | 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 ka66Lov TpdTOV, 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. |
contend that the divine extension lies between them, that your supposition that only matter is
extended is ill-founded, and that, as | 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 | judge for other reasons to be most true, upon such a frail

foundation.

Thirdly, 1 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 intelligis extenfionem infinitam fimpliciter, cur mentem tu.
am obfcutas vocabulis nimitm fuppreflis ac modeltis? Si tantum
quoad nos infinitam, revera erit finita exten(io; neque cnim mens
noltra aut rerum aut veritatis menfura eft. Ac proinde, cum alia it
fimpliciter infinita expanfio, divinz utique effentiz, materia tuorum
vorticum 2 centris fuls recedet, torique mundi machina in diffipates
atomos vagofque abibit pulvifculos.
Atque fgn‘c ev magls hic admiror modeftiam tuam atque metum,
nod adeb tibi caves & materie infinitudine, cim particulas alu & in.
fratas & divifas ipfe agnoveris Art. 34, 8 35. Quod certé fi nop
feciffes, extorqueri tamen poffe videtur hoc modo. Nam ciim quan-
tum it in infinitum divifidile, partes altu infinitas habere oporter.
Ut enim cultello aliove quovis iftrumento corpus in partes palpabi-
les, qua non atu func tales, mechanice diffecare prorfus eft duixeren,
Aive impoffibile ; ita vel mente quantitatem dividere in partes toti re-
aliter altique non inexiftentés, planc daoyor eft ac rationi abfonum.
Quibus infuper adjunf%]i potelt, hypothefin hanc, quod muadus fim-
pliciter ac revera {it inhanitus, aqualem vim habere ad explicandam
juxta ad confirmandam rationem rarefactionis & condenfationis, quam
fupra propofuifti Art. 6, 7. atque iftud principium, foliss corporss effe
extenfionem, &, nibilum wom poffe extendi. Quod enim ibi praftat Lo-
gica feu contradiftonia neceffitas, idem hic necefficas Phyfica vel Me-
chanica certiflime praftabit, , |
Chm epim omnia in infinitum ufque materid feu corporibus fint
plena ac referta, penetrationis lex impediet ne fiat ulla diﬁ:ntia i ra«
refattione corporibus nuda, aut dcceflio partium ad fe invicem in con«
denfatione, {ine interjacentium particularurm expulfione, .
Atque haltenus gue 4 me di€ta funt rationi mentique mez maxime
videntur perfpicud, tuifque placitis longe longéque certiota.
. Catérum a nulla tuarum opteiohum animus meus, pro ea qud eft
mollitie ac teneritudine, @qué abhorret, ac ab internecina illa & ju.
ulatrice {ententia, quam in Methodo tulifti, brutis omnibus vitdm
cnfitmque eripiéns, dicam, an potilis pravipiens? neque enim vixifle
unquam pateris. Hic non tam fufpicio rutilentem tui ingenii aciem,
quam reformido, utpote de animaatium fato te follicitus, acuménque
tuum non fubtile folum agnofco, fed chalybis inftar rigidugt ac crudes
le, quod uno quafi i¢tu univerfum ferme animantium genus Vit aufic
fenfuque fpoliare in marmora & machinas vertendo.

Sed videamus obfecro quid in caufa eft qudd in brutas animantes

quicquam. tam fevetiter {tatuas. Loqui utique non poflunt, caufimque
fuam apud judicem dicere, &, quod crifien aggravat, cim ad loque-
lam organis fatis fint inftru@te, uul patet in Picis & Plittacis. Hing
vitd fenfuque mul&tande funt,

Verim enimvero quomodo fieri poffit ut aut Pfittaci aut Picz vo-
ces noftras imitentur, nifi audirent, fenftique perciperent quid loqui-
mur ? Sed noa intelligunt, inquis, quid ibi volunt itz voces quas
effutiunt imitande. Quidni tamen ipfi quid volunt fatls intelligant,
cibum feilicet quem 4 Dominis hoc artificio acquirunt ? putant igitur
fe cibum mendicare, quyd iftd loquasitate toties voti compotes fiunt.
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243

64

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 auéyoavov 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 éloyov 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 | 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, | 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 | am concerned about the fate of
animals. Indeed, | 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, | 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

244 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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Et quorfum, quefo, illa attentio eft & aufcultatio in avibus cantateriis,
quam prz fe ferunt, fi- nullus fic in ipfis fenfus nec animadverfio?

nde illa vulpium canitmique afturia & fagacitas? Qui fit ut mine &
verba ferocientes cohibeant belluas ?  Canis famelicus ciim furtim quid
abftulit, cur quafi facti confcius clam fe furripit, & meticalose¢ ac dif-
fidenter incedens nemini occurfanti (gratulatur, fed averfo prondque
roftro fuam ad diftans pergit viam, fufpicios¢ cautus né ob patratum
fcelus peenas luat? Quomodo ifta fieri poffunt fine interna fa&ti con-
fcientia ? Copiofa ifta hiftoriolarum congeries, quibus nonnulli conan-
tur demonftrare rationem inefle animalibus brutis, hoc faltem evincet,
fenfum -ipfis. memoriamque inefle. = Sed infinitum effet tales narrati-
unculas hic attexere. E quibus {cio bene multas iftius modi effe; ut
earum vim vel fubtiliffimum acumen haud poffit eludere.

Sed video plant quid te huc adegit, ut bruta pre machinis habeas ;
Immortalitatis utique animarum noftrarum demonftrande ratio, que
cum fupponat corpus nulle modo cegitdré pofle, concludit, ubicum-
que eft cogitatio, fubftantiam 2 corpore realiter diftin¢tam adefle o-
portere, adedque immortalem. Uade fequitur, bruta, fi cogjrent,
fubftantias immortales {ibi annexas:habete. R N
* Atqui obfecro te, Vir ‘perfpicaciffime, cum ex .ifta demonftrandi
ratione neceffe effer bruta animantia aut fenfu fpoliare, aut donare im-
mortalitate, eur ipfa malles inanimes ‘machinas ftatuere quam corpora
animabus immortalibus a&uata? prefertim cim illud:ut nature phe-
nomenis minime¢ confonum, ita plane fit inauditum - ha&enus ; hoc
verd apud- fapientiffimos veterum ratum fit ac comprobatum, Pytha-
goram puta, Platonem, alidfque. Et certe animos hoc adderet Pla-
ronicis omnibus perfiftendiin fua de brutorum immortalitate feptentia,
cam tam infigne ingenium eb auguftiarum redactum fit, ut fi animas
- brutorum immortales -effe- non conéed4tur, univerfa bruta infenfatas
machinas neceflarid ftatvar. - = S

Hzc funt.pavcula ija (magne Car-tcg) in quibus mihi fas effe puta-
bam 4 te diffentire. Cextera mihi ade arrigc'ntﬁtque'adblandiuntur,
ut nihil illis habeam.ymagis in deliciis;  adedque intimis animi mei
fenfibus confona funt atqu€ cognata, utnon folum tardioribus commo-
d¢ explicace, . fed etiam contra pugnaciffimos quofque feliciter, fi opus
effet, defendere me poffe ‘confidam. TRLEERIN N
" Quod reliqaum eft,. '€orandus es, Vir illuftriffime, ut hzc npftia
boni confulas, nec me ullius Jevitatis vanzque ambitionis fufpectum
habeas, quafi affe€tarem Clatiffimorum virorum familiaritates acami:
citias, cim & ipfe fi poffem, haud cuperém, inclarefcere, rem turbus
lentam famain judicans, privatéque otio valde inimicami. - ' '
_ - Neque profet> quamvis animo fim in te admodum prono ac pro-
clivi, id unquam tibi fignificiffem, nifi ab aliis inftigatus; fed ce tua-
que amore latenti tacitdque veneratibite profequi cofitentus fuiffen.- -
. Nec obnixe a te efflagito ut refcribas, utpote quem contemplatio-
nibus fumme arduis, vel experimentis’ faciundis ‘maxime utilibus pa-
riter ac difficilibus, occupatiffimum autumo. S S
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And to what end, | 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, | 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, 1 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 | believed I might rightly
disagree with you. All your other doctrines are so delightful and appealing to me that there is
nothing | 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 | could, I would not seek any fame as |
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, | would never have told you
this had it not been for others asking me to. Instead, | would have been content to love and worship
you silently and in private.

Nor would | ever be so bold as to ask you to answer me since | 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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/f> itto izitur hic tibi . e fim i bli .. | thereby propose to you that you make use of this good right of yours so that you do not offend the
(iubilﬂf?ltamegn ;C CoRr; tuo {_ure u?, ;‘f’ im 1 fP“ f}C“m ml‘l’,‘éus' public. However, should you deign to honour these questions of ours, as they stand, with some
noltra, qualia qualia juernnt, relponlione qualibet- answer, you will do no little favour to that most devout admirer of your inimitable wisdom
cunque cohoneftare dignatus fueris, rem fané mon ingratam prafta-
bis, : Henry More
gt . ohen. . . .. Christ’s College, Cambridge, 11th December 1648.
Cantabrigie, ¢ Cellegio Chrift ’ ’
e Deeesbrins i PR Simgularis tue fapientie

cultors devossffimo,
00, 237 Scholia on Henry More’s First Letter

Henrico Moro.
B 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

S C H O L _ I A 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
, o In ErpisT L H MO0 q{ L God’s power at least being capable of splitting it up in this manner. However, mathematical
. - o divisibility, which might also pertain, to these monads is not relevant here.
Meeals. 4. Nam.chm quantum fit in infinitum divi%hile, Gre. Satis
argutus equidem hic gryphus ofty f¢d minys [oidus, Facile enims ex- ATV 267 :
Iricare te poteris i megaviris quanium Phyfice ¢ffe divifibile in infinitarm, 00, 238 : Rene Descartes to the most erudite and learned Henry More
fm{z:: ,%ﬁ:’.ﬁlﬁfﬁ;ﬁxz;”;xwﬁzﬂe ;’”l;;:jil:‘:;;z]faeMtge:yze tI())';"- The praises which you heap upon me, most learned Sir, bear witness less to my merit which can
wind Virtute poffe. di s ”;’. mem'e in lm,: parées jare difuiji '”;,%‘-,viﬂz never equal them than to your kindness towards me. Your kindness, however, based only on the
: . o 268 reading of my writings, displays the sincerity and generosity of your mind so clearly that I am all

[alskms wirsate fic pofferit difpefci. Mathematicam vero Divifibilitatem, que

24 bids Mowadas etians pertinere polfir, ad hune locum non [pectare. yours without any prior acquaintance. And therefore, it is with great pleasure that | answer the

questions which you have posed to me.

oo - et Smarsecens — ~ The first is why | define body as an extended substance rather than a sensible, tangible or
' . PR . . impenetrable substance. However, as is clear from the matter, if it is called a sensible substance,
Dﬂﬂ 1 ﬂi mo 8 ‘ HIHﬂﬂ n ﬁi-ma V iro 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,

’ H E N R I C OMO R | O 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

R' .E N AT usS DES-CARTES. - 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.

Ve
(b

AUDES quas in me congeris, Vir humaniffime, non tam ullius

4.y met meriy vcpote qudd eas zquare nyllum poteft, quim tuz
ergd ‘'me benevolentiz teftes funt. Benevolentia autem ex fola ferip.
torum. meorum leGiione contralta.candorem & generofitatem animi
tui' tam aperee oftendic, ut tocum me tibi, quamvis antehac non noto,
devinciat. Ideoque perlibenter iis qui ex me quzris refpondebo.

. 1, :Primum ff,. ewr ad corpus definiendum dicam illud efle {fubftan-
tiam extenfam petilis quam fenfibilem, tapgibilem, vel impenetrabi-
lem. - ‘Atreste_monet, {i dicagus {ubftanua fenfibilis, tunc defiuiri a5
babitindine &d - (ewfas - noftros, qua ratione quedam ejus proprietas duntax-
at explicatur, noncantergra. nataca, que cam poflit exiftere, quamuis
nulli homines exiffant, certé . fnfibus noftris .non pendet. .Nec pro- -
inde video cur dicas, effe fumme neceffariam ut omnis tnateria fit
{enfibilis. Nam contra, nulla eft quz non fit plan¢ infen(ibilis, i tan-
thum in partes wervorum noffroram particulis multy minores, & fingulas
feorfim fatls celeriter agitatas, it divifa. Meum-
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Meumque illud argumentum quod fczvum & ferme Sophifticum
appellas, adhibui tantum ad eorum opinionem refutandam, qui tecum
exiftimant omne corpus efle fenfibile, quam, meo judicio, aperté &
demontftrative refutat. Poteft enim corpus retinere omnem fuam cor-
poris naturam, quamvis non (it ad [enfum molle, nec durum, nec frigi-
dum, nec calidum, nec denique habeat ullam fenfibilem qualitatem.

Ut verd inciderem in eum errorem quem videris mihi velle tri-
buere, per comparationem cerz, quz quamvis poffit non effe quadra-
ta, nec rotunda, non poteft tamen non habere aliquam figuram, de-
buiffem, ex eo qudd juxta mea principia omnes fenfibiles qualitates in
eo folo confiftant qudd particule corporis certis modis moveantur,
vel quiefcant, debuiffem inquam, concludere, corpus pofle exiftere,
quamvis nulle ejus particulz moveantur, nec quiefcant; quod mihi
nunquam in mentem venit. Corpus itaque non reft¢ definitur fub-
{tantia fenfibilis.

Videamus nunc an fort¢ aptius dici poffit fubftantia impenetrabilis,
vel tangibilis, eo fenfu quem explicuifti.

Sed rurfus ifta tangibilitas & impenetrabilitas in corpore, eft tantium

ut in homine Rifibilitas, proprium quarto modo, juxta vulgares Lo[%ica‘: ‘

leges, non vera & effentialis differentia, quam in extenfione confiftere
contendo ; atque idcirco, ut homo non definitur animal rifibile, fed
rationale, 1ta corpus non definivi per impenetrabilitatem, fed per exten-
fionem. Quod confirmatur ex eo, qudd tangibilitas & impenetrabili-
tas habeant relationem ad partes, & prefupponant conceptum divifio-
nis vel terminationis. Pofflimus autem comcipere corpus continuum
indeterminatz magnitudinis five indefinitum, in quo nihil prater ex-
tenfionem confideretur.

Sed, inquis, Deus etiam & Angelus, réfque alia qualibet per fe fub-
filtens eft extenfa, ideoque latiiis patet definitio tua quam definitum.
Ego verd non foleo quidem de nominibus difputare, atqueideo fi ex eo
qudd Deus fit ubique, dicat aliquis eum effe quodammodo extenfum,
per me licet. Arqui nego veram extenfionem, qualis ab omnibus vulgd
concipitur, vel in Deo, vel in Angelis, vel in mente noftra, vel deni-
que in ulla fubftantia qua 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;) atqui
in hoc ente. varias partes determinatz magnitudinis & figure, quarum
una nullo modo alia fit, poffunt imaginatione diftinguere, unifque
in locum aliarum poflunt 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, necetiam in partes diftinguibilis, przfertim
in partes quz habeant determinatas magnitudines & figuras. Deni-
que, facil¢ intelligimus & mentem humanam, & Deum, & fimul plu-
res Angelos in uno & eodem loco effe poffe. Unde manifeft¢ conclue
ditur, nullas fubftantias incorporeas propri¢ efle extenfas ; fed eas in-
telligo tanquam virtutes aut vires quafdam, quz quamvis fe applicent
rebus extenfis, non idcirco funt extenfe; ut quamvisin ferro candenti
fit'ignis, non ideo ignis ille eft ferrum. Quodd verd nonnulli fubftantiz
motionem cum rel extenfx notione confundant, hoc fit ex falfo pra-
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Also, | 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. | 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, | 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, | contend, consists in extension. And therefore, just as man is not defined as a risible, but as a
rational animal, so have | 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, 1 do not mind at all. And yet, | 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, | 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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judicio, quia nihil putant exiltere, vel effe intelligibile, nifi it etiam ima-
ginabile, ac revera nihil fub imaginationem cadir, quod non fit aliquo
modo extenfum. Jam verd quemadmodum dicere licet fanitatem
foli homini competere, quamvis per analogiam & Medicina, & aer
temperatus, & alia multa dicantur etiam fana; ita illud folum quod
eft imaginabile, ut habens partes extra partes, quz fint determinatz
magnitudinis & figurz, 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 a4 me defcriptum, inveniemus
plane idem effe cum fpatio, quod vulgus aliquando plenum, aliquando
vacuum, aliquando reale, aliquando imaginarium effe putat. In fpatio
enim, quantumvls imaginario & vacuo, facile omnes imaginantur
varias partes determinatz magnitudinis & figure, poflintque wzas in
locum aliarum imaginatione transferre ; fed nullo modo duas fimul fe mu-
tuo penetrantes in unv & eodem loco concipere, quoniam implicat
contradi¢tionem ut hoc fiat, & fpatii pars nulla tollatur. Cum au-
tem ego confiderarem tam reales proprietates non nifi in reali corpore
effe pofle, aufus fum affirmare, nullum dari fpatium prosfus va?
cuum, atque omne ens exteafum efle verum corpus :-nec dubitavi a
magnis virés, Epicuro, Democrito, Lugretio hac in rediflentire; vidi enim
illos non firmam aliquam rationem effe~fecatos, fed falfum przjudi-
cium, quo omnes ab ineunte xtate fuimus imbuti. Quippe quamvis
fenfus noftri non femper nobis exhibeant corpora externa qualia funt
omni ex parte, fed tantum quatenus ad nos referuntur, & prodefle
poffunt aut nocere, ut in Art. 3. partis 2. prezmonui ; judicavimus
tamen oranes, cum effemus adhuc pueri, nihil aliud in mundo efle
quam quod a fenfibus exhibebatur, ac proinde nullum effe corpus nifi
fenfibile, locique omnia in quibus nihil fentiebamus vacua efle. Quod
prajudicium cim ab Epicuro, Democrito, Lucretio noa fuerit unquam
reje€tum, illorum Authoritatem fequi non debeo.

Miror autem virum catera perfpicaciffimum, ciim videat {e negare

. non_ pofle quin aliqua in omni [patio [ubflantia 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 nullom omnino {patium fine corpore effe poffe. Etenim, ut jam
dixi, prztenfa illa Dei extenfio nullo modo fubje@um efle poteft ve-
rarum proprietatum, quas in omni fpatio diftin@iffimé percipimus.
Neque enim Deus elt imaginabilis, nec in partes diftinguibilis quz
fint menfurabiles & figuratz.

Sed facile admittis nullum vacuum naturaliter dari. Solicitus es de
potentia divina, quam putas tollere pofle id omne quod eft in aliquo
vafe, imulque impedire n¢ coeant vafis latera. Ego verd cum fciam
meum Intelle€tum efle finitum, & Dei potentiam infinitam, nihil un-
quam de hac determino , fed confidero duntaxat quid poflit 2 me per-
cipi vel non percipi, & caveo diligenter n¢ judicium vlium meum 1
perceptione diffentiat.  Quapropter audadter affirmo, Deum pofle id
omne quod poflibile ¢ffe percipio; non autem ¢ conta audater nego,
illum poffe id quod conceptui meo repugnat, fed dico tantim impli-
care contraditionem. Sic quia video conceptui meo repugnare ut
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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 | 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 | 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 | considered that such real properties could only exist in a real body, | 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 | realized
that they had not followed firm reason, but instead those false prejudices which we all acquired at a
very early age. Indeed, as | 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, | 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 | can and cannot perceive, and | am cautious that none of my judgments should
contradict my perception. Hence, | am bold enough to say that God can do everything that | 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. | 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 4 me concepta quam prilis concipiebatur corpus in eo con-
tentum ; dico implicare contradiétionem, ut talis extenfio ibi remaneat poit
fublatum corpus, idedque debere vafis latera coire: Quod omnino
confonum eft meis czteris opinionibus. Dico enim alibi #ullum motum
daré nifi quodammado circularem ; unde fequitur non” intelligi diftin&te,
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 contraditionem, ut aliqua
dentur atomi, que concipiantur extenfe ac fimul indivifibsles ; quia quam-
vis Deus eas tales efficere potuerit ut 4 nulla creatura dividantur, cer.
t¢ non poffumus intelligere ipfum fe facultate eas dividendi privare
potuiffe. Nec valet tua-comparatio de iis quz falta funt, qudd ne-
queant infelta effe. Neque enim pro nota impotentiz fumimus, qudd
quis non poffit facere id quod mom intelligimus effe poffibile ; fed tan-
tum qudbd non poffit aliquid facere ex nsIFnae tanquam poffibilia di-
ftin&¢ percipimus. At fané percipimus effe poffibile ut atomus divi-
datur, quandoquidem eam extenfam effe fupponimus ; atque ideo fi
judicemus eam a Deo dividi non pofle, judicabimus Deum aliquid non
pofle facere, quod tamen poffibile effe percipimus. Non autem eodem
modo percipimus fieri poffe, ut quod faCtum eft fit infeCtum, fed &
contrh, percipimus hoc fieri plan¢ non poffe; ac proinde non effe
ullum potentiz defeCtum in Deo, qudd iftud non faciat. Quantum
autem ad divifibilitatem materiz, non eadem ratio eft : etfi enim non
poflim numerare omnes partes in quas eft divifibilis, earimque idcirco
numerum dicam efle indefinitum; non tamen poffum affirmare illa-
rum divifionem i Deo nunquam abfolvi, quia fcio Deum plura pofle
facere guz‘xm ego cogitatione med complecti ; atque iftam indefinitam
quarundam partium materiz divifionem revera fieri folere in Artic.
34. conceffi.

4. Neque verd affeftatz modeftiz eft, fed cautele, meo judicio, -

neceffariz, quod quadam dicam effe indefinita potiiis quam infynita ;
folus enim Deus quem pofitive intelligo effe infinitum: de reliquis,
ut de mundi extenfione, de numero partium in quas materia eft di-
vifibilis, & fimilibus, an fint fimpliciter infinita nécne, profiteor me nefcire
{cio tantim me in illis nullum finem agnofcere, atque idcirco refpeftu
mei dico effe indefinita.

Et quamvis mens noftra non fit rerum vel veritatis menfura, cer-
t¢ debet efle menfura eorum que affirmamus aut negamus. Quid
enim eft abfurdius, quid inconfideratius, quam velle judicium ferre de
iis ad quorum perceptionem mentem noftram attingere non poffe con-
fitemur ?

Miror autem te non modd id velle facere videri, ciim ais, ff tan-
tum quoad nos [it infinita, revera erit finita, extenfio, ¢vc. fed praterea
etiam divinam quandam extenfionem imaginari, qua latiis pateat
quam corporum extenfio, atque ita [upponere Deam partes habere extra
iarte.c, & effe divifibilers omnémque prorfus rei corporea effentiam il trjx
uere.
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once every body is removed from a vessel, there should still remain in it an extension which | do not
conceive differently from the way | previously conceived the body contained in it. Therefore, | 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, | 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 | 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 |
can comprehend in my thought. And | 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 | do not know whether they are absolutely infinite or not. The only thing I know
is that 1 do not see any end in them and therefore | 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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Ne¢ verd quis fcrupulus hic fuperfit; Ciim dico extenfionem materiz
effe indefinitam, fufficere hoc puto ad impediendum né¢ quis extra
ilam locus fingi queat, in quem meorum vorticum particulz abire
poflint. Ubicumque enim locus ille concipiatur, ibi, jam jux‘ra mear o-
pinionem, al{{qua materia ¢ff 5 quia dicendo eam effe indefinite exten-
fam, dico ipfam latius extendi quam omne id quod ab homine con-
cipi poteft. .

Sed nihilominus exiftimo maximam effe differentiam inter amplitudinem
ifbius corporea extenfionis, & amplitudinem divinz, non dicam extenfio-
nis, utpote quz Ppropric quuepdo pulla qﬁ, fed fubﬁgntm vel eflen-
tiz ; idedque hanc fimpliciter infinitam, illam autem indefinitam ap-
pello. - .

Czterum non admitto quod pro fingulari tua humanitate concedis,
nempe reliquas meas opiniones pofle conftare, quamvis id quod de
materiz extenfione fcripfi refutetur : unum enim eft ex precipuss, meoque
judicio certiffimis, Phyfice mee fundamentis, profiteorque mihi nullas ra-
tiones fatisfacere in 1pfa Phyfica, nifi qua neceflitatem illam, quam
vocas Logicam five contradiftoriam, involvant; modo tantim ea
excipias quz per folam experientiam cognofci poflunt, ut quod circa
hanc terram unicus fit Sol vel unica Luna, & fimilia. Cumgque in re-
liquis 4 meo fenfu non abhorreas, fpero etiam his te facil¢ affenfurum,
fi modb confideres przjudicium effe qudd multi exiftiment ens ex-
tenfum, in quo nihil eft quod moveat fenfus, non efle veram fubftan-
tiam corpoream, fed fpatium vacuum duntaxat ; quédque nullum fit
fenfibile, atque nulla fubftantia nifi quz fub imaginationem cadat, ac

_proinde fit extenfa.

5. Sed nulli prejudicio magss omnes affuevimus quam ei, quod nobis
ab ineunte ztate perfuafit bruta animantia cogitare. Quippe nulla
ratio nos movit ad hoc credendum, nifi qudd videntes pleraque bru-
torum membra in figura externa & motibus 4 noftris non multim
differe, unicimque in nobis effe credentes iftorum motuum princi-
pium, animam f{cilicet, quz eadem moveret corpus & cogitaret, non
dubitavimus quin aliqua talis anima in illis reperiretur.

Poftquam autem ego advertiflem diftinguenda effe duo diverfa mo-
tuum noftrorum principia, unum fcilicet plané mechanicam & corpo-
reum, quod 4 fola fpirituum vi & membrorum conformatione depen-
det, potiftque anima corporea appellari; aliud incorporeum, mentem
fcilicet, five animam illam quam definis fubftantiam cogitantem ; quz-
fivi diligentiuis an ab his duobus principiis orirentur animalium motus,
an ab uno duntaxat. Cdmgue claré perfpexerim poffe omnes oriri
ab eo folo quod corporeum eft & mechanicum, pro certo ac demon-
ftrato habui, nullo patto a nobis probari pofle, aliquam effe in bru-
tis animam cogitantem. Nec moror aftutias & fagacitates canum &
vulpium, nec"quzcunque alia qua propter cibum, venerem, vel me-
tum 4 brutis flunt.  Profiteor enim me poffe perfacile illa omniaut a fola
membrorum confirmatione profecta explicare.

Quamvyis 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-
aminando quidnam fit hac de re maxime probabile nullam video ra-
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However, when, to dispel any doubts in this matter, | say that the extension of matter is indefinite, |
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, | say that it extends further than
anything that can be conceived by man.

Nevertheless, | believe there is a very great difference between the amplitude of that corporeal
extension and the amplitude of the divine — | do not say extension, because, properly speaking, there
IS none, but rather — substance or essence. And therefore, | call the latter absolutely infinite, and the
former indefinite.

Moreover, | 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, | 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, | 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, | enquired more
thoroughly whether the motions of animals proceeded from these two principles or from one of them
alone. And when | saw clearly that all of them could proceed from one alone, namely the corporeal
and mechanical one, | 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 | hesitate over the astute and shrewd
behaviours of dogs and foxes and all the things which brutes do for food, intercourse or

apprehensiveness. For | hold that | 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, | 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 preter hanc unam quid.anm
habeant oculos, aures, linguam, & reliqua fenfuum organa ficut nos, ve-
rifimile fit illa fentire ficut nos ; & quia in nofiro featiendi modo
cogitatio includitur, fimilem etiam illis cogitationem efle tribugndam,
Quze ratio cum fit maxime obvia, mentes omnium hominum 4 prima
xtate occupavit. Sunt autem aliz ragiones multd plures & fortiores,
fed non omnibus ita obvix, quz contrarium plané perfuadent. ~ Inter
quas fuum quidem locum obtinet, quod non fit tam probabile omnes wer-
mes, culices, erucas, & reliqua animalia immortali animi przdita effe,
quam machinarum inflar fe movere, _

Primo, quia certum eft in corporibus animalium, ut etiam in no-
ftris, effe offa, nervos, mufculos, fanguinem, fpiritus animales, & re-
liqua organa ita difpofita, ut fe folis abfque ulla cogitatione omnes mo-
tus quos in brutis obfervamus ciere poffint. Quod patet in convulfi-
onibus, chim mente invitdi machinamentum corporis vehementius fzpe
ac magls diverfis mqdis folum {e movet, quam ope voluntatis foleat
moveri.

Deinde, quia rationi confantaneum videtur, cium ars {it naturz imi-
tatrix, poféintque’ horhines varia fabricare autbmata in quibus fige
ulla cogitatione eft motus, ut Natora etiam fua automata, fed arte
fa&tis longe praftantiora, nempe bruta omnia, producat, prefertim ciim
nullam agnofcamus rationem propter quam, ubi eft talis membrorum
conformatio qualem in animalibus videmus, cogitatio etiam debeat
adefle ; atqueideo majori admiratione dignum ‘fit, qudd mens’aliqua
reperiatur in unoquoque humano corpore, quam quod nulla fit in ul-
lis brutis. - o o

Sed rationum ompium quz beftias cogitatione - deftitutas effe per-
fuadent meo judicio pracipua eft, qubd quamvis inter illas una aliis
‘ejufdem {peciei fint ‘perfeftiores, non fecus quim inter homines, ut
. videre licet in equis & canibus, quorum aliqui czteris multd " feliciiis

uz docentur addifcunt’; & quamvis omnes perfatile nobisimpetus
(l]uos naturales, ut iras, metus, famem, & fimilia, voce vel aliis cor-
poris motibus fignificent ; nunquam tamen haCtemus fuerit obfervatum,
‘ullum brutum animal ed perfetionis devenifle ut:'verd loqueétd ute-
retur,. hoc eft, ut aliquid vel woce vel nutibus indjcaret, quod ad Jolam
cogitationem, non autem ad impetum naturalem, poffet .referri.
Hzc enim loquela unicum eft co'%ilt'ationis in corpore latentis fignum
certum, atque ipsd utuntur omnes homimes, etigm quim maxsme fupi-
di & mente captiy, & lingui vocifque ofganis deftituti, non autem sllam
brutwm ; eimque idcirco pro vera inter homines &.bruta differéntia
fumere licet. ' o S

Reliquas rationes cogitationem hrutis adimentes brevitatis. caysi hic
omitto. Velim tamen notari me loqui de cogitatione, non"de vita
‘vel fenfu : vitam enim nulli animali genego, l‘x‘t’po"te' quam in folo cor-
dis calove confiftere ftatuo ; nec denego etiam’ fenfum quatenus ab or-
gano corporeo dependet. Sicque hzc mea opinio pon tam crudelis eft
‘erga belluas, quam pia erga homines, Pythagoreorum fuperftitioni
non addiCos, quos nempe 4 criminis fufpicione abfolvit quoties ani-
malia comedunt vel occidunt. - L
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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 | am speaking about thought, not about life or sense. For | do not deny life to any
animal, as | consider it to consist in the heat of the heart alone. | 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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Hzc autem omnia fortaffe prolixitis fcripi quam acumen ingenii
tui requirebat; volui enim hoc pa&to teftari paucifimorum objettiones
mihi ha&enus xque gratas fuifle ac’ tuas, humanitatémque & cando-
rem tuum maxime tibt devinxiffe

Omnium vere [spientie fludioforum

Egmond prope Alchmariam, _
cultorem obfervantiffimum,

Nonis Februarii 1649.

RenaTtum Des-Cares,

SCHOLIA
Ii RESPONSUM ad Erist L

Ificals. 1. Si ex.ea qudd Deus fit ubique, dicat aliquis eum effe quo-
dammodo exten per me licet. Atqui nego veram extenfi-
onem qualis ab omaibus vulga concipitur, &'c.  Hoc in loco manifefium
eft Cartelium talem folummido extenfionems de” Deo negare gualem omnes
concipiung in corpore, hog eft, corpoream.  Metaphyficam vers” extenfionem,
_qualem in poftro Enchiridio deferipfimus, nequaquam repudiare. . Unde gb-
ervare licet"quantumy Cartefiani Nullibifte™ ab Authore fuo Cartefio dege-
neraverint, qui Dedim & ubique agnofeit, & aliquo modo extenfum, dum
illi & contra,_nec extenfum nec ullibi effe contendunt. T '
Nullis' fubftantias incorporeas propri¢ effe extenfas, fed ‘eas intelli-
go tanquam wpirtufes aut vires quafdam quz quamvis fe applicent re-
bus extenfis, non idcircd funt extenfz; ut quamvis in ferro candenti
fit ignis, non ideq ;i}nis ille eft ferrum. At verd per ferrum ‘ignis extens
Jus eft tamen,  Qiyod mibi [atis eff. Sed ingenue fateor locum hunc %
" paulo obfciuriorem,. nec fat [cio quid hic fubinfinuare velit Philofophus ubi
aity fed eas intelligo tanquam wirtutes ac vires qualdam, cim Igpis non
olum per ferrum extenfus fity [ed illius etiam fit Modificatio. Nollem cnim
id [ubfndicari quod tam aperte _£raﬁtgtyr in Pofthumis fuis Opéribis, ille
" Cartelii " difeipulus Spinozius, Deum pempe, Angelos, Mentes hunianas oms-
“nifque, que valgo putantur, fubflantias incorporeas nihil aliud effe nifi vir-
tutes viré[ve Materig -Mundane, '_qm:'pBe unice illins in univerfo fubftantie.
Difficalt. 2. Mallé tamen dicere Divinam Extenfionem implére fpa-
cium in quo nullam’ ‘eft corpus, &'c.” Equidem illud optimo jure drco,
ubicungue [cilicet imaginarium [pacium effe fingirur, illic yevera effe Divi-
nam Amplitudinem, nofque in Enchifidio Metaphyfico, evidentid, fi frers poteff,
plufquam Mathematiciy- Immobile quoddam Exterifum a mobili' materia di-
ftinttum demonftravimus. C

| . ¢ | -1 \ : . P . v\
~ Etin ipfo remaneat Extenfio non aliter 2 me concepta quam prius

concipiebatur corpus in eo Cont’engmg,”d"c.‘ At enim falfam hanc ¢ffe con-
ceptionem ek éis que in diélo Enchitio occurunt clare conftat, ubi demon-
fratur Extenfum quoddam Imm‘ob‘iﬁ,‘rﬁ'bﬂob“ili Materia diftinitam & cni
Astributa competunt Materiz Attributis comraria. Vide Enchirid. Meta-
phyf. cap. 6, 7,8.
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However, | 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
| 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, 5" 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, | do not mind at all. And yet, | 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, | 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 pofitive intelligo effe infini-
tum,Gre. Hac de re, modo [erio bic agar Cartelius, optime inter nos conve-
mit. Et certe mibi videor in ditte Enchiridio Mundum, qaantumlibet in
definitus fit, fasss [olide demonftriffe non poffe effe Infinitam, ades ut nuda
Divinitas extra Mundi Limites (ut corpus Aaronis extra Stolam facerdota-
lem, quantim ad caput, manus pedefque) extendatar. Vide Enchirid. Me.
taphyf. cap. 10. feét. 8, 9,Cc. o

Dico ipfam latitis extend: quam omne id quod ab hominé concipi
potelt, &c. Et pauls poffy Amsplitudinem Divine Effentie fimpliciter In-
finitam, corpoream ausem extenfionem Indefinitam appellsr.  Que quidem
indefinita Mundi corporei Extenfio, fi Jic inte[ligaar acfi Imaginatio Ilqumau
eam exhaurire vel comprebendere non pofit, “rationi’ [aris con ﬁ”’.“ed'gﬂ.
Ratio werd reéta necef[aric nobis dittabit Divinam Amplstadinens infinits eams
excedere ¢ circumcingere quafi vel coromare ; unde é/’- Kether apud Cabba-
lifhas dicitar.

IR TNVOSURYIE - e i e b i b 3

Clarifime Virs, Noﬁli[;mdq; Pbiloﬁrﬂa-,; "
RENATO DES-CARTES,
HENRICUS MORUS ANGLUS.

OPINIONIS quan dé te cencepi, nuperifque meis literis apud
te teftatus fum, quanta quanta fit (Vir illuftrifime) e non
peenitet, nec unquam, fat lcie, poterit peenitere.” Quin & ‘adauger
plurimim tui apud mé exiftimationef, quod ad ftupendim illam
mentis tuz amplitudinem divinimque acumen, fuavitas tanta morum
acceflerit & humanitas. Quam cert¢ ut nunquam fufpeGtam habui,
ita nunc fané eruditiffitas tuas literas habeo pro certiffimo illius ar-
gumento. Cazterim iic tahiti favoris té peeniteat, quafi in fervum ca.
put collati, néve vilefcat meum erga t¢ ftudium, atque amor, tan-
uam ab abjefto jacentique animo profetus, quo tandem’ rodo re-
ponfa tua mihi fatisfecerint, palam, uti hominem liberum decet, a-
pertéque profitebor. Quod tamen n¢ nimium tibi vel mihi ipfi ne-
gotium faceffat, fuliores orationis texturas miffas faciens, rem totam in
Inftantias quafdam breves, aut faltem notatiunculas fuper fingulis re-
fponforum tuorum particulis, compingam.

Ad Refponfum circa primam Difficultatem

. » Inftantia I.
Definiri ab habstudine ad fenfus noffros, &c. -

Hic regeri poteft ; Ciim radix rerum omnium ac effentia in zter-
nas defoffa lateat tenebras, rem quamlibét neceffarid definiri ab habi-
tudine aliqua. Quz babitudo proprietas dici poteft in fubftantiis, cum
noa fit fubftantia ; quamvis agnofcam libenter proprietates alias aliis

effe
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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 | 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 | have expressed in
my letter to you, most noble Sir, and | know that | shall never feel ashamed of it. Indeed, it adds
considerably to the admiration | feel for you that the extraordinary breadth and divine sharpness of
your intellect is accompanied by so warm and affable a character. Whilst | 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, 1 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, |
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 |
“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 |
admit freely that “some properties are earlier than others”.
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The only thing | 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, | must also note that this extension itself consists
‘fini$ rerh extenfam, ipfam illam extenfionem infuper adnoto confiftere 300 in some mutual relationship among its parts, insofar as they are created external to each other.

in habitudine quadam partium ad fe invicem, quatenus aliz extra However, it is obvious that this relationship is not something absolute.

‘alias ‘produltz funt. - Quam habitudinem non effe rem abfolutam ma- I

'ejﬁ"friv”ré:_“, hocrhutem tantiith: me voluiffe, Satius nimirum effe per
Adequatam quamitbet proprietatem, quam per formam, quam vd-
‘tant, definito latiorem, rem definiviffe.  Porrd, cim ipfe corpus -de-

nifeftum eft. . . . -
SRS o Ii. - ' “Even if no human being existed.”

e © Ruamvis .”"”.i homines exiftant. ) Even if all mortals were to close their eyes at once, the sun would not lose its capacity for being seen
. ;__S‘ g‘?m’ mor;a}és COPH}VF’E?"%I Sol tattien non exueret fuam viden- once they reopened them, just as an axe would not have lost its capacity for cutting once it was
di-aptitndinem, quamprimium oculos aperuerint denud ; ut neque fe- applied to pieces of wood or stone again.
<urls; fétandi, quamprimim ligna aut lapides oblati fuerint. "

G o I '

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

Nervoram: noftrorum particulis multo minores. .
Deum tamen artificem adaptare poffe credo nervos fatls exiguos
exiguis_iftis materiz_particulis, ac proinde fenfibilitatem materiz hoc

modo comminutz integram manere. Porro, hz particule A motu

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

+ ceffare poffunt, atque coalefcere, noftrifque hoc modo nervis fenfibi- our nerves in the same way. However, this is in no way true of an incorporeal substance.
les denwl gvadére, ‘quod de fubftantia incorporea nillo:modo verum v
eft. ' h
3 a €1 & R & A A “Without being soft ... to our senses”, etc.
e Y " Ddamvis non' it ad fenfum molle, &c! - : - - -
Raa non_fit o ) e g It is certain that it may well be hard or soft or the like to our sensory nerves or at least to such nerves
Certym-eft ’H‘E 'f}?“fg.s nofiros. ﬁnfcl)rlosf' %mg;‘lllmlgore f‘;"l moile, cre. as God, had he wanted to, might have created, as we have remarked above. And this suffices, even
aut falcém ad iftiufimodi nervos, quales, fi et, Deus fabricare pote- though God might never create nerves of this kind. It is like those parts of the earth situated close to

rit, ut. modd monuimus ; atque hoc fatls eft, quamvis Dens nunquam
fagi‘?pﬁml‘ps,' ,ﬁciﬁi{fﬁno}di; nerves. Ut revera: partes terrz verfus cef-
erumt funt ex. fe, vifibiles, quamvls nunquanmt extrahendz fint in Sofis

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.

%&Tpé{&mm,' nec eb’ defeenfurus 'fit quifquam cum lychno vel lampade. 301 v

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

e Eﬁ"!dﬂ?’)”’, ﬂf.."!' hominé 'R.)'ﬁbi/ifﬂ; proprium quarto modo, ) , If reason belonged to other animals as well, it would be better to define man as a risible than as a

' Q?:id ﬁ'ratio_gtigm‘aliis competeret anjfmalibus, re&xigs deﬁmretur rational animal. However, no-one has proved yet that tangibility or impenetrability is an immediate
homo _animal f‘ﬁbllﬁ_'ﬂ“'i}m ratiohale. Nondum autem er_uoplam de- property of an extended substance, even though everyone rightly acknowledges it to be an

monfiy “f,"{’”l/’ ,’_,“.”g‘(b,",ﬁ?mf’” atid 3?771".’,””’ abilitatem proprias effe fubfantie immediate property of a body. I, for one, can clearly conceive an extended substance which has no
exterfe affectiones, quamvls corporis effe meritd quivis agnoverit. tangibility or impenetrability at all. Therefore, tangibility or impenetrability does not belong to an
Equidem, poflum lare concipére fubftantiam extenfam quz nullam extended substance as such, insofar as it is extended.

u!(?]o m‘gdo, abeat rangibilicarem ;yél impenetrabilitatem. Igitur tangi- ’

bilitas ‘el impesetrabilitas non immediat¢ fubftantiam extenfam con- VI

féqlﬂﬁlr,' quarenus extetifa eft.” o “And yet, I do deny ... a real extension”, etc.

VI.
- Arqui nego veram extenfionem, &c. ,
Per veramextenfronem intelligis'quam tangibilitas & impenetrabili-
tas comitatur. Hanc ipfe etiam mego in Deo, nudifve vel mente vel

By real extension you understand that which accompanies tangibility and impenetrability. | agree
with you that such an extension is not to be found either in God or in immaterial minds and angels.
Notwithstanding, | hold that there is another equally real extension, which is not so well-known, let

Angclo repirici.  Intérea tamien affero aliam effe extenfioncm aque veram, alone common knowledge in the schools. It possesses both different limits and shapes in angels and
quamvis non zque vulgarem Scholifque tritam, quz in Angclis men- human minds, which the latter can change at will. While remaining one and the same substance, they
téque humana ut terminos, ita & figuram habet, fed pro imperio Aa- can contract or re-expand within certain bounds.

eeli menrifque variabilem; Meéntéique five -animas noftras atque An-
gelos,;eddem prorfus manentc fubftantid, 'contrahere fe pofle, & cer-,
tos denao ad limites fe. expandere. C '
- VIL
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VIL
Nibil effe intelligibile, nifi fit etiam imaginabile, &c. :
Equidem aliquantd fum pronior in illam Ariftotelis fententiam,
iridvd ¥ garraspdmy ix Y yiicer.  Sed hic quifque mentis fuz vires

experiatur.

Ad Refponfum circa fecundam Difficultatem.

Inftantia I. v
Unas in locum aliarum ‘tmaginatione transferre,
Mea quidem imaginatio non poteft, nec concipere fi transferantur,
quin wne vacui [Pasis partes abforbeant alteras, penitufque coincidant &
penetrent {e invicem. -

Nec dubitavi 4 magnis wiris, Epicuro, Democrito, d.

Nullus dubito quin optimo jure diffentias, cum non foliim iftis, fed
univerfis Naturz interpretibus longé major fis (med fententii) longe-
que auguftior. | . o

’ | Il

' Quin aliqua in omni [patio fubflantia fity &¢.

~ 1d fanc concefli pacis ergd. Sed claré mihi non conftit. Nam fi
Deus hanc mundi univerfitatem annihilaret, & multd poft aliam cre-
aret de nihilo, Intermundiam illud, feu abfentia mundi, [uam haberes
durationem quam tot dies, anni, vel fecula menfuriffent, Non exift-
entis igitur.eft duratio, que extenfio quzdam eft. Ac proinde Ampli-
tudo Nihili, puta Vacti,” per ulnas vel orgyas menfurari poteft, ut
Non-exiftentis in_fua non exiftentia duratio per horas, dies menféfque
menfuratur. Sed concédo, quamvis nondum vi coaltus, in omni {pa-
tio aliquan fubftantiam inefle; neque tamen fequi eam effe corpo-
ream, cum extenfio five prefentia divina poffit effe fubje®um rhen-
furabilitatis, v. g. Prefentiam five extenfionem divinam occupare affe-
ro unam alteramque orgyam in hoc vel illo vacuo ; nec tamen omni-
no fequi Deum effe corporeum, ut patet ex fupra diftis, Inftantid s,
Sed fuper hac re eft agendum alibi. o o

!

B Iv.

Dico implicare ‘contradicFionem, ut talis extenfio, &c.
Sed hic libenter quzrerem, numquid necefle {it uc aut talis extenfio
fic qualem in corpore concipis, aut nulla.. Deinde, cum & alias res
prater corpora extenc!i {fuo modo conceﬁ'qns, annon analogica illa ex-
tenfio quam vocas, vices obeat extenfionis corporez, atque ita illam
vim contraditoriam retundat. Prefertim cum analogica hzc exten-
fio ad propri¢ diftam tam’ propt accédat, ut it menfurabilis, certéf

que pedum ulnarimve numeros occupet.. :

V. N
Nullam motum. dariy uifi quodammodo circularem.
Hoc neceffarid confequi concedo, neceffitate "puta Phyfici, fuppo-
nendo duntaxat ominia corporibus plena, nullimque extenfionem aliam

integram mundi extenfionem excedere: qua in parte ego fatls fum
BEf 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 611 dvev t@v paviaoudtmv ook 0Tt
vofjoat. But let everybody try the powers of his own mind here.
Concerning the Answer to the Second Difficulty
Instance |

1

“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.

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

| 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.

1
“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, | 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, | 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.

v

“I say that it implies a contradiction that such an extension’

’

, elc.

Here, however, | 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.

Vv
“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 | am quite certain about that part,



76

_ Epiftola [ect_md‘q:»_.H. Mori ad R. Cartefium.

fecurus ; fed inexpugnabilem hanc contraditionis vim fateor me non-
dum fatls deprehendiffe. _ :

Ad Refponfum circa tertiam Difﬁcultatem‘.

Quae concipiantur extenfe a fimul § divifbiles.
Cum mentem tuam fic explicueris, nulla intér nos eft controverfia;

Ad Refponfum circa c}uartam Difficultatem.

Inftantia I. .
A# fint (implicitet infinita nécne, profiteor me mefcire. ‘
Haud tamen latere te poteft, quin fint vel fimpliciter infinita, vel
revera finita, quamvis utrum horum fint tam facil¢ ftatuere non pof-
is. Qubd autem vortices tui nod difrumpantur & fatifcant, non ob-
clirum videdtur indicium mundum revera efle infinitum, ~ Tpfe ta-
méh intered liber¢ profiteor, quamvis auda@er poffim affentire huic

- axiomati, Mundus finitus eft, aut non finitus, vel, quod idem hic eft,

infinitus, me tamen non pofle plént animo completti rei cujufvis infi-
nitudinem; fed illud imapinationi mex hic accidere, quod Julins Sca-
lifer alicubi feribit de dilatatione & contratione Angelorum, non poffe
fcilicet fe in infinitui exrendere, nec in punéli iderérnre coanguftare.

ui autem Deum pofitive infinitums nof;it (1. €. ubique exiftentem)
g 6d tu metitd facss, noh video, §i hberz rationi permittatur, qudd
Hiter, quin continué etiath admiteat nullibi otiofum, fed eodem ju-
te, eldemque facilitate qua hanc noftram, ubi nos degimus, vel

uoufque oculi, animifgjue nofter pervadit, materiam ubique produx-
g'ﬁ'. ed fuftlis alturids erafi quam inftitui ;. hunc impetum fuppri-
e, né tibi fim moleftior. | 9 o

Cim ais, [i tantum quoad nos fit ingnita, reverd erit finita.

~ Aio, adddque infuper confequentiam effe manifeftiffimam, quoniam
particula (rawtim) plané excludit omnem infinitatem’ 3 re que tan-
tiim quoad nos dicitur infinita, ac proinde revera erit finita extenfio ;
Mentem autem meam hic attingere ea de quibus pronuncio, cum
planifim¢ mihi conftet, mundum aut finitum effe aut infinitum, ut
paulo anté infinuavi. _

' I

Argiie ita ﬁzﬁgaﬂbre Deiin habére partes estra partes, & éffe divifibilem,
. omnimque provfus rei corpore effentiam illi tribuere.
* - Nullam 'tribuo. Nego eniin extenfionem corpori competere qua-
tenus corpus eft, fed ‘quatenus ens, aut faltem fubftantia eft. Pre-
tétea cim Deus, quanturn mens humana Deum capit, fit totus ubique,
integrique fua effentia omrifbus locis five fpatiis fpatiorimque pun-
&is adfit, non fequitur quod partes haberet extra partes, aut, quod
confequens eft, quod fit divifibilis, quamvls ar&te confertimque loca
omnia occupet, nullis relitis intervallis. Unde prafentiam, feu am-
plitudinem, ut ipfe vocas, divinam, menfurabilem agnofcam, Deum
autem ipfum divifibilet nullo modo.

Quod
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I must confess that | 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 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 ovdevotng 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.

“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 | have pointed
out here, since it is most obvious to me that the world, as | have said a little earlier, is either finite or
infinite.

Il

“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.”

| do not attribute to him any such essence. For | 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, | acknowledge the divine
presence or amplitude, as you call it, to be measurable, but | deny that he is divisible in any way.
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Quod autem Deus fingula mundi pun&ta occupet, fatentur ad u-
num omnes tam Idiotz quam Philofophi, ipféque clare¢ & diftinéte
animo percipio & compleftor. Jam verd eodem modo fe habeat ef-
fentia divina intra atque extra mundum, ita ut {i fingamus mundum
claudi celo ftellato vifibili, centrum divinz effentie, totalifque ejus
prafentia, eodem modo repeteretur extra ceelum ftellatum, quo in-
tra clar¢ concipimus repeti atque reiterari. Hanc autem repetitio-
nem centri divini, qua mundum occupat, ulteriis produtam, infi-
nita par eft extra ceelum vifibile fpatia fecum expandere; quam nifi
comitetur materia tua indefinita, altum erit de tuis vorticibus. At-
que ut hzc molliora videantur, experiamur affenfus noftros in fuc-
cefliva Dei duratione.

Deus eft @ternus, b. e. vita divina omnes feculorum evolutiones
rerimque rationes, prateritarum, futurarum & przfentium, fimul
comprehendit. “Hzc tamen vita zterna fingulis etiam temporis infidet
quafli atque inequitat momentis ; itd ut recte veréque dicamus Deum
per tot dies, menfes, horifve fui zternitate frerum. Exempli causi,
{i fupponamus mundum ante centum annos conditum, annon integra
illa omnidque compleftens Dei ternitas per horas, dies, menfes &
annos, (puta centum) fuccederites ad hunc ufque diem duravit? At
verd ihillo aliter eft Deus 4 mundo condito ac fuit ante mundum
. conditum. _

Manifeftum igitur ef, przter @ternitatem infinitam, in Deum etiam
cadere durationis fucceflionem. Quod fi admittimus, cur non exten-
fionem etiam infinita fpatia adimplentem pariter ac infinitam dura-
tionis fucceffionem illi tribuamus ? :

Imd verd quoties altiis & anquifitits iftis de rebus mecum cogito,
ea fumh in featentia, quod utraque extenfio, tam fpatii quam tempo-
ris, Non-entibus juxta atque Entibus competere poffit; fufpicorque
m‘]ué ex przjudicio fieri pofle, cim omnia éa quz fenfu manibifque
ufurpamus, utpote craffa & corporea, femper fint extenfa, qudd &
contra omnia extenfa protinus concludimus corporea; quam quod
ullum fents przjudicium facit ut putemus aliqua quz non funt cor-
porea extendi. .

Qubd-autem extenfio cadat in non-ens, €x eo conjeCturam capimus
quod extendi nihil aliud innuit nifi partes extare extra partes.  Pars
autem & totum, [ubjectum & adjunctum, caufs & effeitam, adverfs &
relata, contradicentia & privantia, & id genus univerfa, notiones Logi-
cx funt, e:’zfquj tam non entibus quam entibus agplimmus: Unde non
fequitur, quod quicquid concipimus partes habere extra partes, ens
fit reale concipiendum.

Sed quoties hic colluttantur mentes humanz cum propriis umbris,
aut, lalcivientium catulorum inftar, propriis ludunt cum caudis ? Nam
iftiufmodi profe&d pugnz atque lufus fibi inftituuntur & mente noftra,
dum rationes modofque Logicos, juxta quos res externas confiderat,
non advertit fuos duntaxat efle cogitandi modos, fed putans eos efle
aliquid in rebus ipfis a fe diftinGtum, fuam captando quafi caudam,
ad lafficudinem ufque luditur miferéque illaqueatur. Sed plura quam
vellem imprudens hiceffutii : Ad reliqua propero.

f 2 IV.
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However, absolutely everybody — fools as well as philosophers — agree, and | 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 | do often) I think about these things more deeply and more diligently by myself, |
take the view that we may attribute both extensions, that of space and that of time, to non-beings and
beings alike. And | 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 | have imprudently babbled more than | had originally intended to. |
therefore hasten to move on.
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IV.
Vbicumque enim locus ille concipiatur, ibi aliqua materia eff.

Nz tu hic cautus hotho es, & eleganter modeftus; adinittis tamen
tandem mundum effe infinitum, i Ariffoteles infinitum reCte definivit,
Phyf. l. 3. & dd i ¥Ee Ry, cujus aliquid femper eft extra.  Nihil tunc eft
ulterivs quod diffideamus. v :

Sed nibilominas exiftimo maximam effe differentiam inter amplitudivem
iftius corporee extenfionis, &c.
Et ipfe pariter exiftimoimmane quantum differre divinam amplitu-

4

-dinem & corpoream. Primo, quod illa fub fenfum cadere non poffit,

hzc poffit fub fenfum cadere. Deinde, qudd illa fit increata & inde-
pendens, hzc dependens & creata. Illa porrd penetrabilis, per omnia
ervadens, hzc craffa & impenetrabilis. Dentque, quod illa ex tota-
Es & integre effentiz repetitione ubiquitaria, ha¢ ab externa, fed
immediata, ‘partium applicatione & juxtapofitione orta fit; it ut ne-
mo, nifi plumbeus plan¢ fit atque infigniter hebes, fufpicari poffit,

ia nos rationis inive elementa, viamque

Indogredi feeleris, (ut & ille loquitur.)

Przfertim cam ex Theologis fint, iifque alias fortaffe fat fcrupulofis,

-qui tamen agnofcunt Deum, fi voluiffet, potuiffe mundum ab =terno

creare. Et tamen ®qué abfurdum videtur infinitam durationem, ac
magaitudinem infinitam mundo tribuere. N

| VI L
Unum enim eft ex pracipuis, meoque jadicio certiffimis, Phyfice
' mex fundamemis. ‘

Quod fit materia indefinite faltem extenfa, nullumque vacuum,
fundamentum effe Phyficz tuz apprimé¢ neceffarium fat intelligo, &
cert¢ nullus dubito quin verum fit ; fed an veram demonftrand: rati-
onem infequutus fis, id equidem ambigo: Cum principium illius de-
monftrationis fit, omne extenfum effe reale ac corpoream ; . quod mibhi fa-

-teor nondum conftare, ob rationes & me fupra datas. Imo verd, us

ingenue fatear quod mihi jam in mentem venit, fi neque nudum fpa-~
tium, prout poltulat tua demonftratio, nec Deus omnino extenditur,
n¢ indefinitd quidem materid opus eft tuz Philofophiz, cerrus finitufqne
Jadiorum numeras [affecerit.  Mundi enim hujus finiti latera non ha-
bebunt quo recedant, nec dehifcere poterunt medii vortices, nc iater-
medium fpatium extendatur, novifque non-ens. induat dimenfiones.
Sed tamen naturalis impetus alidb me przcpitat, in hanc utique fidem,
fiecunditatem nempe divinam, ctm nullibi fit otiofa, ubique locorum
materiam produxiffe, nullis vel auguftiffimis prztermiffis intervallis,

Quz tam facile cim admitto, Plulofophia tua apud me non corruet
ob defe@um di&ti fundamenti. Planéque video Phyfices tuz verita-
tem non tam aperte & oftenfive fe exerere in hoc vel illo articulo,
quam ex univerfo omaium filo & textura elucefcere, ut ipfe re€riffi-
me mones Part. 4. Artic.225.  Quod fi quis integram tuz Philofophie
faciem fimul contuetur, tam concinna eft, {ibique juxta ac rerum phe-

nomenis
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“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: ob dei T #m gotiv. “There is always something beyond.” There is, then, nothing more on
which we disagree.

\Y

“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.”

| 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 | doubt at all that it is true.
However, | 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, | 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 | 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 confora, ut merit> imaginetur, fe Naturam ipam opificem

vidiffe ab hoc polito fpeculo enitentem.

Ad Refponfum circa Difficuleatem ultimam.,

Inftantia I. | -

g Sed nulli prejudicio magis omnes affuevimus, &c.” {4
. Quod mihi de me ipfo conftat plis quam fatls, ab hujufce enim

prajudicii laqueis fentio me expediri non pofle ullo modo.: oo

- II- o ' ‘_ !
""" Profieor enim me poffe perfacile ills omnia ut & fola membroram
LI e Th : . . R
conformatione profecia explicare.

. Leta fane & jucunda Provincia ! Hoc fi praftiteris, (& credo quan-':

tum ingenium humanum poterit te hac in re praftiturum in quinta
fextive parte Phyfices tuz ; quas, ut’audio fere i te pe s jam efle
& abfolutas, ita avidé expetto effli&imque rogo, ut quamprimim
poffit fieri lucem videant, 'vel potiiisut nos in ipfis ulteriorém nature
ucem videamus: fed ad’rem redeo) Hoc, inquam, [i praftiteris, ag-
nofco te demonftriffe in brutis animantibus ineffe animam, neminem
demonftrare poffe: Sed interea loci, quod & ipfe fubmones, qudd non
fit anima in brutis, te nec dum demontftriffe, nec demonftrare poffe

ullo modo. - .

Praser banc ‘anam, quid cim habeant oculos, aares, &c. |
.Maximum, meo judicio, argumentum eft, quod tam fubtiliter fibi
Fraecaveant & profpiciant’, ut narratiunculis veris pariter ac mirandis,
i otium eflet,” demonttrare poffem. Sed credo te in confimiles hifto-
rias incidiffe, mez autent'in nulliy extant libris. ‘

Quid non fit tam probabile omses vermws, calices, erucas, &c.
Nifi fort¢ imaginemur iftiufmodi animas, Mund; Vite, quem apellat
Ficinus, arenam quafi effé ac pulverem, & infinita feré ex ifto pena-
rio animarum agmina fatali quodam impetu in preparatam mate-
riam femper prolabi. Sed concedo hzc citilis dici poffe quam de-
monftrari. - v

Ut aliquid voce vel nutibus indicaret, &c.

Annon canes annuunt caudis, ut nos capitibus ? annon brevibus la-
tratibus cibum fepius ad menfam mendicant? Imd verd aliquando
Domini cubitum pede, qua poffunt cum reverentia, tangentes, quafi
fui oblitum, blando hoc eum figno commonefaciunt.

VI
Quim maxime [lupidi ac mente capits, &C. non autem wllum
bratam, &c.
Nec infantes ulli per aliquam-multa faltem menfium fpatia, quam-
vis plorent, rideant, irafcantur, & Nec diffidis tamen, opinor, quin

infantes {int animati, animimque habeant cogitantem.
Ff 3 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 |
“But there is no prejudice that we have grown more accustomed to,” etc.
But this is plainly true, as far as | am concerned. For I, too, feel that | cannot rid myself from the
snares of this prejudice in any way.
I

“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 | 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 | 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, | say, | 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.

Il
“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 | could demonstrate by little stories as true as they are astonishing. | trust, though, that you have
come across very similar tales. Mine, however, are not to be found in any books.

\%
“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 |

admit that stating this is easier than demonstrating it.
Vv

“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 hzc funt (Vir illuftrifime) que tuis practaris Refponfis

mihi vifum eft reponere. Quz an =zque grata futura fint ac nuperz
mez objeltiones, fan¢ prefagire non poffum. ,

Humanitas tua quam verfus iftas perfpexi, & diuturnior cum fcrip-
tis tuis confuetudo, audentiorem me fecerunt; vereor n¢ fuerim pro-
lixus nimitm ac moleftus.

. Equidem ferme oblisus eram potiffimi mei inflituti, quod non fuit
zternas tecum altercationes reciprocare ; fed cum hanc opportumita-
tem {im naffus, tanti viri de rebus ?uz fe obtulerint :Philofophicis
judicium placide experiri, & pracipu¢ {i qua difficultas emerferit inter
gratiam fi Tubens facilifque concefferis, fummopere me tibi devincies.
_. Et fan¢ quam lubenter eximiz tuz artis- ac peritiz mibi copiam
feceris, certum effjam nunc in paucis quibufdém pericutium facere.

- Primd igitur quzro, An 2 Deo itd fatui, aut alio’ quovis modo
feri. potuiffet, ut mundus effet fimtus, id .eﬂ, certoaliquo milliarium
numero ciredmf{criptus. Non Ieve enim argumentum’ videtur mun-
&%m poffe: efle finitum, quod plerique omnés impoffibile putent effe
iahnitum. ‘ ‘ L '

legendos tuos libros, teipfum audire interpretantem. - Quam profefto

Secundo, Siquis mundi hujus finibus propt affideret, quzro an pof-
{it gladiupy, per mund; ‘latera ad capulum ulgue tranfmictere, ita ut
totus fer¢ gladius extrd mundi meenia emineret. Qudd enim  nihil
extra mundum fit quod refiftat, videtur fata facile; qudd autem ni-
hil exta&m‘ﬁt extra mundum quod recipiat, videtur ex ea parte
*'Tertid, (ad Artic. 2g. Part. 2.), Si AB corpus transferatur 3 corpore
€D, quzro;qui conflat sranflationem eflé feciprocam. *‘Putemus -
nim CD turnim effe, & AB veptum occidentalem per latera turris
tranfeuntem. Turris CD aut quiefcit, aut faltem non recedit 2 vento
A B. Si recedit, vel, quod ais, motu transfertur, utique verfus occi-
dentem movgtur. Sed non fertur verfus occidentem, cium & terra
& 'yentus, ferantur verfus orientem. - Videtur igitur refpeftu venti
quieferg; ¢hm nullum motum ap ipfo fufpiciat. Dicis tamen tran-
{lagiohem (quz quidem tranflatio motus eft) ipfius turris & venti effe
reciprocam. ~Turtis igitur refpetu ejufdem venti & moveretur & qui-
efceret, quod rhaxime abeft a contradiftione. Signum autem eft,
cum illequi 2 me fedente receffit ambulando, putd mille paffus, ru-
buerit vel laffus fuerit, ego verd fedens nec ruborem contraxerim nec
lafficudinem, illum folum motum fuiffe, me verd per id temporis qui-
eviffe. Notionalem igitur duntaxa: variatz diftantiz refpeGtum illius
motu fufcipio, rullum motum realem & Phyficum. .
Quartd, Artic. 149. Part. 3. Sicque etiam efficiet at terra circa fuum
axem gyret, &c. Quomodo efficiet Luna ut terra uno die gyros fuos ab-
folvat, cum ipfa 30 fer¢ dies in fuas abfumat periodos? Quz vero
fcribuntur 4re4s. 151 hanc quzftionem, opinor, non attingunt.
Quinto, de particulis iftis contortis, quas ftriatas vocas, Quomodo
ita contorquer1 potuerunt, & eo ipfo in infinita fragmina & atomos
non disjungi ? Quem leatorem, quam tenacitatem in prima illa mate-
ria, {ibi ubique {imili & homogenea, imaginari pofflumus? Unde mol-
lefcebant iftz particulz primim, indéque obduruerunt ? X
exto,
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These are the answers, most distinguished Sir, which | have taken the liberty of giving to those
excellent answers of yours. | 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, | almost forgot my primary intent, which was not to prolong our exchanges of objections
and answers indefinitely. Instead, having been granted this opportunity, | 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 | encountered difficulties when reading
them. If you would indeed grant me this favour, | 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, | 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 | have been sitting. This shows that he alone has been in motion, while | have
been at rest the whole the time. It is therefore only in my mind that | experience a change of distance
between him and myself in his movement, rather than a real and physical motion.

4. Regarding Part 111, 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, |
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 [ive mentem intime cerebro con<
junétam.  Perlubenter equidem hic audirem fententiam tuam de con-
juntione animz cum corpore : An cum toto corpore conjungatur,
an cum cerebro foloy an verd in folum conarium, tanquam in parvu-
lum aliquod ergaftulum, compingatur.” Id enim fedem fufis com-
munem, animaque &epéxar, 4 te monitus agnofco. Dubito tamen an-
non per univerfum corpus anima pervadat. Deinde quaro ex te, cim
anima nullas habeat, nec ramofas nec hamatas particulas, quomodo
tam’ arfte unitur cum corpore.  Scifitdrque fubinde, annon aliquid
exerit fe in natura,. cujus nulla ratio Mechanica reddi poteft. Iilud
eitficir, cujus in_nobis confcii fumus, quo oritur modo? Quaque
ratio fit imperii animz noftre in fpiritus animales, qui poteft cos a-
mandare in quamlibet corporis partem ? Quomodo. fagaruant’ fpiritus,

uos vocant familiares, materiam tam apte {ibi adaptant atque con-

ringunt, ut vifibiles & palpabiles fe exhibeant execrandis vetulis 2
Hoc :autem fieri noh'folum vetule, fed juvenes fage, nulld vi coalte,
fponte mihi faffe fuat noa pauce. Porrd, annon & ipfi hoc ipfum a-
liquo modo in animabus noftris experimur, dum pro arbitrio noftro
fpiritus noftros animales ciere & fiftere, : exerere & revocare poflamus ?
(guzro igitur, numquid decederet homingm Philofophum in rerum
univerfitate fubftanfiam ahc agnofcere incorpoream, quz tamen
poffit-aut omnes, aut faltem plurimas, affe€tiones corporeas, non fecis
ac ipfa corpora in fe. mutuo, in corpusaliquod imprimere, quales funt
motus, figura, fitus partium? & Imd verd, cim ferme conftet de
motu ; fine mora fuperaddere etiam quz motis confequeatia funt, ug
dividere, conjungere, diffipare, vincire, figurare particulas, figuratas
difponere, difpofitas rotare, vel quovis modo movere, rotatas continere,
& 1d genus alia; unde lumen, colores, & reliqua fenfiis obje&a pro-
dire necefle eft, juxta eximiam tuam Philofophiam. |

Praterea, cum nihil nec corporeum neque incorporeum poteft age-
re in aliud nifi per applicationem fuz effentiz, neceffe infuper ducere,

ut, five Angelus fit, five D2mon, five anima, five Deus, qui agat pre--

di&tis modis in materiam, effentia cujuslibet inequitet quafi illis mate-
rie partibus in quas agit, ut aliquibus aliis quz in has ipfas agant per
motgg tranfmiffionem, imd ut-integre aliquando adfit materiz quam
gubernat & madificat ; ut conftat in Genirs, five bonis five malignis,
qui fe humanis oculis patefecerunt : Aliter enim qui poterant conftrin-
gere materiam, & in hac vel illa figura continere ?

Poftremd, Cim 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 verijmile videatur ut in feipfam fe poffit col-
ligere, cim nulla obftet impenetrabilitas, & diffundere fe denud & fi-
milia ?

Hzc abs te peto, Vir doftiffime, quantum per otium licebit, ut dig-
neris exponere, utpote quem {cio tam intima quam extima Naturs
myfteria rimatum effe, commodéque interpretari poffe.

Septimb, de globulis ®thereis quzro; Si Deus mundum ab zterno
condidiffet, annon multis abhinc annis comminuti & confrati fuiffent

ifti globuli in partes indifinite fubtiles, mutuis collifionibus vel gtgri-
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 axpdmodig of the
soul. However, | suspect that the soul might in fact pervade the whole body. Furthermore, | 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 avte&ovoiov 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? | 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. | 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. | beseech you, most learned Sir, whom | 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, | 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 induiffent, ita ut uni-
verfus mundus tn unam immenfam flammam multa ante fecula abi-
iffet ? '
O&avd, de particulis tuis aqueis, longis, teretibus, & fexibilibus,
Numquid habent poros ? Id fane mlhl non videtut probabile, cium fint
fimplicia corpora, partic_ulzque prime ex nullis aliis particulis compli<
catz, fed fragmina ex integra primique materia-_elifa, ac proinde
planc homogenea. Hinc dubito, qui poterunt fleti fine penetratione.
dimenfionum. Putemus enim aliquando-ad annuliioftar incurvari ;
Superficies concava minor erit convexd, &«. Rem probé tenes.: Non
eft quod hic immorer. - . S e
Nec tamen fi poros habere contenderes, quod aunquam opiror fa-
cies, difficultatem tollet. Quippe quod quzftio tiinc inftituerr de
pororum labris vel lateribus : Neceffario enim aliquid fleCtetur quod
non habet poros. C R
Atque hzc difficultas pertinet non folium ad oblongas tuas particu-
Ias, fed etiam ad ramofas illas, alidfque ferme omnes, quas fle€ necefle
eft, & tamen non difrumpi.. , el o
.Nonb, & ultimd, Utrim materia, five zternam fingamus five hefter-
no die creatam, fibi liberc permiffa, nullimque aliunde impulfum fuf
cipiens, moveretur, an quiefceret. Deinde, an quies fit modus cor-

‘poris privativus, an verd pofitivus. Et five pofitivam malles five pri--

vativum, unde conftet utrumlibet. An denique:ulla res affeGionem
ullam habere poffit naturaliter ‘& 2 fe, qud penitus poteft deftitui, vel
quam aliunde poteft adfcifcere. e o
Haltenus feré circa generalia praclar® tuz Phyfices fundamenta
lufi, dicam, an patis laboravi? progreflurus pofthac ad fpecialiora,
fi facilitas tua atque comitas eb me invitaverit, autfalem permiferit.

‘Et zquiori fan¢ animo feres, cum hic de primis agatur principiis, fi

{uperftitiost omnia examinavi, viamque quafi palpando, fingulique
curiofils' contractando, lent¢ me promovi & teftudineo gradu. Vi-
deo enim ingenium humanum ita comparatum efle, ut facilitis longé
quid confequens fit difpiciat, quam quid in natura primd verum;
noftrimque omnium conditionem non multim abludere ab illa Archi-
medis &% a% by guriw ¥ 9ki.  Ubi primim figamus pedem invenire
multo magls fatagimus, quam ubi invenimus ulteriis progredi.

Quod ad mirificas illas ftru€turas artinet quas ex illis principiis ge-
neralibus erexifti, quamvis prima fronte aded fublimes & ab afpettu
noftro remotz viderentur, ut omnia apparerent nubibus tenebrifque
obvoluta, dies tamen difficultates comminuit, paulatimque evanue-
runt iftz obfcuritates, aded ut perpauce, prz quod tum fa&um eft,
in confpetum jam veniant.

_Hoc autem neceffe duxi ut profiterer, n¢ zternum i me expettes
tibi creatum iri negotium, fed lubentils mihi refcribas, parique hu-
manitate hafce fcifcitationes meas accipias qud primas quas mifi ob-
jectiones. . Quod fi feceris (clariffime Cartefi) fupra quam dici poteft
tibi obftriGtum dabis ' ’

Cantabrigie, ¢ Chrifti Cellegi,
3 Nonarum Mesrsii, 1649.

Haumanitatis tue ac Sapientie
admiratorem religiofiffimum,
HeEN MoruM.
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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, | 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 | 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, | 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, | 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, | 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’ Adg mod otd, kol kiviom T yiv. 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, | 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 |
sent you. If you will do that, most distinguished Monsieur Descartes, | 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, 5" March 1649
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' Ifpcals. 1. Inftens. §. Equidem poffum claré concipere fubftantiam
extendam, crc. Immd vers meceffaris & inevitabiliter talem conci-

i0 dum mentis aciem conjicio in Immobile illud extenlum a mobili materie
diftinétum, quod fimul comcipio nullom habere tangibilitatem aut impenetran

bilitatem.

H MORL

Difficalt. 2. Infiam. 3. Intermundium aliud five ‘Abfentia Mundi
fuam haberet durationem, &c. Mults rectiks covcludizur Durationems illams
quam non poffumns non concipere exiffere, ut & Ar}glimdimm swmenfam

cternimque ac wecel[ariam; ad Divinam Effemtiam sffe referendam, (quem-

admodum in Scholiis in Enchiridium Metaphyficam monsimus) Ilisfque Ax-

somatis Axthovitatem wbique fartam tetom effe confervandam, Nibels nullam

effe affectionem.

"~ Sed concedo, quamvis nondum vi coattus, in omni fpatio aliquam
fubftantiam ineffe, Tmmwo spfam illud quod valgas Philofophoram, [Pacium
imaginarium effe fingunt, in Enchiridio Metaphyfico [ubflantiam incor-

poream effe demonfiro, cap. 6, 7, 8.
- Inflam. §. Qua in parte ego fatis

hac in parte nimis quam fecurus,

fum fecurus, &r. Equidem tunc fui

Que autem rationes hanc mibi fecurita-

tem excafferint, Vide Enchirid. Metaphyf. cap. 10. feit. 6, 7, &re.
Difficalt. 4. Inftant. 1. Nec obfcurum videatur indicium Mundum re-
vera effe infinitum, &c. Sic certe videretur (i motus Materie Mundane
effer Mechanicus, numc vers cim Vitalis fir & 4 Spiritu Nature profectus,
Mundus licet finstus fity, Vortices non difrumpentur nec fatifcent.
Materiam ubique produxiffe. 14 quod vald? ratsoni confentancum eft
dum Divinam Omnipotentiam ¢ Fecundisatem refpicimus ; naturam wvers

Creature dwm confideramus, & hajus Infinitudinis quam incapax fit, admo-

dume abfomum videtwr & ab omns ratione alienum: quemadmodems videre

eft in dicto Enchiridio, cap. 10.
Inflamt. 3. Praterca cum Deus,

quantum mens humana Deum capit,

fit totus ubique, &c.  8ic cers? folet Philofophorum wulgus loqui. Quan-
tum vero ad me, cam Deus partes Phyficas ¢ propri¢ diitas non habeat,
equidem valde improprit exiftimo Deum dici poffe totam effe ubique : fed

prafentiam illius agnofco ubique aque

efficacem effe acfi totus imtelligatur ubi-

qxe 4dejfe Et que mox occurrit Cemtri Divine Repetitio [ymbolict tamum
intclligenda eft ¢ negative, quatenns Effensiam Divinam innuit wbique ho-

mogeneam effe o aivoqui, nec aliunde
effe Lucem five Solem. ’

ivatam, fed amam quafi infinitem

Przter Aternitatem infinitam in Deum etiam cadere Durationis
fucceflionem, &c. Non quod facce(fius Duratio formaliter Deo competat,
fed quod eminenter in illius ftabsli Duratione comtineatur; quas de re vide
Dialogos Divinos, Dialog. 1. Set. 15, 16, 17. Ut wero Aternitas Divina
fingulss cujufvis Durationss [ucceffive momentis prafens eft, itz & infinita

Dsvine Effentie plenitudo & Exuberantia fingulis cujufvis eorpores Exten-

fionis pwxfﬁ; adelfe intelligitur.

Quod
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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, | 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. 67, 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 | am concerned, | believe that it is a very improper figure
of speech if we say that God can be everywhere in his entirety. | 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
avtoeung 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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q{e[pbnﬁuh R. Cartefii ad Epiftolam [ecundam H. Mori.

Quod utraque Extenfio tam Spacii quam Temporis Non-Entibus
juxta atque Entibus competere poflit, ¢re. Multo verd nunc confultjus
exiftimo, quod & [uprk innui; Spacium illud immenfum & Tempus infini
tum, que mentibus noffris tam important obverfamtur, ad Divinam Effen-
tiam & /Eternitaten; 1anquam umbras quafdam earum obfcuriufculas, referre.
Vide Scholia in Enchiridium Metaphyficum.,

Notiones Logice funt; eifque tam Non-Entibus quam Entibus ap-
plicamus, &c. Effo, fed applicando eas Non-Entibusy eadem Entia non e%.
cimus: Ades ut, quando Non-Enti alicui partes attribuimus, cim partes
ifta etiamnum Non-Entia [unts aut Nom-Entibus tribui poffunty. Non-Ens
cui ifte attriduuntur, adhuc vevera nullas partes habeat, ac proinde revers
it Non-Extenfum ; mec hinc conflare poffit; Extenfionem cadere in Non-Ens.

Inftant. .  Immane quantum differre Divinam Amplitudinem &
corpoream. Hic tantum obiter, contra Cartefianos Nullibiftas Divine
Effentie Amplitudinem a fuo Cartelio admitti, quamvis Extenfio repudie-
tur, ut videre eft hoc in loco illius Epiftole. _

Inftant. 6. Et certe nullus dubito quin verum fit, &c. Vide que dixi-
mus in Infiantiam primam.

Feecunditatem nempe Divinamy, eum nullibi otiofa fit, ubique loco-
rum Materiam produxifle, &vc. Vide que notavimms in Inflantiam primam
eodem in loco,

Clarifimo Doitifiméque Viro,
HENRICO MORO,
RENATUS DES-CARTES.

Vo accipo . tam mulsalis oocsmiontons &b m

cogar vel hicipfi hori feftinantiffimé refcribere, vel refponfum in
multas hebdomadas differre. Sed vincet ea pars qua feftinationem

perfuadet ; malo enim minus peritus quam minus officiofus videri.

Ad Inftancias primas.

Proprietates alias aliss effe priores, &c. Senfibilitas nihil mihi videtur
effe in re fenfibili, nifi denominatio extrinfeca. Nec etiam rei eft
adzquata: nam f{i referatur ad fenfus noftros, non convenit tenuiffi-
mis materiz particulis: {i ad alios imaginarios, quales vis 2 Deo poffe
fabricari, forfan etiam Angelis & Animabus conveniet ; non enim fa-
cilius intelligo nervos fenforios aded fubtiles, ut & quam minutiffimis
materiz particulis moveri poffint, quam aliquam facultatem cujus ope
mens noftra poffit alias mentes immediate fentire five percipere.
Quamvls autem in extenfione habitudinem partium ad invicem facile
comprehendamus, videor tamen extenfionem optime percipere, quam-
vis de habitudine partium ad invicem plan¢ 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 | have pointed out above, | 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, | have just received your very kind letter of 5" March at a time when | am
distracted by so many other obligations that | 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 | 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, | nevertheless seem to understand extension perfectly well without thinking at all
of the relation of its parts to each other.



Refponfum R. Carcelti ad Epiftolam fecundam H. Mori,

bes etiam potiori jure quam ego admittere, quia extenfionem ita con-
cipis ut Deo conveniat, & tamen in eo nullas partes admittis:

Nondum demonftyasum Tangibiliratem aut Impenetr abilitatem proprias effe
[ubfiantic.extenfe affectiomes.” Si concipis extenfionem per habitudinem
partium ad invicem, non videris negare pofle quin unaquaque ejus

ars alias vicinas tangat, ue tangibilitas eft vera proprietas, & rei
intrinfeca, non autem ea quz a fenfu taétis denominatur.

Non poteft etiam intelligi unam partem rei extenfe aliam fibi 2qua-
lem penetrare, quin hoc ipfo intelligatur mediam partem ejus exten-
fionis tolli vel annihilari ; quod autem annihilatur aliud non penetrat :
sicque meo judicio demonftratur impenetrabilitatem ad effentiam ex-
tenfionis, non autem ullius alterius rei, pertinere.

Affero aliam effe extenfionem equé veram. Tandem igitur de re con-
venimus fupereft quaftio de nomine, an hac pofterior extenfio zque
vera fit dicenda. Quantum autem ad me, nullam intelligo nec in Deo
nec in Angelis vel mente noftra extenfionem fubftantiz, fed potentiz
duntaxat ; ith fcilicet ue poffic AnEEllus potentiam fuam exerere nunc
in majorem nunc in minorem fubftantiz corporez partem : nam fi
nullum effet corpus, nullum etiam fpatium intelligerim cui Angelus
vel Deus effet coextenfus. Quod autem quis extenfionem, qua folius
potentiz eft, tribuat fubftantiz, cjus prajudicii efle puto, quo omnem
fubftantiam, & ipfum Deum, fupponit imaginabilem. |

Ad fecundas Inftantias.

Une vacui [pmtii parses abforbeant alteras, &c. Hic repeto, fi abfor-
beantur, ergb media pars fpatii tollitur & effe definit; quod autem
effe definit aliud non penetrac; ergd impenetrabilitas in omni fpatio
eft admittenda.

Intermundium illud [uam haberes durationem, &c. Puto implicare con-
tradiCtionem, ut concipiamus aliquam durationem intercedere inter de-
ftruftionem prioris mundi & novi creationem. Nam fi durationem
iftam ad fucceffionem cogitationum divinarum vel quid fimile refera-
mus, erit error inveflettls, non vera yHius rei perceptio.  Ad fequeantia
jam refpondi, notando extenfionem quaz rebus incorporeis tribuitur
cffe potentiz duntaxat, non fubftantiz ; quz potentia cum fit tantum
mﬁ?g‘:‘: 2d quam applicatur, fublato extenfo cui coexiftat, non po-
teft/ intelligi effe extenfa.

Ad pcr;uldmas Inftantias.

Deam pofitive infinitum, il eff, whigue exiftensem, 8tc. Hoc abique non
admitto.” Videris enim hic infinitatem Dei in eo ponere, quod ubi-
que exiftat: cui opinioni non affentior ; fed puto Deum ratione fuz
potentiz ubique effe, ratione autem fuz effentiz nullam plan¢ habere
relationem ad locum., Cum autem in Deo potentia & effentia non
diftinguantur, fatius efle puto in talibus de mente noftra vel Angelis,
tanquam perceptioni noftre magls adequatis, quam de Deo, ratioci-
nari, Sequentes difficultates ex eo prejudicio mihi videntur omnes or-

tz, qudd nimis allueverimus quaflibet fubftantias, etiam in eas quas
‘ cor-
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And you should admit this even more readily than | 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

342 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, | 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.

343 “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. | 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, | 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, | 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 effe negamus, tanquam extenfas imaginari; & deentibus rati-
onis intemperanter Philofophari, entis five res proprietates nor enti tri-
buendo. Sed re&t¢ meminiffe oportet, non entis nulla effe pofle vera
attributa, nec de eo pofle ullo modo intelligi partem & totum, fubjectum,
adjunctam, &c. Idedque optime concludis cum propriis umbris mentem
ludere, cum entia Logica confiderat.

Certus finitéfque fladioram numeras [uffecerit, &c. Sed repugndt meo
conceptui ut mundo aliquem terminum tribuam; nec aliam habeo
menfuram eorum que affirmare debeo vel negare quam propriam
perceptionem.  Dico idcirco mundum effe indeterminatum vel indefi-
nitum, quia cullos in eo terminos agnofco; .fed non aufim vocare in-
finitum, quia percipio Deum effle mundo majorem,  non ratione ex-
tenfionis, quam, ut {zpe dixi, nullam propriam in Deo intelligo, fed
ratione perfectionis. '

Ad ultimas Inftantias.

Hoc i preftiteris, &c. Non certits fum mez Philofophiz continuatio-
nem unquam in lucem prodituram, quia pendet 2 multis experimens
tis, quorum faciendorum nefcio an copidm fim unquam habiturus;
fed fpero me hic aftate brevem traltatum de Affectibus editurum,

ex quo apparebit. quo-pacto in nobis ipfis- omnes motus membrorum, -

qui affetus noftros comitantur, non ab anima, fed a fola corporis
machinatione peragi exiftimem. = Quod autem Canes annuant caudis, &c.
Sunt tantlim motus qui comitantur affe€tus, ebfque accurate diftinguen-
dos puto 1 loquela, quz fola cogitationem in corpore latentem demon-
ftrat.  Nec infantes ‘ufli, &c. Difpar eft ratio infadtum & brutorum :
Nec_judicarem infances effe-mente praditos, nifi -viderem eos " efle e-
jufdem naturz cum adultis : bruta autem eoufque nunquam adaleftunt,
ut aliqua in iis cogitationis non certa deprehendatur. - :

' [ RN P P . . ; , R | C
g Ad Quaftiones. - - .3
‘ o Co e ‘ Cope L O

Ad priam. . Repugnat concéptui meo, five, iiod idem e, puto
implicare contradiftionem, ut mundus fit- finitus vel termtinatns, quia
non poflum: non :concipere fpatium ultra’quoflibet. prefuppofitos mun-
di finales ; tale autem fpatium:apud me.eff verum corpus: ,aec mo-
ror qubd ab aliis imaginarium vocetur, & ideo_ myndus finitus exifti-
metur ; novi enim ex quibus przjudiciis error ifte profeCtus fit.

Ad fecundam. Imaginandd gladium trajici ultra mundi fines, often-
dis te etiam non concipere mundum finitum, omnem enim locum ad
quem gladius pertingit revéra concipis ut. mund: partem, quamvis il
lud quod concipis ;vacuum voces. .- .

~ Ad tertiam. Non melivs poflum explicare vim reciprocam in mu-
tua duorum corporum ab invicem feparatione, quam fi ribi ponam
ob oculos navigiolum aliquod h#rens in luto juxta fluminis ripam, &
duos hémines, quorum unus ftans in ripa navigiolum manibus pellat,
ut illud A terra removeat, codémque prorfus modo alius ftans in navi-
gio ripam manibus pellat, ut illud idem 2 terra removeat. Si enim
horum hominum vires fint ‘®quales, conatus ¢jus qui terrz infiftit,
terra-
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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 | must affirm or deny is
my own perception. | hold, therefore, that the world is indeterminate or indefinite, because | do not
see any limits in it. Yet, | would not dare to call it infinite because | see that God is greater than the
world, not in respect of extension which, as | 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 | 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. | 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,
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terrzque idcirco conjunétus eft, non minus confert ad motum navigii
auhm conatus alterius qui cum navigio transfertur. Unde patet a-
ionem qui navigium a terra_recedit non minorem effe in ipfa terra
quam in navigic. Nec eft difficultas de eo qui a te fedente receffic;
cum enim de tranflatione hic loquor, intelligo tanthm eam que fit per
feparationem duorum corporum fe immediaté tangentium. |
Ad quartam. Motus Lunz determinat materiam  ceeleftem, & ex
confequenti etiam terram in ea contentam, ut verfus unam partem
potilis quam verfus aliam, nempe in figuraJbi pofita, ut ab A ver-
fus B, potius quam verfus D, fleCtatur ; non autem dat ei celeritatem
motls : & quia hxc celeritas pendet 2 materia ceelefti, qua prater
propter eadem eft juxta Terram ac juxta Lunam, deberet Terra duplo
celeriiis convolvi quam convolvitur, utcirciter fexagies circulum fuum

abfolveret eo tempore quo Luna femel percurrit fuum fexagies majo- -

rem, nifi obftaret miagaitudo, ut in Artsc. 151. p. 3. ditum eft.

Ad quinsam. Nullum fuppono effe lentorem nullimque tenacitatem
in mipimis materiz particulis, nifi quemadmodum in fenfibilibus &
“magnis, quz nempe ex motu & quiete partium dependet. Sed notan-
dum eft, ipfas- particulas ftriatas formari ex materia fubtiliffima, &
divifa in minutia$ innumerabiles vel numero indefinitas, quzad ipfas

componendas fimul junguntur, adeb ut plures diverfas minutias in u-
naquaque particula ftriata concipiam quam Vulgus hominum in aliis
corporibus valde magnis.

. Ad fextam. Conatus fum explicare maximam partem eorum quz
hic petis in traltatu de AffeCibus. Addo tantum, nihil mihi hattenus
occurriffe circa naturafn rerum materialium cujus rationem mechani-
cam non facillimé poflim excogitare. Atque ut non dedecet hominem
Philofophum putare Deum poffe corpus movere, quamvis non putet
Deum effe corporeum ; ita etiam eum-non dedecer aliquid fimile de
aliis fubftantiis incorporeis judicare. Et quamvls exiftimem nullum
agendi modum Deo & creatucis univocg convenire ; fateor tamen me
nullam’in mente mea ideam reperire que reprefentet modum quo
Deus ve] Angelus materiam poteft moveré, diverfam ab ea quaz mihi
exhiber:. modum quo-ego per meam cogitationem corpus meum mo-
vere gia poffe mihi confcius fum.

" Nec ver6 mens mea poteft fe modd extendere, modo colligere,

in ordide ad locum; ratione fubftanti® fuz, fed tantim ratione poten-

tiz, quatm potelt ad’ majora vel minora corpora applicare. .

. \" Ad feptimam, Si-mundus ab =zterno fuifet, proculdubio hzc Terra
non manfiffer ab zterno, fed aliz alibi produtz fuiffent, nec omnis
materia abiiffet in primumElementum : ut enim quzdam ejus partes
-uno in _loco comminuuntur, ita aliz in alio loco fimul coalefcunt ; nec
plus eft motiis five agitationis in tota rerum univerfitate uno tempore
quam alio. ' - ‘

. A4 oftavam. Particulas aque, alirA{que omnes quz funt in terra,
poros habere fequitur evidenter ex modo quo terrz productionem de-
fcripfi, nempe 4 particulis materiz primi elementi fimul coalefcenti-
bus: cim enim hoc primum Elementum nullis conftet particulis nifi
indefinite divifis, hinc fequitur concipiendos effe poros ufque ad ulti-
mam poflibilem divifionem in omui%ls corporibus ex eo conflatis. y

g :
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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 | 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, | conceive more different minute parts in every single grooved particle
than most people do in other very large bodies.

On the sixth question. | have endeavoured to explain most of what you ask here in my treatise on the
passions. | should only like to add that | have not yet come across anything about the nature of
material things that | 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 | think that there is no mode of action belonging to God and
his creatures univocally, | must confess that | 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 |
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 | 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. Bx iis quz pauld ante dixi de duobus hominibus, quo-
rum unus movetur unicum navigio, alius in ripa ftat immotus, fatls
oftendi me putare nihi effe in unius motu magis pofitivum quiam in
alterius quiete.

Quid fibi velint hzc tua ultima verba, An wlls res affectionem. -habere
poteft naturaliter & & [ey qua pentsus poteft deflituiy vel quam aliunde poseft
adfcifcere, non fatls percipio.

Czterim velim ut pro certo exiftimes mihi fem”ger fore gratiffimum
ea accipere, que de feriptis meis vel quares vel objicies, & pro viribug
refponfurum effe.

Egmunde, 17 Kalendis

Tibi addiitiffimuri
Maisy 1649,

RenaTum Des-CARTES,

SCHOLTIA

In RESPONSUM ad Erisy. I

NSTANT. 1. Sicque meo judicio demonftratur Impenetrabilitds
I tem ad Effentiam Bxtenfionis, &rc. - Quia feilices ila pars Exsenfionis
que pemetrat, tollerotur vel amnibilaretur. At nulls pars [wbfiantia extenfa
hac penetratione perit.  Alioguin omnes ?fairim:, qus Spivitum Unéverf pu-
13, pemetrant, eo iplo perirent. Ipfaque Maseria extenfs in Extenfo i 743
ant periret, ant Extenfi immobilis partes eis in bocis ubs eft, annihilores. Si
vero (it Effentia in- Effentia, manifeftum eft efle Extenfionem in Exsenfione,
cam ommts Effentia fit aliguo medo extenfa. Vide Enchirid. Metaphyf. ¢. 28.
[eit. 6,7. : Co
Quod autem quis extenfionem que folius potemtiz eft, &b’ Quid
folas potentias [wbftamtiaram IncorporearumPextenfas afferit (Eameﬁus, "6
Nullibiftis rurfus favere non immerits:comferé potef eowsimque: dffe Cory-
haus. | S
P Inffant. 2. Extenfionem quz rebus incorporeis tribuitur, effe Poten-
tiz duntaxat, non Subftantiz ; Quz Potentia cum fit tantim Modus in
re ad quam applicatur, fublato extenfo cui coexiftit; non poteft intelli-
gi effe coextenfa, Quod modo fecst, expreffius profeétd hic facit, apertiss
[feilicet Nullibifmo favet ; quinims & nublitati fortean rerum imcorporearum,
dum: potentiamy quam #os [upponimus in Spiritsbus, Materie extenfe modam
effe fubinfinuat, quemadmodum facit Spinozius. Vide que adnotavimms in
Scholiis in Refpon/. ad Epift. 1. Difficult. 1. :
Inftant. 4. Hoc ubique non admitto. Videris enim hic Infinitatem
Det in eo ponere quod ubique exiftit, cui opinioni non affentior; fed
puto Deum ratione fuz potentiz ubique effe, ratione autem fuz effen-
tiz nullam plané habere relationem ajlocum. Espre(fifimms hic Nullibsf-
mus eft 5 unde me non tmmerits Cartefiurn Nullibiftarum Principem ag-
novilfe, Enchirid. Metaphy(. cap. 27. fatss manifeftum eff.  Sed male in-
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On the ninth question. | 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.

| 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, | want to assure you that | 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, 15" 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 | do not assent. Instead, | 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 | have rightly called
Descartes the “prince of nullibists” in my Ench. Met., ch. 27.
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terim [ibi conflare videsur, [i hec cum eis comparaveris que occurrunt in Re-
[ponfo ad Epiftolam meam primam Difficalt. 1. Vide Scholia eum in locum.

Quaft. 1. Quia non poffem non concipere fpatium ultra quoflibet
prafuppofitos Mundi fines. Tale autem fpatium apud me eft verum
corpus, &res. I vero quod non poffumus non concipere quin exiftat, neceffs-
vid, fi propriss confulamus facultates, exiftit. Cam autem necefarso & 4 fe
fic comcipitur exfiftere, (neque enim illins Idea cum cujufquam alins rei ldea
in hac conceptione conjungitar) hec conceptio fi in corpws definst, Exiftentiam

Entis abfoluté gerfe&i plane fubvertir. = Rua de re conqueftus fum in Prafa-

fatione ad Enchiridium Metaphyficum, Sef. 4.

~ 1liaftrifimo Viro, Principique Pbilofopbo,
RENATO DES-CARTE S,
HENRICUS MORUS.

Vix me abftinebam (Vir Clariffime) quin ab acceptis tuis literis
continud ad te refcriberem: quamvis profeftd id 4 me fa@ym
Fuiffet incivilius ; quippe qubd fatis ex iifdem intelligerem te per fep-
timanas bene multas negotiis fore diftritiflimum. Quin & mihi ipfi
tunc temporis 4 patris obitu accidérint multa quz me alid ayocirunt,
impediveruntque aded ut quod volviffem maxime preftare, haud
commode potuiffem. Jam verd ad te tuique reverfus, fatifque nattus
otii, refcribo, gratiifque aFo maximas, qudd quzrendi de tuis fcriptis
qugd lubet objiciendique plenum mihi jus tam liberé benigaé¢que con-
cefleris. . . - o
Czterum, né abuti videar hic fumma humanitate tud ad prolixio-
res altercationes (nam hattenus eo in loco Philofophiz verfati fumus
qui Aeysuaxlas lubricifque fubtifitatibus opportunior extitit, in ¢onfiniis
utique Phyfices, Metaphyfica & Logicz) ad ea propero qua certum

magis firmuimque judicium capiunt. v
Obiter tantum notabo, atque primd ad Refponfionem ad Inftantias
primas; Quantum ad Angelos animafque feparatas, fi immediaté fuas
invicem deprehendant effentias, id non dici poffe fenfum propri?, fi ipfos
fingas penitus incorporeos. Me verd lubentem cum Platonicis, antiquis
Patribus, Magifque ferme omnibus, & animas & genios ompes, tam
bonos quam malos, plang corporeos agnofcere, ac proinde fenfom ha-
bere propri¢ diGum (i. e.) mediante corpore, quo induuntur, exortnm.
Et profetd cum nihil non magnum’de tuo ingenio mihi pollicear,
perquam gratiimum effet, fi conjefturas tuas, quas credo pro ea qua
polles fagacitate ac acuming fore ingeniofiffimas, mecum breviter com-
munices fuper hac re. Nam quod quidam magnifice fe efferunt in
pon admittendo fubftantias ullas quas vocant feparatas, ut Dzmonas,
Angelos, Animaifque poft mortem fuperftites, & maximopere hic fibj
applaudunt, quafi re bene geftd, & tanguam eoipfo longe fapientiores
g 2 evas
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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

| found it almost impossible, most distinguished Sir, to restrain myself from writing back to you at
once after | had received your letter, even though doing so would have indeed been discourteous on
my part. After all, | knew from your letter how exceedingly occupied you would be for a good many
weeks to come. Moreover, |, 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 | 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 | have regarding your writings.

Nor do | 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 Aoyoparyion and slippery subtleties, that is to say, the fields of physics, metaphysics and
logic). Therefore, | hasten to those on which we may reach a more certain and definite judgement.

| 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 | 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, | 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 czteris mortalibus, id ego non hujus 2ftimo. Nam quod
{zpius obfervavi, hi funt, ut plurimiim, aut Taurini fanguinis homunes,
erditéque melancholio, aut immane quantum fenfibus & voluprati-
ustlediti, Athei denique, faltem fi permitteret religio, qui fold fi-
srftitiost freti Deum effe agnofcunt.  Me verd non pudet palam pro-
teri, me vel femoto omni Religionis imperio, mei fponte agnolcere
genios effe atque Deum; nec ullum alium tamen me pofle admittere,
1ifi qualem optimus quifque ac fapicntiffimus exoptaret, i deeffet, ex-
iftere. Unde femper fufpicatus fum, profligatifimz improbitatis
fummzque ftupiditatis triomphum effe Atheifmum; Atheon’nmcglo
glorationem perinde effe ac fi ftultiffimus populus de fapientiflimi be-
nigniffimique Principis cede ovarent inter fe & gratulaventur.” Sed
nefcio quo impetit huc excurfum eft. Redeo,

Secundo, (%uod ad demonftrationem illam tuam attinet, qui con-
cludis omnem {ubftapriam extenfam effe tangibilem & impenetrabilem;
videor mihi hec poffe regerere: in aliqua fcilicet fubftantia extenfa
papzes gxtra parces efle pafle, fine ulla arriveia, feu mutua refiftentia ;
atque hinc perit propric difa Tangibilitas. Deinde, extenfionem fi-
mul cum fubftantia in reliquam replicari exteafionem & fubftantiam,
nec deperdi magls quam illam fubftantiz partem quz retrahitur in
alteram ; arque hing cadit illa Impenetrabjlitas : qua profiteor me cla-
1¢ & Hiftin&¢ aninto concipere. Qudd awttm aliquod reale claudi poffie
(figeulla fui dimioutione) minoribus majaribifgve terminis conflas in motu,
ex tois ipius prncipils. "Nat ldem’ numéro motes tunc majus nunc
‘hinus fabjeCtum occupat, juxra tuam etiam fententiam. Bgo verd pa-
i facilitdce’ & per‘_igctiita“t,é ‘contipio. dari’ poffe fubftantiam quz Aifne
wiffa fui Thatnightioffe dilatari & conrrahi- poffit, five per f¢'id aty five
aliomden 0 T g PR
- “Poftiemb igitur ;  Be demiror Aequ‘exﬁ,'quéd a¢ intelle®um tuum
cadtere poffit, qudd ‘aur mens humana aut Angelus hoc ferme modo
fint extenfi, quafi implicaret contradiftionem. Cum ego potilis puta-
'rcm}im‘p care coprradiftionem qudd potentia mentis fit extenfa, cim
‘mens’ ipfa ‘non {itr'extenfa ullo thodo. » Cam enim potentia mentis fit
modus * mentis intrihfecus, non eft extra mentém iplam, ut patet. Et
confimifis ratio éft dé Deo: unde me confimilis ferit admiratio, qudd
in Refponfione ad.penultimas Inftantias comcedis eum ubique effe ratione

RO B o KPR papea. YL . . .

?o'lm'% non ratione effeiitie quhﬁ potentia Divina, quae Dei modus eft,

‘extrdDeum effer fita;,” chm modus realis quilibet intime femper infic
e ‘chjos eft modus: Undg necelle eft Demn effe ubique, fi potentia
-~ Nequb fufpicari poffum ‘gjrfpot'entia‘m‘Déi; intelligi te velle effedt-
wm in materiam tranfmiffum, Qudd fi hoc intelligas, non video ta,
'meti quin codem res recitat.  Nam hic éffeCtus non  tranfmittitur nifi
per potentiam Divinam, qua attingit materiam fufCipientem, hoc cft,
modo-aliquo reali unitur cum ca, ac proinde cxrenditur, nec tamen
iaterca feparatur abipfa Divina Effentia.” Vidétur enim, ut dixi, cons
tpictia contradiftio. - Sed hifce fatui non immorandum. :
Ad Qireltiones tranfvolo, poftquajn monuerim, quam contriftat ani-
mum continuationis tuz Philofophiz defperatio: Sed zque refocillae
e X tamen

-
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to all other mortals. I, for one, do not think quite so highly of them. In fact, | have frequently

378 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, | have no problem
whatsoever professing publicly that even if all the authority of religion were to be removed, | should
nevertheless freely acknowledge at once the existence of genii and God. Nor can | 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, | 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 | do not know
what impulse has driven me to say all of this here, so | 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 avtitvzrioo or mutual resistance, and in this

255 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. | confess that | 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, |, for one, can conceive as easily and as clearly that

379 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, | 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, | 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, | 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 | 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, | 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 | have said. However, | do not want to dwell on this any longer.

| shall pass to the questions. However, before that, | 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 {pes Traltatis illius defideratiflimi quem hc @ftas par-
turic ; citd & feliciter in lucem prodeat exopto.

< Ad Refponf. ad Quaftiones. .

Ad primam & fecundam refpondes fané conftanter & convenienter
tuis principiis, quod 2 quolibet, nifi fententia vicerit melior, & expeQo,
& laudo.’ _ ' i

Ad tertiam ; Ex navigiolo illo tuo has mihi comparavi merces. 1.Ia
motu effe mutuum eorum gz moveri dicuntur renixum,
effe’ attionem, nempe remixum quendam, five refiftentiam. 3. Moveri duo
corpora, elle smmediate [eparari. = 4. Immediatam illam feparationem
effe motum illum, five tranflationem, pracisé fumptum.

Cum verd duo corpora fe expédiunt 4 fe invicem, nifi vim in utro-
que expegitriqcm, ‘& avulforiam adjeceris notioni tranflationis, feu
MO, - motus hic erit extrinfecus tantdim rz}eﬂﬂs, aut aliquid fortaffe le
viwsi-'Separari enim vel fignificat, fuperficies corporum quz fe modo
mutid’ tangebant diftare 4 fe invicem, (diftantia autem corporum ex-
trinfecus tantim eft refpeCtus;) vel fignificat non tangere quz modd
tanigebant, que privatio duntaxat eft, vel negatio. Certe de fententia
tua hac in re non fatls claré mihi conftat.

Ego verd, fi mihi ipfi permitterer, judicarem motum effe vim illam'
vel altionem qud fe a fe invicem mutud expediunt corpora quz dicis

moveti; immediatam atitem illam feparationem eorundem efle effe&t-
um diGtorum motuum,
privatio. Sed aliter tibi vifum eft Philofophari in explicatione definitio-
nis Motls, Artic. 25. Part. 2. ubi eqilidem mentem tuam non plené
capio. - S L Lo .
- Ad reliquas Quzftiones ofmnes quas propofui refpondifti perfpicue &
appofit¢c. Sed ad pleniorem intelligeatiam eorum quz ad fextam ac-
<£:tt1mu!avi, expe€to dumn pt?deat exoptatiffimus tuus libellus de Affe-

ibus. MEICAREERE IS R A VR WA c :

Caterum, quantum ad-vetba illa mea ultima, An ulls res, &c. partu-
ribat profetd mihi mens evinidam’ aliquam fubtilitatem, quz jam. ef-
fugit; -nec mei intereft revoédre. '

Hoc tantim- queram denud, Utram materia [ibi libere permiffa, i. e.
nullum aliund? smpulfam’ [ufpiviens, moveretur, an quiefceret?  Si-movetur

a fe naturaliter, ciim materia fit homogenea, & ea propter motus ubi-"

que effet zqualis, fequitur -qudd tota- materia fimulac fuerit, disjcere-
tur in partes tam infinit¢ exiles, ut nihil ullo modo ulteriiis abradi
poflet ab ulla particula. Quicquid enim abradendum imaginaris, jam
disje€tum eft ac diffolutum, ob intimam vim motus per umverfam ma-
teriam pervadentis, vel, i malles, infiti. Nec partium aliz-aliis magis
mutud adhazrefcent, aliéve curfum flettent quatn alie, cium fint omnes
prorfus confimiles juxta quamlibet rationem imaginabilem. Nulla e-
mm figurz afperitas vel angulofitas fingi poteft, quz non jam contufa
fit ad ultimum quod motus poterit przftare ; nec ulla motiis in zqua-
litas in ullis particulis ponenda eft, cum materia fupponatur perfecte
homogenea. ~ Si naturaliter igitur moveretur materia, nec Sol, nec Cee-
lum, nec Terra effet, nec vortices ulli, nec heterogeneum quicquam,

Gg 3 five
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quarvis {it vel nudus duntaxat refpeftus, vel
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the certain hope for that most desirable treatise of yours which this summer will bring us consoles
me. | 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 | 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. |
am obviously not yet sufficiently certain about your view on this matter.

Personally, however, | 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 1, art 25, where, to tell you the truth, I do not yet fully understand
your view.

You have answered all the other questions which | have raised with great clarity and precision. But
for a fuller understanding of those numerous problems which | 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 | 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 fenfibile five imaginabile, in-rerum natura, Idedque-periret tuum

condendi ccelos terrafque, ceteraque fenfibilia, mirificum artificium.
Qudd fi materiam quiefcere dicis ex fe nifi aliunde movetur, quod-
que hac quies fit pofitivam quid, viminde materia sterniim patere-
tur, affeCtio naturalis deftrueretur in perpetuum, ut contraria domi-
naretur: quod videtur duriufculum. Nec tamen tutius forfan effet

quietem flatuere motls privationem, five negationem.; caderkt enimd.

omnis’ refiftendi aftio in materia quiefcente, quam tamen aghofcis:
Quamvis & id ipfum: inteBetui ‘meo nonnihil negotiifaceffat. Dum

enim quietem actionem flatuis' materiz, motum etiam eandem. effe.

ftatuas necefle eft; fiquidem materia non agit nifi movendo, ayt fal-
tem-conando motum. Malé profetd me habent ifti- ferupuli, quos
quam primim eximere mihi poteris, obfecro ut eximas.

Quinétiam aded fuperftitiose hzc prima principia penfito, ut nova
jam mibi ingeratur difficultas de natura motlls. Cum feslicet mous. cor-
poris modus fit, ut figura, fitus partium, &c. gui fieri poffer, Wt tranfeat

ab uno corpore in aliud, magis quim alii modi corporei.?” Et univerfim.

imaginatio mea non capit, qui poffit fieri ut quicquam quod extra
fubjeGtum effe non poteft (cujufmodi funs modi omnes) in aliud mi-
gret fubjeftum. Deinde quzram, cim unum corpus. in aliud minus,
fed quiefcens, impingit, fecimque defert, annon quies- quisfcentis cor-
poris fimiliter tran{migracin deferens, Zqué ac:motys moventis in qui-
efcens ? Videtur enimx quies res aded otigfa ac pigray, ut eam tzde-
retitineris. Cum tamen =qué. raaljs fit ag motus, ratio coget ez
tranfire; Poftremo, obftupefco! Ylané, dum confidero quod tamilevi-
cula ac vilis res ac -motus, foluhilis etiam: % fibjeto.& tranfmigrabilis,
adedque: debilis ac evanidz-natyra,ut periret protipys nifi fuftentare-
tur a fubjeGto, tam potenter tamen contorqueret fubje€um, & hac
vel:illac tam fortiter impelleret; Equidem. pronior fum in hanc fen-
tentiam; qubdd nullus, prorfum fit motuum- tranfitus, fed quod ex im-
pulfh unius corporis: aliud corpus in motym quafi expergifcatur, ut
anima in cogitationem ex hac vel illa occafione ; quédque corpus-non
tam fufcipiat motum, quim fe in motum. exerat a corpore alio com-
monefactum; &, quod pauld ant¢ dixi, eodem modo fe habere motum
ad corpus ac cogitatio fe habet ad mentem, nimirum neutrum recipi,
fed oriri-verofque. ex fubjefto in quo inveniuntur; atque omae hoc
quod corpus dicitur, fupide & temulense effe vivam, atpote quod ulti-
mam infimamque Divine effentie; quam perfeCtiffimam vitam autumo,
umbram effe ftatuo ac indolum, veruntamen fenfu ac animadverfione de-
fticutam, :
Cazterum tranfitus.ille tuus motuum a fubjetto in fubje&um, idque
a majort .in minus, & vicifim, ut fuprd menui, optime reprefentat
naturam. meorum Spirituum extenforum, qui contrahere fe poflunt,
& rurfus expandere ; penetrare facillimé materiam, & non implere;
agitare quovis modo ac movere, & tamen fine machinis ullis & unco-
rumnexu. Verum diutids in hoc loco hali quam putiram: fed ad
inftitutum propero, hoc eft, ad novas Quaftiones proponendas, fuper
fingulis illis Articulis Principiorum tuz Philofophi®, quorum vim non-
dum fatds intelligo.
4 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). | 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, | 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 | 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, | 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 | 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, | hold, is most perfect life. However, it is devoid of all sense and animadversion.

Moreover, as | 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, | have dwelt on this place longer than | had intended. Instead, | hasten to
my original intent, namely that of asking new questions about those articles of your Principles of
Philosophy whose meaning | do not yet understand.
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Ad Partis primz Axtic. 8.

Perfpicue bidcmm, &c., Neg perfpicué videmus extenfionem, figu-

ramy, & motum localem, ad naturam noftram. pertinere, nec videmus -
perfpicu¢ non pertinere. Utinam hic breviter demonftres, nullum

corpus pofle cogitare.
'Ad Artic. 37.

Annon. major perfe€io et id folum. velle poffe hominem quod fibi
optimum effet, quiam pofle etiam contrarium ; ciim melius fit femper
felicem effe quam vel fummis aliquando efferri laudibus, vel etiam fem-

per?
Ad Aptic. 54.
. Hie rurfus ﬁefm:o, nod: opportebat demonftrare, nihil extenfum

cogitare, aut,. quod videbitur- facilius, nullum corpus. pofle cogitare.
m% enim dignum: ingenio tuo argumeatun.

Ad Aric. 6o.

. Quamvis mens poffit coatemplari feipfam ut rem cogitantem, exclu-

si omni corporei extenfione in hoc conceptu, non tamen evincit
quicquam aliud nifi quod mens poffit efle corporea vel incorporea,
non qudd fit de fafto incorporea. Iterum igitur rogandus es ut de-

ftres, ex aliquibus operationibus mentis humana qua corporez na-
ture competere non-poffunt, hanc mentem noftram efle incorpoream.

Ad Partis. fecunda Artic. 25.

Now vim 've‘l; A&inuem~4k¢v_nqm‘fﬁ-rt, ut q/lq:dm hums. emsper. effe in
mobili, &c. Annon igitur. vis ipfa atque altio motis eft in' re mota ?

Ad Artic. 26.

Eftne igitur in quiefcentibus perpetua quedam vis ftatoria, vel altio
fitendi fe, & corroborandi contra impetus- omnes, quibus partes e-
orum divelli poffint & disjici, vel totum corpus alid abripi & tranferri ?
Adeb ut Quies re€te definiri poflit, Vis quzdam vel a&io interna cor-
poris, qui corporis partes ar&t¢ conftringuntur ad fe invicem & con-
primuntur, adesque 4 divifione vel dimotione per impulfum alieni
corporis defenduntur 2 Hing: enim illud confurgeret, quod 2 meo in-
telle@u minimé¢ alienum eft, Materiam utique vitam: effe quandam
obfcuram (utpote quam ultimam Dei umbram exiftimo) nec in fola
extenfione partium confiftere, fed in aliquali femper aétione, hoc eft,
vel in quiete vel in motu, quorum utrumque revera ationem 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 | 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

| 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, | 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 I, 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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385 On art. 30

Ad Auric. 36.

- Hic articulus videtur continere demonftrationem evidentiffimam,
udd tranflatio five motus }ocalls (nifi extrinfecus fit' corporum refpe-:
us duntaxat) non fit reciprocus ullo modo. :

Ad Artic. 36.

Quzro, annon mens humana dum {piritus accendit attentitis diuti-
ufque cogitando, corpufque infuper ipfum calefacit, motum -auget
umverfi ? : , o ;

e Ad Armic. sy,

c {

Numquid igitur cubus perfe€t¢ durus perfettéque planus motus fuper
menfa, puta perfe¢té dura perfeGieque plana, eo ipfo inftanti quo 1
motu fiftitur zque firmiter coalefcit cum menfa ac cubi vel menfz par-
tes cum [éipfis’; an manet divifus 2 menfa- femper, autaad tempus fal-
tem, poft quietem? Nulla enim eft compreflura .cubiiip menfam, .cam
hunc motum tanquam in vacuo faltum: imaginemur fuper menfam
extra mundi parietes, fi fieri poffet, fitam, (ac proinde ubi nullus
locus eft gravitati vel levitati) motimque fifti ex ea parte ad quam
tendit cubus. Videntur igitur ex lege naturz, cim jam divig fint
cubus & menfa, ‘& huﬂa‘"a%ﬁb’realis detur qué conjungantur, manfura
fempér &y divif,® - S

7 Ad Artic. 56, &"57}’ Sy

- Non video qui fit opus ut tam amplos particularum.gyros ac, lufus
circa corpus B defcribas,  Videtur enim fatis, {i putemus fingulas a-
quz particulas fimili impetu moveri a materia fubtili, & zquales effe
particularum magpnitudines. Hinc enim, cum B a quolibet latere bre-
viffimis gyris vel femigyris, (vel alid quacunque ratione) motils proxi-
me adjacentium particularum contunditur, < neceflarid. quiefcet, nec in
unam partem magis quim in aliam promovebitur. ;i -,

o
1

Ad Artic. §7. linea 19.

Nec fncedent per bineas'tam rectas, &c. Quid ? quod jam ad circula-
rem migis accedunt, cum antea ovalem magls referebant figuram ?
Non plede-eapio. : : _

o Ad Aric. 6o. - | -

Sed ipfas quatenus celerius agumtar in quaflibet alias partes ferri.. Pof-
fiintne igitur celeritas motls & ejufdem determinatio divortium pati?
Perinde. enim' videtur ac fi fingamus viatorem currentem, curfum
quidém - dirigere Londinam verfus, fed celeritatem curfus nihilominus
erri Cantabrigiam verfus, vel Oxonium. Subtilitas quam neutra Uni-
verfitas capiet, nifi fort¢ intelligas per ferri, motum moliri, vei nitiut
aliquorfum fiat motus. :

' Ad

258

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

| 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, 1. 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? | 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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Ad Parcis tertiz Articulum 6.

~ Annon juxta Ptolesaicam hypothefin Veneris lumen, ad modum
Lune, nunc decrefceret, nunc crefceret, quamvis non eifdem menfu-
ris & legibus ?

Ad Artic. 35.

Qui fit ut Planetz omnes in eodem non circumgyrentur Plano, vi-
delicet in Plano Ecliptice, maculaque aded ‘Solares, aut faltem in
planis Eclipticz parallelis, ipfique Luna; aut in £quatore, aut in Pla-
no Aquatori parallelo, ctim A nulla interna vi dirigantur, fed externo
tantim ferantur impetu ? :

” Ad Artic. 36, 37.

.. Vellem etiam mihi fubindices rationem A phelioruth & Periheliorum
Planetarum, & quam ob caufam locum fubind¢ mutent fingula: tum
maxime cum in eodem fint vortice omnia, cur non tifdem in locis in-
veniuntur Planetarum omnium Primariorum Aphelia & Perihelia ?
Przceflio etiam ZAquino&tiorum quomodo ex tuis oriatur Principiis ?
Hic enim tu veras & naturales horum Phznomener caufas explicare
poteris, chim alii fititias tantim expomant Hypothefes.

Ad Artic, §5.

%:.u in orbem aguntur. Sed quomodo primum inceperunt tam im-
menfa materiz fpatia in gyros convolvi, vorticéfque fieri ?

Ad Artic, §7.

Ejus partem que & fanda impeditar, &c. Videtur perceptu difficilius,

udd lapis A impediatur 4 motu in D, cim nec de fa&to illuc unquam

?eratur, nec fi impedimentum tolleretur illuc naturaliter pergerer;
pergeret enim omnino verfus C.

Ad Aric. §9.

Novam vim motis acquiri, & tamen conatum renovari hic dicis :
Nefcio quam bene cohzrent. Nam: {i nova vis acquiritur & fuperad-
ditur, non eft renovatio motls, fed augmentatio. Qudd fi globulus A
movendo motum auger in eodem punéto 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 abiiffent.
o Ad Artic. 62.

Hic quzro, cim conatus globulorum, in quo lux & lumen confift-
it, fiat per integram vorticis amplitudinem, itd ut bafis trianguli BFD

multd major cfle poflit quam D B, & ab utrifque produtte diametn
D B,
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On Part I, art. 16

Might not the light of VVenus, 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?
Onart. 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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D B, decies puta vel centies majoris fatz, extremitatibus globuli ob-
liquo conatu in cufpidem aliquam ad F, oculum cujufliber intuentis,
reprimantur, cur lux, puta Solis, non major videtur quam qué fic intra
circulum D C B?

' Ad Artic. 72.

Non penitus hoc artificium contorquendi materiam primi elementi
in fpirales five cochleares formas intelligo ; przfertim 1n locis ab axe
paulo remotioribus. ~ Nifi hoc fiat, non tam quéd globuli torqueantur
circa particulas primi elementi, quam qudd ipfum primum elemen-
tum, ab ipfis fortaffe globulis Jeviter in gyrationem determinatum, fe
iﬁfum inter triangularia illa {patia contorqueat, linedfque fpirales in
fe defcribat. Oro te, ut hic mentem plenitis explices. Sed & alia
fubind¢ hic oritur dubitatio. Cum particulz hz contortz conftent ex
minutiffimis particulis & rapidiflime agitatis, quomodo illz minutiff;-
mz particul® in ullam formam vel magnitudinem majorem coalef-
cant, prefertim cum in formandis hifce particulis ftriatis diftortio illa
fit motiifque obliquitas.

Ad Artic. 82.

Tam fy{tremi quam infimi, &c. Prodigii inftar mihi videtur rapidus
hic globulorum fupremorum curfus, (przfertim fi cum mediorum com.
paretur) & qui caufas quas in fubfequenti Articulo profers longé exce-
dat. Si quid ulterilis adinvenire poflis, quo mollius hoc dogma red-
datur, gratum profectd effet audire.

Ad Artic' 84

Cur cometarum caude, &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 Q H in calum abire cogumtar. Qui fit ut
non omnes fere illuc abeant, potilis quam i poload polum migrando
vorticem, quem vocas, componant ?

Ad Aitic 12 1. lin. ule.

A wariis caufis affidue poteft mutari, &c. A quibus ?

Ad Artic. 129. lin. 1.

Non prius apparere quam, &c. Cur circumfluxus illius materiz, cim
fit adeb tranfparens, impedit Cometam n¢ videatur ? Circumfluens
enim materia Jovem Planetam non abdit ab oculis noftris. Etcur ne-
cefe eft ut non nifi obvolutus materid reli&ti 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, | ask, does not the light of
the sun, for instance, seem larger than that within the circle DCB?

On art. 72

| 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?

Onart. 121
“It can constantly be changed for various reasons,” etc. For which reasons exactly?
Onart. 129, I. 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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Ad Artic. 130. lin.21.

Minustar quidem, &c. Cur non deletur penitus, {i vortex AEI O
fortits, vel zqué fortiter, urget vicinos vortices, quam ille ab ipfis ur-
getur ? ‘

Ad Artic. 149.

Brevi accedet ad Ay, &c. Cur non ad T ufque pergit, impingitque
in ipfam terram ? ,

Quia [ic  recta lines miniss defleiter.  Non folum conftat lineam N A
contiauatam cum A B, lineam magis reGtam conflituere quam eap-
dem N A cum A D continuatam ; fed cum Luna a centro S recedat
ad modum globulorum cceleftium, magls naturaliter videtur confur-
gere verfus B, quam verfus D defcendere.

Ad Partis quart Artic. 23.

Nec Terra proprio motu cieatuy, &c. Non video quid refert unde fit
motus ille circularis, modo fit in Terra; nec deprehendo quin illi ce-
lerrihi gyri Teluris impofita omnia rejicerent verfus ceelos, quamvis
motus nen effet proprius, fod ab.interna materia ceelefti profectus, ni-
fi agitatio circumjacentis. theris, quam fupponis multd celeriorem,
faturh illud praverteret. - Nec videtur Terra habere rationem: corpo-
ris quiefcentis, quoad comatum partium recedendi i centro; (Vide-
tur énim illud neceflarivm in omni corpore citculariter moto:) fed
qudd fimul circumvolvitur tum ambiente ethere, nec feparantur fu-
perficies, hic forfan ratione dicatur Terra quiefcere. Hzc autem dico
ut ex te intelligam, annon ratio quod partes Terrz non diffiliant ad
folam celeritatem motiis particularum Aitheris referenda fit.

| Ad Artic. 25, | ’

Propter ,[uaram Particularam wotum ineft levitas. Quid igitur exifti-
mas de frigido & candenti ferro ? Utrum preponderat? Praterea,
uomodo moles aquz- levior fit ob motum partium, cm motus harum
Ert_imh tandem 2 globulis determinatur deorfum. - Hinc enim videtur
apls accelerari d&ccnfusgorppris, unde major zftimabitur gravitas.
Argt’:g hoc moda aqua zuro przponderabit.

' _ Ad Artic_. 27.

Nifi fort? sliquaexterior caufa, &c. - Quanam fint illz caufe, paucis
obfecro ut innuas.

Ad Ardc. 133. lin. 12,

Axi parallelos. Parallelifmi mentio hic me monet de difficultatibus
quibufdam fer¢ inextricabilibus. Primd, cur tui vortices non fiant in
modym columne, feu cylindri, potilis quam ellipfis, cim quodlibet
pun&um axis fit quafi centrum a quo materia ceeleftis recedat, &,

: quantum
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On art. 130, I. 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, | 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, 1. 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, zquali prorfus impetu. Deinde, Primum elementum
(cum ubique ab axe oporteat globulos xquali vi recedere) cur non
zqualiter per axem totum 1n cylmdm fo_rmam prodp&um jacet, fed in
fphericam figuram congeﬁum_ ad medium fer¢ axis relegatur? Nam
occurfus hujus elementi primi ab utroque polo vorticis nihil impedit
quo minlis totus axis produ&td flamma IUC?fet. Cum enim ubique
cujuflibet axis zquali vi recedant globuli, facilis preterlabentur fe in<
vicem, re€taque pergent ad oppofitos polos Materiz fubtiliffime irru-
entia fluenta, quim excavabunt vel diftandent fibi in aliqua axis parte
fpatium majus quam prafens & =quabilis vorticis circumvolutio lubens
admitteret, vel fponte fud offeter. Tertid denique, Cum globuli cee-
leftes circa axem vorticis ferantur Sgemiaes & axi & fibi invicem, nec
parallelifmum perdant dum lo’_cum allquagenus inter. feipfos mutant,
impoffibile videtur ut ulla omnino fiat particularum ftriatarum intor-
tio, nifi ipfe particulz ftriate in ‘trxax\lgularlbus illis fpatiis circa' pro-
prios axes circumrotentur; quod quatn commode fieri poffit nof vi
deo, quemadmodum fupra monut.

Ad Artic. 1 87.

Nulla é]mpathil wvel antipathie miracula, &< Utjnam igitur hic.:exs
plices fi breviter fieri poffit, qua ratione mechanici evenit ut'in dua-
bus chordis, etiam diverforum inftrumentorum, vel unifanis; v¢l ad
illud intervallum Muficum quod #:awassy: dicitur attemperatisy; fi yna
percutiatur, altera in altero inftrumento fubfiliat, cim qua propiores
& laxiores etiam fint, imd & in eodem inftrumento n quo, chorda
percufla tenfz, non qmnino moveantur. - -Experimeatum vulgare eft &
notiffimum. Nulla verd fympathia mihi videtur magis rationes ‘me-
chanicas fugere quam hic chordarum confenfps. g

'Ad Axic. 188.

Ac fextam de homine effem, &c. Perge, Divine Vir, in ifthoc opere
excolendo & perficiendo. Pro certiffimo enim habeo, nihil unqeam
Reipub. literariz -aut gratius aut utilius in, lucem proditurum. " N
eft qubd experimengorum defetum hic cauferis. . Nam quantiun a
corpus noftrum, accepi 3 dignis fide authoribus, té, quz'ad humani
corporis Anatomeg: {pe€tant, accuratifime ymverfa exploriffe.
autem ad animam, cim taleny ip(€. naétus fis, quz in maxime fublifnes
ampliffimafque operationes evigilavit, fpirituique habeas agillimés &
fubrtiliffimos, generofa tua mens, innatd fui vi ceeleftique vigore, tan-
quam igni Chymicorum alicui, freta, ita excutiet fe, variifque in formas
trginfmutabit, ut ipfa {ibi facile: efle poffit infinitorum experimentorum
officina. :

PR

- Ad Attic. 195.

Et Meteoris explicui, &c. Pulcherrimam fané colorym rationem in

Meteoris explicuifti. Eft tamen ea de re improba quadam difficultas, -

que magnum imaginationi mex negotium faceflit.  Quippe quéd cim
colorum varietatem ftatuas ex proportione quam habet globulorum
motus
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doing so, as far as | 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
naporiiiwg 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 | have pointed above, | 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
dwmacadv, 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 | 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, | 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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\ ie age ! - » . . '
motus circularis ad retilinearem oriri, eveniet neceflarid ut aliquando

etiam in iifdem globulis & motus circularis reilinearem, &.reiline-
aris circularem eodem tempore fuperet. Verbi gratid, In duobus pa-
rictibus oppofitis, quorum unus rubro, alter czruleo colore obduEfus
elt, interjacentes globuli ob rubrum parietem celeritis movebuntur in
circulum quam in lincam retam, ob parietetn tamen czruleum cele-
rilis in lineam retam movebuntur quam in circulum, & codem pror-
fus tempore ; quz funt plané drimm. Vel fic, In eodem pariete cujus
pars, puta dextra, rubet, media nigra eft, finiftra cerulea, ctim ad o-

culum femper fiat decuffatio, omnes globuli ob' radiorum concurfum

fingulorum globulorum motls proportionem, circularis nimirum ad
re¢tum fufcipient ; aded ut necefle fit colores omnes in imo oculi per-
mifcerp, & confundi.. Neque ullam rationem folvendi hunc nodum ex-
cogita® poffum, nifi forte fupponendum fit, motum hunc ctrcularem

§ N . .
effe duntaxat breves quofdam & celeres conatus ad circulationem, non

plenum motum, ut revera fit in motu reto diorum globulorum.
Et ad. plerifque omnes alias difficultates quas tibi jam propofui, ali-
quales faltem folutiones vel proprio marte eruere forfan potuero. Sed
ciym h@nanitas tua hang veniam mihi concefferit, ciimque fingularis

tua dexteritas in folvendis hujufmodi nodis, quam in nuperis tuis i<’

teris perfpexi, me infuper inwtaverit, (quamvis enim breviter, pro
anguftiis temporis in qudl conjeftus tunc eras, egifle te video; tam
plené tamen mihi fatistacis, timque fortiter animt fenfus mihi moves,
~ac fi prafens digitum digito premeres;) cim denique majorem prz fe
laturz fint authoritatem elucidationes tuz, tum apud me ipfum, tum
apud alios, {i ufus fuerit; ¢ re noftra putavi fore, hafce omnes diffi-

ultates tibi ipfi proponere, quas cum folveris, nifi magnopere fallor,
penitifime¢ tuz Philofophiz Principia intelligam univerfa. Quod e-
quidem quanti facio vix credibile eft. «Hofce autem pzfeites gry-
phos mih1 cim expediveris (quod guago citilis fit, propter impoten-
tem illum amorem. quo in. tua rafior, ed. gratius futurum eft) que-

>

[tiones alias ¢ Dioptrice tua petitas mox accipies ¥ ' I

Pbiloﬁpbic tue ﬁudioﬁﬁmo,

Henrico Moro.

" Clarifim Vira, Sunmoque Philafopho,
RENATO DES-CARTES,
| HEN®RICUS MORMUS. |

.EQUIDEM impens¢ doled, vir Clariffimé, qudd tam fubitd 3 vi-
cinia noltra abreptus fis, & in tam longinquas abdultus oras.
Habeo tamen, ut nihil difimulem, quo hanc animi zgritudinem ac
moleftam mitigare poflim, méque ipfum confolari. Et cert: non

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 dovtota. 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 | 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 | 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, | 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 | 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

435 |, 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 | 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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min_imug\“eﬁ, qudd is honor tibi optim¢ merenti habitus fit, etiam a-
pud gentes remotiffimas, nominifque tuiclaritudo ad Septentrionales
ulque fpiffitudines craflique nebulas tam potenter penetraverit; neque
id (quod caput rei eft) fruftra: cum. tantus literarum & literatorum
amor generofum peflus Illuftrifimz Heroinz, Sereniffimz Regine
Suecorsm, inceflerit, ut famai librifque tuis non contenta, a fcribendo

ad te, ut-eam inviferes, nunquam deftiterit, donec voti falta fit com--

pos. Quod ceffurum credo in magnum illius regni commodum & or-
namentum. Quas ob caufas fateor me minis inclementer tuliffe tuum
ab hifce regionibus noftris abiceffum, ja&ur‘zi_mque itidem exoptatiffi-
me illius Epiftole quam, prout promififti, ante abitum tuum a te ex-
peftabam : cujus jam recuperandz fpem omnem tantum abeft ut ab-
jiciam, ut ¢ contra fortiter confidam te non folum illis quas ante
feriphi, fed & przfentibus literis, chm ad manus tuas pervenerigt, bre-
vi refponfurum. Qua fretus confidentid ad Dioptricen tvam nlzo;
mox ad Meteora, fi quid forte ibi occurrerit difficulratis, profefturus ;
ut tandem animam meam iis omnibus exonerare- poffim quz ia rem
noftram putabam fore tibi plenilis proponere. Spero enim hoc mo-
do me, cum omnia ex mea parte perfeta fint quz praftargoppdrtebat,
molliorem animz mez conciliaturum quietem, mimifque in gf¥iterum
me anxi¢ habiturum. ° o

Ad Dioptrices Cap. 2. Amc. 4 lin. 21.

Nulls modo illi oppofitum. Linteum C E videtur o ni B pilz, ali-
quo faltem modo, etiam quatenus pila dextrorfum fertur.  Quod fic
patebit. ' ~

‘A

Nam GH plen¢ opponitug
pilz B, perfc&égue impedit cur-
fum ejus, tam verfus HE quim
verfus CE. feu déorfum. Cum
igitar tam prope accedat C E,
ad pofituram G H; ut defit tan-
tum angulus HBE, five GBC
ad perfe&tam oppofitionem ten-
dentiz verfus HE, CE etiam
: - . . fuam fervans pofituram, aliqua-
tenus opponetur pilz B, etiam quatenus curfum tendit verfus H E.
Quod infuper manifeftitis apparebit, fi fingamus CE udgz argjllz
planitiem, & pilam, puta zneam, ab A ferri ad B, ubi aliqud u? ue
penctrabit, fed ftatim fuffocabitd vis curfiis tam verfus HE quam
verfus CE; quod tamen non fieret, fi pila ferretur fecundim lineam
CBE, fed fine impedimento pergeret verfus HE, prafertim fi nulla
ineflet pilz gravitas: unde patet planitiem CE opponi .pilz B defcen-
denti ab A, etiam quatenus fertur verfus HE, quod opportebat de-
monftrare. '

Dimidiam [ue velocitatis paytem amittat, lin, 27. Partem hic aliquam
velocitatis amiffam efle lubens concedam’; fed quéd & in hoc Articu-
lo& in proximé fequenti fupponis hanc partem velocitatis deperdi
tantum verfus C E, non verfiis F E, nullus 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, 1 believe, will greatly adorn and benefit that kingdom. All of that, | confess, consoles
me a little both over your departure from our regions here and the loss of that most desired letter
which | 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, | 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 | thought most useful for me to point out to you more fully. For, once | have done
everything that I, for one, think needs to be done, |1 hope my soul will find a gentler peace and quiet
and lose much of its fear ever after.

On Optics, ch. 2, art. 4, 1. 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” (1. 27). I shall admit gladly here that some part of velocity is lost.
However, | 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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Pl

realis motus fit pile, (quamvis variad imaginari poffimus pro libita
tendentias hujvs motlis, {ive metas,) fi minuitur hic motus quicun-
que pergere fingis pilam, tardiis incedet quam ante motum minu-
tum. Caufa igitur tendentiz gile ad I potiis quam ad D; non pe-
tenda eft a tarditate vel celeritate motls, fed 4 refiffentia magni illius
anguli C B D, & 4 debilitate minoris illius anguli B B D, cujus acies
ob exilitatem fuam & materiz fluiditatem faciliis cedet pilz proje&tz
quam obtufusangulus D B D. Alioqui {i caufa referenda effet ad ce-
leritatem vel tarditatem, pila defcendens ab H in B curfum etiam de-
fleCterer.  Hic fchema tuum confule, fi opus eft, pag. 84

4

'Ad Aric. 6. lin. 7. .

Tam oblique incumbat, at linesa FE duitay &c. Perpetua hec tua de-
monftfndi ratio, quod pila profe®ua fit, lepidam profe@d in fe habet
fubtilitatem, fed quz caufam rei non videtur attingere. Vera enim
& realis caufa intgligenda eft ex amplitudine anguli CBD, & exili-
tate E BD anguli, & ex magnitudine etiam pilz, quz guo major
eft, eb minorem depreflionem linez A B verfus CE requi®¥, ad refi-
liendum verfus aerem L. Major enim pila non tam commode levat at-

ue aperit cufpidem acutioris anguli, quo intret in ipfam puth aquam;
d contundendo potius tranfvolat reflexa.
wod vim ejus motiss augeat, lin. 22, Augmentum motds nihil efficiet
ad detorquendum curfum pile inceptum, nifi fit pofitura alicujus cor-
poris quod di€tum curfum pilz verfus partem aliam determinet. Quod
ego hoc modo fieri auguror in mediis illiis qua tu fingis radium faci-
lius admittere, qualia funt cryftallus, vitrum, &c. Nempe cum acies
anguli EB D in iftiufmodi fubftantiis aded dura fit & pervicax, ut ni-
hil cedat, radius impingens-in conftipam & inclinantem anguli aciem
nonnihil avertitur ab incepto curfu, & introrsim perpendiculum ver-
sus abigitur. Utraque igitur refraltio reflexio quezdam mihi videtur,
vel faltem reflexionis quedam inchoatio. Aque gnemadmodum in
plenz & libera reflexione determinatio tollebatur i€ ulla retardatione
cursds pile, it hic ad minuendam vel mutandanmt determinationem
nova.tarditas vel celeritas non videtur neceffaria.  Sola igitur deter-
'minatio minuta vel au®ta fufficit ad utramvll refrationem. Neque
enim 4 cim.ad CE fuperficiem pervenerit, quatenus celerior vel
tardior curfum fle€tit, fed quatenus impingit in corpus determinatios
nem-mutans. Alioqui, fi nuda duntaxat accefferit celeritas vel tardi-
tas, A'femper pergeret 3 B it D. .
- Ingpriori igitur- refrattione, videlicet & perpendiculo, determinatio
deorfum minuitur neceffario, pila autem retardatur per accidens, ob
mollitiem curfum immutadtis, In pofteriorpadeterminatio deorfum
augétur ; pila autem fi acceleratur, accelera r accidens, ob novi
medii faciliorem tranficum. ~ Determinationis igitur mutatio ejifque
caufa ad refra&iones juxta ac refle&tionem funt plané neceffariz ; ve-
locitas & tarditas ipfius motids funt duntaxat accefforie, vel potius
plan¢ fupervacapez. Imo verd, novam quod pilz feu globuli accele-
rationem attinet in medio faciliori, videtur quidem illa perceptu per-
quam difficilis; propterea qud novum illug medium non fuppeditat
. . Hh 2 novOos
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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 | 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.

Onart.6,1. 7

“It 1s 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” (1. 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. | 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 motis, fed tantum permittit pile quos etiamnum habet
fuperftites fine ulteriori ulla diminutione integros poffidere, chm nul-
los ad fe arripiat, velimbibat. /quéque abfurdum videtur, novos,
vel, {imalles, priftinos motls gradus, reftitui pile medivm faciliys in-
tranti, ac concedere in pun&o refle@tionis pilam aliquo momento harere
priufquam refiliat, quod meritd explodis 4rs. 2. hujus cap.

Caput. 6. ad Artic. 9.

Sed ex folo fitu exiguarum partiwm ceribri, Rc. Suntne.igitur iffinf
modi in cerebri di‘ﬂ%&ione particulz vifibiles, an ratione duntaxat
colligis iftiufmodi effe oportere in hunc ufum deftinatas? Mihi verd
nihil opus harum effe videtur, fed eadam organa quz motum tranfmit-
tunt, animam etiam confmonefacere neceflarid, unde illa fiat motlis
tranfmiffio, fi nullum interjacet impedimentum. -

Ad Ariic. 13. :

. SimilerMlli, qui Geometra per duss flatiomes, &e. Duriufcula hac vi-
detur obfcuriorque comparatio, in nihiléque cenfentiens, nifi quod

utrobiqua hinz fumuntur ftationes. Geometrz enim, vel; fi malles, .

Geodztx, ftationes fumunt, in linea ab arbere puta vel turri re&a
produta ; Oculus locum mutans in linea tranfvarfa, & ferme objelto
parallela, fi re@¢ rem capio. | s . _

| Ad Artic. 16,

/ Ex cognitiome fen opinione qham de diftamtia habemsas, & Adzquatas

fortaffe caufas apparentis corporum magnitudinis explicare perquam
difficile effet. Sed in uno ho¢ maxime cogfiftere opindr, nimirum in’
magnitudine & parvitate decuffationis angali. Ille enim qud major-
eft, major apparehjt ejufem corporis magnitudo; qud miner, minor.
Deinde, quod obffrvatu dignifimum eft, cum -objeftum "aliquod,
pollicem puta tuum, intra grani unius diftantiam oculo admoveris, hic
decuffationis angulus quater aut quinquies major erit quam ille qui

fitad aculum 2 pollice’ @itantem decem ferme gramas & fi adhuwe a-

mavebitur pollex ab oculo per.aliquot dena grana, femper anguftior
reddetur angulus, decuffatioms, fed minori femper proportione, per
dena quaque grana, & -minori; femper tamen aliquantd anguflior e-
vadit quam antea, donectandem fiat tam anguftus, ut rationem ynius
linez re@la habere intelligatur. Hinc nemo mirabitur, i multyma-
jorem pollicem deprehendat unico grano ab ocule diftantem, quam
cim decem abeft-ab agulo, & poftea per multa dena grana rematum,
ad fingula grana denMnon multum magnitudinis deperdere ; tam
longinque tamen removeri poffe, ut procfus definat ulteritis apparere.
Diftanua enim crurum interni decuffationis anguli minor efle poteric
quam uniws capillamenti nervi optici diameter. Quid autem hic facic
opinio de diftantia cum imaginis magnitydine commparata, parim intel-
ligo. Neque certd fcio quomodo aut osulus aut anima iftam com-

. pa.

[ ]

264

438

102

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.

Onch. 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 | 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, | 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 | know for
certain how either the eye or the soul
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parationem fecum inftituat. Deprehenfionem autem magnitudinis
ex dicto angulo quo modo oriri concipio; fic videor mihi poffe expli-
€are: '

c

b

~ HI & KL fint fundi duprqm oculorum, majoris fcilicet & mino-
tis. CD fit objeum majus’ & remotius, E F objetum -minus, fed
propinquius, E G F vel K G L. Angulus decuffationis. - L
. Primum, hic ftatuo effe nifum quendam, feu tranfmiffionem mo-
tis abE in.L, & 2 D in K. Etanimadvérfionem meam re€ta excurren-

tem per lineam K G FD offendere unam extremitatem abje&i CD, -

videlicét D, eo revera quo ‘ineft loco, & per lineam L G E.C offen-
dere-alteram extremitaterii obje&ti C'D;, :videlicet C; in fuo itidem lo-
co;' & fic de- cateris partibus tam extimis quam intermediis objeti
CD. - Refto igitur excurfi-hpc animadverfionis mez; obverfam ob-
jecti magnitudinem deprehendo; cujus diametri apparentis menfura eft
angulus EGF. Servatis. igitur eifdem reftis lineis per quas excurrat
mea_animadveérlio; & eidem anguli magnitudine in oculo HI, quz
modo-in K L; dicd objeGum D C #qué magnum dpparere ac in ocu-
lo KI. Unde poftea colligo, magnitudinem pbjecti apparentem ad
anguli decuffationis magnitudinem, non ad magpitudinem imaginis, re-
ferri.  Poftremd, ut magnitudb apparens obje&ti non fit ex magnitu-
dine imaginis inoculi fundo_(utl porrd patet ex €o; quod eadem fit.
imaginis magnitdo obje&ti minoris EF quzvhajoris C D, tam ift HI
oculo quam in K L) iti neque fimpliciter ex magpitudine anguli de-
cuffationis : alioquin obje&tum E F zqu¢ magnum appareret ac obiect-
um CD, cum idem fit decuffationis angulus. Sed amoto E F mino--
re objelto, objeftum C D revera multd majus apparebit quam appa-
rebat modb obje&tum E F, cim tamen utraque cernerentur fub eo~
dem decuffationis angulo. Unde mnierito concludi poteft, apparentem
cujufque objefti magnitudinem partim ex anguli decuffationis, par-
timque ex reali corporis maghitudine oriri. Neque mirum eft animad-
verfionem meam per lineas retas nifiss illius five motis tranfmith per-
gentem ed ufque penetrare, ibique fe fiftere ubi motus hic primiim
wcipit, videlicet ad C & D; ut neque eas (cim revera magis diftant
guhm EF, nec fub minori angulo videntur) apparere etiam magls

iftantes quam E & B, totumque adeo objeétum C D majus fimplici-
ter apparere quam objeCtum totum E F.

Ad Artic. t9.
RQuoniam [umnus affueti judicare, &c. Quid igitur cenfes de czco illo
a nativitate fua quem fanavit Chriftus, fi fpeculum planum ipfi ob-
Hh 3 jeltuny
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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, | 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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jeCtum fuiffet antequam confuetudo judicium depraviffer 7 Numquid

ille vultum faum citra {peculum, non ultra, vel pone fpeculum, de-

prehendiffec? Mirifice torfit & fatigavit imaginationem meam hic ima-
inis pone fpeculum lufus, *cujus caufas nondum me fatls percepiffe
ateor. Neque enim mihi ullo modo fatisfacit hzc depravata judican-

di confuetuda. Si rationes reales magls magiﬁ}ue mechanicas exco.
itare poteris, & nobifcum communicare, rem fine gratifimam pre-
abis.

Ad Artic 20. lin. ul. |

Inde fequitur diametrum illoram, &c. Cur non diametes Solis vel
Lunz videatur pedalis vel bipedalis, ob angulum decuffatorium ad
eam rationem diminutum, quz apta fit corpora ejfdem realis mag-
nitudinisy cujus funt Sol & Luna, fub hanc pedalem vel bipedalem
magnitudinem apparentem, ad iftas diftantias, reprzfentare? - -

Ad .-Arcic. 21,

. Quis vam versus Hovizontem quem versus rerticemy, §c.  Igitur majo-
res Sol & Luna ad Horizontem appareat guam pro diftantia oportet
apparere. Etea potilis eft dicenda vera magnitudo apparens, five non
fallax, qua certz legi fubjicitur, quam quz externis aliquibus adjunélis
slteratur. o L o
| - Ad Caput 7. Artic. 21.

Qué arte ob glias caufas, &c.  Quam invertendi apsem hic inteHigis 2
Et quas ob caufas ab ipfa abftines ? o |

Ad Capur 8. Artic. 10.

Aut diverfis partibus pgrallelos. Quid {ibi hinc velint radii diverfis
partibus paralleli, nullo modo intelligo. Nihil enim hujufmedi quic-
quam exhibetur in {chemate hoc, pag. 172, depitta. . Ut mentem hic
apertius explices oro.  Obfcuriffimum eiam itlud eft, nifi ego fum
tardiflimus, quod habetur ad calcem hujus Articuli, de decuflatione
radiorum duo vitra convexa, DBQ & dbq, permeantium. Sed
ad marginem hujus loci in editione tua Gallice relegas nos ad paginam
108. ideft, ad figuram illam qu# in Latiwa editione habetur pagind.
164. Ego vero ibi in vitris illis nullam omaino video radiorum decuf~
fationem, fed tantum inter vitra, ad communem focumIl. Nulliea
nim ibi radii apparent nifi paralleli, qui parallelifmum fervant dongc
ad convexitates vitrorum B D, & bd, pervenerint, ubi demum ita
incipiunt infle@ti, ut omnium randem fiat decuffatio in foco I, non a-
libi. Hic autem dicis radios etiam in illis vieris D BQ, dbq, pri-
mo decuffari in fuperficie prioris, puta D BQ, deinde in altera po-
fterioris, puta dbq. Quam autem intelligis fuperficiem ? Planam,
aut convexam? & an eandem in utraque? Pergis porrd, Ii faltem
qui ex diverfis partibus allabuntur. Quid eft ex diverfis partsbus allahi ?
Numaquid intelligis ex adverfis five oppofitis ? Nam paralleli etiam qug
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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, | must admit, | have not sufficiently grasped yet, to be exceedingly weary and
troublesome for my imagination. In fact, | 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.

Onch. 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. dbg. 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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sb eodem objelto enianéx;;;c&é dici poffunt allabi ex diverfis par-
tibys. Hic prorfus in luto hareo.

Ad Caput 9. Artic. 3. pag: 185 lin. 10.

Qud magis bac perfpisills ohjeSlorum imagines augent, e pasciors fimul
reprafentans. Cum - perfefliora hzc perfpicilla aperturam vitri exteri-
oris majorem babent, eique plures proinde parallelos radiosab obje@o
fufcipit quam imperfetiorum minor apertura, omnéfque illi radii ad
fundum oculi 3 convexa digti vitri fuperficie contorquentyr, cur non
plura etiam objefta, 2qué ac majores imagines, in oculo poterunt de-
pingere?

Ad Caput 10. Artic. 4 lin.a7.

- “Hyperbole ompino fimilis & equslis prioxi deprebendetur:  Suppogis igi-
tur Hyperholas omnes, quarym foci zquidiftant A verticibus, -quamlgls
hz per conum, illz per funem & regulam defcribantur, per isepuon sy
coincidere : quod ut falfum non videq, ith puso tamen veritatem illius,
cum fundamentum fit totius quam mox expofiturus es machinz, fuiffe
operz pretium demonfirifle, aut faltem rationem levi aliquo indjcio

innuiffe,

Ad Anic: 6. pag: 203, lid. 27.

Febebit enimd & aciem & cupidem: .Ac.ism- babeat, fed quam cufpis
dem. habere potetit non wdgg, prefertim cim acies hujus inﬂmmegti
fabricanda {it rela, nar concava, fic cpim effet fpherica ; qua fi con-
tingat extremos circulos latitudinis Rote, ad interiores tamen non ad-
aptabitur ; major enim erit qudm ut cum illis conveniat. Unde neg
tanget inftrumenti hujus cufpis circumdu@am Rotam in mediis latis
tudinis fpatiis. : o ’

Ad Artic. 7, lin. a7.

| Tunters effe debere ut ejus femidigmater, diftantid que erif igter lis
weas 120 55-&c. Hujulce rei rationem autumo, qubd . tunc concava
witri fuperficies fpharica fieret, nop Hyperbolica. R

Ad Artic, 10,

Ut nommullos. ex maxime induflriis & cariofis, &c. Lubenter ex te au-
dircm'num%\_ﬁs ex peritioribys illis artificibus gejculum fecerit adhuc
_in ingeniofiffimo hoc tuo invento, & quo fuccefle. Nam quod qui-
‘dam hic muffitant, aliquos tentifle, operdmque lufiffe, id aut falfum
-arbitror, aut opifices illos qui. tentdrunt ex peritioribus non, fuiffe.

Quod ad Meteora attinet, difficultates que ibi dccurrunt pauciores
.funt, & levioris, opinor, momeati. ‘Qualesautem fint max audies.

Metcorum Cap..1. Astic. 4. pag. 210, lin, 7.

Et denique prope terram. quim prope gulm Hoc afferis de radiis tam
reftis quam reflexis. Qui. autgm figri, poffit e redi, nifi quatenys
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.

Onch. 9, art. 5, p. 185, I. 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, 1.17

“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 £pappoyn 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 | 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, |. 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.

Onart.7 1. 17
“It must not be so large that its semi-diameter, the distance which will extend from line 12 to 15”,
etc. | 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 | have encountered in this work are fewer and less
significant. However, let me mention what they are.

Meteorology, ch. i, art. 4, p. 210, I. 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, | fail to see how it is possible for direct rays
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refle@unnir & replicantur itetum in fe prope ‘Tertam; vim caloris au-
geant, non video, Turmi verdo non funt ﬁ{fiﬁ}idter re&lt; fed- rekicum
reflexis conjun&i. Imd verd potiis minut videttr vis caloris in aere
térrz vicino, cum nonhihdt {ui motis atherei globuli communicent
cum particulis terreftribus; unde prope tetram tardior erit motus e-
orum & languentior quim in fuperioribus deris régionibus: Non igi-
tur abs re effec {i hic explices, cur calefcar aer pfope Terfim magls
‘quam pro e nubes.. Et annon 'ﬁeri ppHit, ut quagvils motus minot

it propt'tertam quim in fupernis aeris partibus, ‘major tamen ‘calor
fenti’atm;éfbrb inequalitatem hujufce mochs: - -

“>e o

Caput 7. Artic. 6. pag. 283). Iin. 4.

Sed etiam inferiores gded raras atque exten[as, &c. Atcum tam rare
fint, qutt'poffunt'aliasin fe cadentes nubes excipere, ibique fiftere ? Wi-
dentur’potiirs prz {ua Yenuitate-ad Terrdin tranfmiffare, fi ed, alixd,
T A A g et

] RPN
[ FELEXER N . ]

S Ob uris circumquitne pofiti refonantsam, &¢. Ith fané fingit Paracelfus
tonitru tam immaniter _€oare & mugire, ob arcuata cceli templa, ‘non
abfimili ratione.atque fi quis zneam machinam nitrato pulvere onuft-
am difploderet fub Tecto teftudineato, TFu verd, fat {cio, nullis la-
que2ribié ithérenm ¢lawdi fuftines, ac .proinde videatur verifimilius,
quod iy 'miagls iGus- diftat 3 Terra, ‘ed’ debilior fututus fit fonitus;
-Cufy Déd/Pai commibde: fiat  vefonantia, ‘qudd qad revérberétur - fonus,
‘tam long¢ abfit 4b ‘a’ﬂiﬁstoﬁ?ohbus‘. B S e '
ot R L TRV 10 BT P

Lo et !'fr"~‘. Y ee \ .

""" " Caput §'.”‘Amc, 2. [ ags

? Pauci quippe tantummodo vadis, &c. Numquid igitur radiorum pau-
titas czruleum colorem generat ? Videtur hoc haud ith confonum pra-
‘¢edentibus.  Quippe quod ciim ‘fupra fatueris, colores oriri ex varia
“proporti$HE rotationis’ fpherularim ad ‘motum earundem reGtum, &
particulatim czruledmex rotatione minorequam progreffu proficifci,
quafi in eo ipfo conftaret ipfa czrulei’ coloris ratio; nunc tamen cau-
fam refers non tam ad rotationis - defe€tum, quamy paucitatem radio-
rum refilientium a fuperficie maris. Hic igitur quzro utrim fentias
nullam aliam effe colorum rationem .przeteraﬁam quam ipfe tam fub-
tiliter & ingenios¢ expofuifti; an & aliis modis colores oriri poffint,
nulli habitd ratione rotationis globulorum motifque reftilinei: pra-
fertim cim & ipfe innuis aquam marinam czruleam videri ob'- pauci-
tatem ‘duntaxat radiorum. Et certe explicatu haud facile eft, cim
glebuli in zquoris fuperficiem impingunt, cur non aut albefcat mare
aut rubefcat, cium fortitis impingunt, autillis refititur fortits in fuper-
ficie maris, quam in ccelo pre vaporibus albefcente.

Propofui jam omnia qua in {criptis tuis Phyficis mibi vifa funt in-
telle€tu difficilia, aut intelle€tu difficulter vera. In quibus legendis
‘mirari non immerito tibi {ubeat ingenii mei conditionem & fatum;
qui cim profiteri aufim me ctera omnia in tuis fcriptis fatls 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, 1. 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.

Onart. 7,1. 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, 1. 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. |
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?

| have now outlined all the doctrines in your writings on physics which | have found to be either
difficult to understand or where | 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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ntelligere, (ubi plurima tamea. reperiuntur, que multd difficiliora
videri poffint quam de quibus fzpius hefito) ifta tamen quz tibi pro-
pofusi explicanda aut muaniends, non &que ac illa catera mbeﬂige‘rcm.
Ego verd hanc naturam meam atque indolem, quam 2 puerp ufque
in me ipfo obfervavi, (qui nempe maxima fepenumero feliciter vinco,
* vi€tus igterim A minimis) ad hunc ufque diem emendare non potui.
'Humaaitatis tuz erit ignofce;(eh?uod nefas eft corrigere, nulléque pa&o
aut affe@atz #znorantie aut difputandi prurigiai imputare, qudd tam
multa congeflerim. Feci enim non ex, effreni ajiquo difputandi defi<
derio, fed potils ex religiofo quodam erga tua ftudio,

Non tom certandi Eapidu:; lgﬁm propt?r amorem;
 Quid te imitari aveo : '
'Qod fite uidem ille; Ego vero hac in caufa, :ver'iﬂimé. Quod re-
liquum eft, Clariffine Carsefi, exorandus es, ut ifta omnia que foripfi

2qui bonique confulas, & cum prima tuo otio re@ribas. Quod.fi dig-
~ natus fuers, peritifimum illum tandem efficies, qui femper fuit ba&engs

Philofiphis 1na fadiofifimes,
HEen,

« Cantabrigie, & Chrifti Callegis,
12 Calend Nevewb. 164¢9.

ORUS.

Ce gui fuit a eftt trouvé parmy les Papiors do

Monfieur Des-Cartes, comme Yn projet os commencement de la
reponfe quil preparait: aux dewx - precedentes Lettres de Monfieur
More. , L -
£VOM tuam EpiRolamidecigio Calendas Augufi datam accepi, pa-
rabam me ad pavigandam Sweciam versis, ¢re.

1. An fenfus Azgélwﬁm‘ f& proprid dittes, & av fius corporeiy néce.

Refp. Mentes humanas 2 corporé feparatas fenfam proprié diGum
non habere ; de Angelis autem non conftare ex fola ratione naturali
an creati fint inftar mentium 2 corpore diftinGtarum, an verd inftar
carundem corpari tnitarum ; nec meunquam de iis de quibas nullam
habeo certam rationem quicquam determingre, 8 conjeuris locum
dare. Quod Denmr dicas non effe confiderandum nifi qualem omaes
boni effe cuperent, fi deeflet, probo.

" 2. Ingeniofa,jinftantia eft -de acoeleratione motés, ad probandam e-
andem {ubftantam.nunc majorem nunc: minorem locum poffe occupare;
fed tamen eft magna difparitas, in £0 qudd motus non fit fubftantia,
fed modus, & qudem talis modus, ut ntime concipramus quo patte
minui vel augeri poffi¢ in eodem loco. * Singulorum autems 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, | failed to
understand those which | have asked you to explain and defend as clearly as those others. In fact, |
have until this day been unable to correct this character trait of mine which | have observed in
myself ever since | was a child: that while | am very often capable of overcoming the greatest of
difficulties, at the same time | find the least ones to be insuperable. | 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, | 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 | 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 215 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 | received your letter of 23" July, | 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, | never decide
anything concerning that about which | cannot reason with any certainty, nor do | 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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quzdam funt propriz notiones, de quibus ex iis ipfis tantum, non
aytem ex comparatione aliorum, eft judicandum: Ita figurz non com-

. petit quod motui, nec utrique quod rei extenfz. * Qui autem femel

bene perfpexit nihili nullas effe proprietates, atque ideo illud quod
vulgd vocatur {patium vacuum non effe nihil, fed verum corpus, om-
nibus fuis accederitibus (five iis quz poflunt adefle & abeffe fine
fubjeti corruptisne)-exutum, notaveritque quomodo unaqueque pars
iftius- five fpatii five eorporis fit ab omnibus aliis diverfh & impenetra-
bilis, facile percipiet- nulli alteri rei eandem divifibilitatem, & tangi-
bilitatem, & impenetrabilitatem, polle competere.

3. Dixi Deum extenfum ratione Potentiz, quod- {cilicet illa Potentia
fe exferat, vel'éxferere poffit, in re extenfa. * Certiimque eft Dei effen-
tiam debere ubique efle prafentem, ut ejus potentia illi poffit fe exfe-
rere; fed negoillam ibi efle per modum rei extenfz, hoc eft,eo modo
quo pauld ante rem extenfam defcripfi. . ®

4. Inter merces quas ais-te ex navigiolo meo tibi comparifle; duz

-mihi videntur adulteratz.  Una eft; qudd quigs fit-a&io five renix-
us quidam ; etfi enim res quitfeens, & hoc ipfo quod quiefcat, habeat -

illum renixum, non ideo ille renixus eft quies. Altera eft, qubd moveri
duo corpora {it immediate feparari ; fepe enim ex iis queita feparan,
tur unum dicitur moveri, & aliud quiefcere, ut in Arz. 25, & 3o partis
2, ei(plicu"1 . '
¢. ‘Tranilatioilla, 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,
uantum A primo creationis momento in ea pofuit; vel etiam fub-
anti® creatz, ut mentis noftre ; vel cujufvis alterius rei, cui vim de-
derit eorpus movehdi. Et-quidem illa- vis. in fubftantia creata eft e-
jus modus, non autem in Deo; quod quia non ith facilé ab omnibus
ypoteft intelligi, nolui de ifta re in fcriptis meis agere, * né viderer favere
corum fententiz qui Deum tanquam anitnaim mundi materiz unitam
confiderant. :
6. Confidero materiam fibi liberé permiffam, & nullum aliunde im-
pulfum fufcipientem, ut plané quiefcentem: s ilJa autem impellifur 3
Deo, tantumdem motis five tranflationis in ea confervante quantum

ab initio pofuit; neque ifta tranflatiom efgls violenta eft materiz quam °

a

quies : Quippe nomen violenti ‘non refertur nifi ad'noftram volanta-
tem, qua vim pati dicitur, cum aliquid fit quod ei repugnat. In na-
tura autemn nihil eft violentum, fed xqué naturale eft corporibus qudd
fe mutud impellant, vel elidant, quando ita contingit, quam qudd
quiefcant. - Tibi autem puto ea in re parare difficultatem, qudd con-
ctpias vim quandam in corpore quiefcente per g.lam motui refiftit,
tanquam fi vis illa effet pofitivum quid, nempe atio quazdam, ab.ip-
fa quiete diftintum ; cim tamen nihil plane¢ fit 3 modali entitate di-
verfum. , :

7. Re&teé advertis motum, quatenus eft modus corporis, non pofle
tranfire ex uno inaliud ; fed neque etiam hoc fcripfi ; quinimo puto
mnotum, quatenus eft talis modus, affidu¢ mutari. Alius eft enim
sodus in primo punéto corporis A, quod 2 primo punéto corporis B
feparetur, & alius quid feparetur A fecundo punéto, & alius quod a

. tertio,
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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, | 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 | have explained in Part I, 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. * |

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, | 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 | wrote. Rather, | 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. Cum autem dixi tantumdem motls in materia femper
manere, hoc intellexi de vi ejus partes impellente, qua vis nunc ad
unas partes materiz, nunc ad alias fe applicat, juxta leges in Arsic. 45.
& fequentibus partis fecundz propofitas. Non itaque opus eft ur f1s
follicitus de tranfmigratione quietis ex uno fubje@o in aliud, cim né
quidem motus, quatenus eft modus quieti oppofitus, itd tranfmigret.

8. Quz addis, nempe tibi videri corpus ftupid¢ & temulente effe
vivum, ¢ tanquam fuavia confidero: & pro libertate quam mihi
concedis, hic femel dicam, nihil magis nos a veritate invenienda revo-
care, quam fi quedam vera effe flatuamus, qua nulla pofitiva ratio,
fed fola voluntas noftra, nobis perfuadet, quando fcilice?liquid com-
mentati five imaginati fumus, & poftea nobis Commelitum placet;
ut tibi, de Angelis corporeis, de umbra Divinz efentiz, & fimilibus;
ﬂu e nihil quifquam debet ample&i, quia hoc ipfo viam ad veritatem

bi" przcludat. _ -

v

SCHOLIA
In Fragment, RESPONS. R.C.

ECT. 2, Qui autem femel veré perfpexit Nihili nullas effe pro-
prietates, atque ideo.illud quod vulgd vocatur Spacium vacuum
non effe nihil, &c. Cerd fi hifee Principiss fletur apud Cartefian®, ut
apudeipfum Spinozium incalcatiffimum cff, Nibili utique nullam effe proprie-
satem five a]gﬂionm'v, Jubflantiam j#k Incorpoream & Materia d{/{inﬂm
eimque aliguo modo extenfum manifefto poteft demonfivari: Quemadmodum
abunde probavi i» Enchiridio Meta byﬁc":, Cap. 6,7, 8.

Selt. 3. Certimque eft Dei Effentiam debere ubique effe prefentem
ut ejys.potentia ibi poffit fe exerere, &re. Et tamen in fuo Reﬁo::{b ‘J
Epiffolion meam [ecandam apers? ait (Inftams. 1.) Hoc ubique non adm#.
to, &c. Sed [i fententiam, uti [pero, mutaverit, gandeo. ~Cartefiant jnme
terim priori illins fentemtia adbarcgt, quo ewms Nullibifmi fui comflituant
Austhorem, ac Nullibiftarum Princ¥em.

Sedk. 5. N¢ viderer favere eorum fententiz, qui Deum tanquam Ani-
mam Mundi Materiz unitam conﬁdc,. Si fubfiantiam aliquam crea
tam, cujus vi Materia Mundans moverev, ﬁmfm'et, nihil ind2 periculi
smpindere video, né videstur Desm ta mimsam mundi Materie uni-
sam confiderare, fed potiss illad Incommod®m 2 fé amoliretur, fi fubflantiam
creatam Mundane Materie motricem, qualem Spiritum Nature ja 070,
velles admittere.  Equidem admodum o&}mm eft hic locus, nec qui /s’ i ve-
lis heic Cartefius, fatis video, '

'S . -®
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point 3, etc. However, when | said that there was always the same amount of motion in matter, | 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 |1, 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.

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. | 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 | posit. In any case this place is
rather obscure and | fail to see clearly what Descartes means to say here.
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Refponfiv ad Fragmentam Cartefii, ex Epiffola
* Henrici Mor1 a4 Claudium Clerfelier.

UOD tantopere tibi placuerunt nupere mez literz (Vir Clariffi-

'me) id profe€td nulli earum lepori aut acumini, fed fingulari
tuz hiimanitati imputandum eft. Cujus & locupletius adhuc argu-
mentum dedifti, cglbd ad me nec rogantem nec exfpeCtantem gritiffi-
mum iflud mififti Epiftole Carrefiane Fragmentum ; witroque nonnullis
earum diffic
fatisfacere.  Quod quidem officium aut-hic aut nulld pofluin ratione
compenfare, nempe {i €isomnibus quz uterque veftrim fcripfiftis bre-
viter refpondeam.’ o ' Lo

L A . . : . hS
1: Primd fltﬂl‘, quantum ad Cartefiana illa attinet; De animarum .

feparatagum Angeloriimque fenfu, dum omni penitus corpore deftitu-
yntur, inter nos convenit, neutros nempe habere fenfum propri¢ dift-
um. Quod vero Angeli fubtiliflimis femper corptribiis induel fuerint,
indicio eft, quod nonnulli ex ipfis proprii voluntate mali evaferunt.
Spiritus autem pure ac perfefte immaterialis nulli labi aut lapfui ob-
noxius effe videtur ; non eft enim, cim.adeo {implex fit, unde poffit
tentari {tationémque fuam deferere.

2. Nullo modo eludi poteft inftantia mea de eodem numero motu’

qui nunc majus nunc minus fubjetum occupat, ni mal¢ mentem ex-
plicaverit fuam, aut fententiam i me mionitus retre@averit. + Nand
motum i corpore in corpus transferri ipfe docet difertis verbis, difci-
pulifdue ejus ac interpres * Hemricus Regins eodem modo tranfire af-
firmat ac hezreditas A Sticho pervenit ad Seiwm, ~ Nec difparitas illa
?uicquam huc facit, qudd motus fit tantim modus, fpiritus autem
ubftantia, chm utrumque quid reale fit ; imo verbcaufe noftre magis
favet, ciim impoffibile fit ut idem numeré modus nunc hoc, nunc il-
lud fubjeftum, fubjeltive partem occupet; idem aotem numero: fpi-
rigs fat commode poffit. Miror igitur infelicitatem Regiani,ingenii;
qffi cim eundem numero motum tam liber¢ A corpore ad corpus va.
Eari paffus fit, animam tamen humanam - feetulento cadaveri tam in-
umaniter incarceraverig, nec exeﬁ‘ﬁve abfumptis Naturz vinculis
foras evolare permiferit. Quod ad Yleam fpatii attinet, illimqye. to-
ties inculcatum Aphorifmum, Nibili nullsm effe Affectionem, tamg fuse
& copiosé ad ifta refpondi in-@@perioribus ‘mess literis ad Cartefium, ue
plane fupervacaneum ducam qicquam hic adjicere. o
3. De Dei etiam, quam vo@at, Omniprzfentia nullum fupereft.in-
ter nos diffidium, cim ‘ubi eum effe agnofcat, vimque fuam in
fubjetam materigm exerere; extenfionem porrd aliqualem ei compe-
tere, fed longe diverfam ab ea divifibili ac impenetrabili corpori com.
petit. - R
4. Nullas ego merces in €arrefiano navigio adulteravi; nam quod
conqueritur me itd permifcere ac confundere illum corporis quieicen-
tis renixum cum quiete, ut nullam inter ipfa diftin€tionem admittam,
id contendo optimo jure effe faétum.  Quid enim eft, fi non fit quies,
quo fe corpus quicicens ab abreptione feu tranflatione, quam ille mo-

tum

tum quas Cartefio propofui, ipfe tam benigné tentifti
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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 | 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 | 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. T 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, | reply that | 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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tum vocat, defendit? Eft igitur renixus ille nihil aliud nifi ipfiffi-
ma quies, rem quicfcentem confervans in ftatu quietis; hoc eft,
res perfeverat in eo ftatu quo eft juxta leges Nature, donec fortior a-
liqua caufa eum mutaverit. Quod fi renixus hic, five conftantia, qui-
etis actio aliqua effet, cim omnis atio corporea fit motus, quietis eti-
am motus aliquis effet; quod v_idetur valde rationi abfonum. Ego
igitur potius fufpicor incomparabilem Philofophum aliorum culpi, qui
fatis pro imperio omnia agunt; rationem motis adulteriffe, ne vide-
retur, quod fuperftitiofa Peripateticorum f{chola pro piaculo fer¢ habet,
telluris motum afferere, dum eam communi omnium Planetarum vor-
tice agnofcit circa Solem circumferri.

Pari etiam facilitate adulteratio illa altera diluitur. Nam cum ipfe
Cartefius motum feu tranflationem reciprocam effe ftatuat, nec tamen
eam vim ullam effe vel actionem in corporibus divulfis ac tranflatis,
quid, quxfo, poteft effe nifi immediata corporum feparatio? Quod fi
motus {it immediata corporum feparatio. continud fequitur, quod mo-
veri duo corpora fit immcdiate feparari, Quodd autem unum ex iftis
" fapius dicatur quiefcere, id profeétd gratis diGtum eft, cum fit impof-
fibile. At verd nifi quiefcat terra EF G H, dum corpus A B tranf-
fertur ab E verfus F, ac CD ab H verfus G, terra uno eodémque
tempore in contrarias partes gnovebitur. Unde iterum conftat ipfum
Cartefium genuinam motis notionem adulterdfle. Vide Part. 2. Art. 30.

5. Videtur Tranflatio minus babere entitatis quam Figura, quoni-
am hzc eft magis abfoluta affeftio corporis in quo eft, illa ad aliud
duntaxat relatio. Quod ad vim motricem fpe€tat five in Deo five in
Mente Divina five in Anuma Mundi cum Platonicis ftatuat; praclare
tamen faCtum eft qudd tam egregius Philofophus hanc virtutem mate-
riz ipfi non tribuerit, fed alii alicui fubjeCto, quod proinde non-poteft
non efle immateriale feu incorporeum. Videbat enim proculdubio Vir
perfpicacifiimus, nifl quis licentiam fibi arriperet quidlibet temere &
precarid affirmandi vel negandi, qudd necefle effet agnofcere univer-
fam materiam fud naturd effe homogeneam, juxta ideam ejus animo
noftro obverfantem, prefertim cim nulla caufa fingi poffit ulliusin ea
diverfitatis. Hinc fequitur mundanam materiam totam fui naturi
aut moveri aut quiefcere. Qudd fi tota per fe moveatur, nullius rei
effet, n¢ ad momentum quidem, permanens compages, diffiuentibus
ftatim {ui fponte 4 fe invicem particulis, vel potilis nunquam in u.
num coalefcentibus ; quod abunde fatls probavi in Literis meis ad
Cartefium. .

6. Aperte igitur profitetur Cartefius fe, cum Ficino reliquifque Pla-
tonicis, materiam fibi liber¢ permiffam, nullimque aliunde impul{fum
fufcipientem, confiderare ut plane quiefcentem. Qudd verd impulfus
hic ipfi non fit violentus, juxta cum illo fentio: non folum quod no-
men violenti propri¢ non refetatur nifi ad noftram voluntatem, quez
vim pati dicitur cim aliquid fic quod ei repugnat; fed quod materia
quodammodo motu hoc vel impulfu perficiatur.  Ne quicquam ob-
ftat renixus ille qui fingitur in materia quielcente, cim non proprié
attio fit, fed tantim rei quiefcentisin fua quicte perfiftentia, ut 1pfe
mnuit hoc in loco Cartefius. '

Ii 7. Re&te

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, | 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 11, 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 | 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.
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Refponfum H. Mori ad Fragmentsm Carteilanum.

Re&t¢ me hic dicit advertere motum, quatenus eit modus corporis,
non pofle tranfire ex uno in aliud, neque fe ullubi hoc fcripfiffe.
Regins verd datd operd rem fic explicat ac {i error effet aliter fentire,
prout fupra monut. Quin & ipfius Cartefi: verba hunc fenfum pre fe
planiffime ferre videntur, Part. 2. Art. 40. ubi afferit corpus majo-
rem vim habens ad pergendum alterum corpus fecum movere, ac
quantum ei dat de fio motu tantundem perdere.  Imd verd & visilla
qui de hic agit idem mihi videtur atque motus ifte. Sed cuilibet
Authori fua {cripta interpretandi jus efto. :

8. Mea illa fuavia quz vocat {i mifcerentur cum ejus feveris, opti-
mum crederem inde faCtum iri temperamentum. Ego tamen inte-
rim venuftum Carrefiani ingenii rigorem non retreftaoter fuavior ac
deofculor, quamvls hoc fapius notaverim, nempe eos qui Mathema.
ticam certitudinem in rebus omnibus tam pertinaciter affeCant, infe-
licifimé omnium in quibufdam vaciliffe. Ea enim argumentandi ra-
tio quz demonftrationis fpeciem pre fe fert, fimul atque deprehenfa
fit non efle legitima demonftratio, nullius loci argumentum meritd
judicatur. :

. Przterea, in adhibendo allufiones quafdam & fimilitudines nulla
fraus fubeffe poteft, modb meminerimus, res propriis nominibus non
appellari, fed tralatitiis, nec materram five umverfum mundi corpus
ideo effe umbram, quod quafi-umbram effe divine effentiz indigita-
verim. Hzc enim allufio non docet corpus ‘ravera effe umbram, fed
1 Deo pendere ut umbra & corpore. Deinde, ut umbra aliqualem
corporis imaginem refert, fed obfcuriffimam maximéque degenerem ;
fic in corpore five materia ceca quadam ac evadida effe Divinz eflentiz
veltigia, quz ctim, utl dixi, vita {it perfe@iffima, ipfa analogia po-
ftular, ut omni prorfus vitz imagine materia non deftituatur. Al;-
qualem autem vitz fpeciem -mentitur .in, €o,.qudd dum duo corpora
occurrunt, ita motus eorum atterhperari poflit, ut mutud quafi moni-
ta, alterum de acceleratione motis; de retardatione alterum, utraque
tandem in eandem motlis tenorem confpirent. Ead¢mque eft ratio
in reliquis tranflationis legibus. Nam motum illum qui in uno corpore
eft tranfire inaliud, ipfe vix audet affirmare Carsefius. '
~Qubd vert addit externam aliquam effe vim, five 2 Deo fit, five 2
{ubftantia aliqua incorporea 2 Deg'creata, qui materia in motum ex-
citatur, id etiam laudo, cuim pfoculdubio in genere fit veriffimum.
Quod fi ita rem intellexerit ac fi Divina illa vis fingula corpora im-
mediate impelleret quz moventur, magna erit difficultas; fruftra
enim effent mutui corporum impulfus. Experientii autem conftat
unum corpus alterum impellepe, ut videre eft in proje€tis manu la-
pidibus, globifque ferreis € machina bellica explofis. Quod fi quaf-
dam materiz partes.exufcitet illa vis, alias vero immediate exufcitet,
partes ille divinitiis excitatz alias impulfu fuo in motum excitabunt.
Cum verd nullus motus tranfeat ab uno corpore in aliud, manifeftum
eft, unum alterum quafi ¢ fomno expergefacere, atque hoc pato ex-
pergefalta corpora de loco in locum fe fui vi transferre; quam cor-
poris proprietatem ego tanquam umbram vitx 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, | 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, | 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, | 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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bras, fed-quz ufum fuum habent, optiméque veritatem illufrant
feveriori argumentandi genere demonftrabilem.

Alterum illud fwsve quod fpeltat, Angelos fcilicet corporeos; eo--
rum fan¢ exiftentiam teftantur fexcentz amplitts non fabule, fed ve-
rifimz de Dzmonibus hiftoriz. Vanos autem illos vagulofque genios
corporeos efle oportere, hoc eft, vehiculis indui corporeis, ipfe mihi
videor fatls fupra demonftriffe.

e

Epiftola H. Mor1ad V. C,

1. Non omnia [e Cartefiana fine deleitu amplecti. 2. Ad tria fere genera
revocari quicquid ufpiam l;‘f/m eft Cartelius. 3. Primi generis exempla.
4. Exempla fecunds. 5. Tertii exempla. 6. Cur tantopere [(ibi indulges
lectionem Philofophie Cartelianz; Prima Ratio. - 7. Ratio fecunda.
8. Tertia Ratio. 9. %M‘M. 10. Quinta Ratio. 11. Ratio ultima.
12. Cartefium imjufte ab imperito vulgo Atheifmi infimulari. 13. Qua-
lia funt que potiffimum hajus criminis eum [ufpeitum veddunt. 14.
Quod Exiftentiam Dei demonfiratione perfeitiffimi probavit. 15, Quod
in demonfiranda Anime immortalitate tam prope _/cf;pum attigit, ut cer
tum [it illum firmiter eam credidife immortalem.” 16. Huiw confonare
dicta’ ejus pia ac generofs [upremo inflanti fato. 17. Multa occurrere in
ejus Philofophia que Dei exiftentiam Animeque smmortalitatem necef[aris
inferunt.  18. Tredecim loca in Epiftolis eodem [pectantia. 19. Infignem
folummods Nature peritiam eum Atheifmi reddidiffe fufpectum. 20. Ri-
dicula quorundam obtrectatio, qui eum tanquam wvertiginofum mentifque
male compotem confiderant.  21. Inventa ejus maximé paradoxa cum nu-
peris Phslofophorum  obfervationibus arctiffime cobarere. 22. Quomodo
ex Tychonica celi fluiditate primum fuum [ecundimque Elementam colle-
gerit.  23. Quomodo ex Hypothefi Copernicana detexerit Materiam caleff-
em circa Solem, ad modum Vorticis, circamrotari. 24. Quomodo ex rap-
tu hujus Vorticis Solis Stellaramque generationem intellexeris.  25. Quo-
modo hinc Luminis ac Colorum intima natura ill enotuerit. 26, Que
Philofophoram Obfervationes eum invitaverint ad credendum Terram olim
fuiffe Solem Stellamve fixam.  27. Enumeratio quarandam Magnetis pro
prietatum, generalifque ex eis Conclafio 5 Quod, fi Terra magnes fit, in axe
alicdjus Varticis eam olim fitam effe oportuerit.  28. Eadem conclufio
partsculatim tum ¢ Daritie Terre Magnetica, 29. Tum & fubtilitate par-
ticularum & foraminalorum magneticorum illata.  3e. Cartefii indoles
modefta ac fobria.  31. Nimium tamen illum indulfiffe fuo Genio Mecha-
nico, led in immen/zm Reipublice literarie commodum. 32. Qui nihil
[eiri pofle conqueruntur, non tam opprobrio Philofophiam afficere quam L[“.
am excufare ignaviam 33, Alsquid [fiirs pofle  in rebus naturalibus
Cartefium clare edocuiffe. 34. Qui es que ad mentem excolendam in-
ferviunt nihil ad vitam humanam conferre flatuunt, aperte profiteri [e
degere: belluinam,

I. E M magnam 3 me poftulas, 7. C. nempe ut de Philofopho-
rum Triumvirata hujus feculi maxime infignium fententiam

feram. Quorum quidem de duobus nihil plané ftatuere poffum, ut-
Iiz2 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, | think | 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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