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Arisztotelész: De Anima 

9.fejezet 

Az élőlények lelkét két képességével határozzuk meg: a megítélés képességével, amely a gondolkodás és az 

érzékelés funkciója, valamint a helyváltoztató mozgást előidéző mozgatással. Az érzékelésről és az észről ennyit 

kívántunk megjegyezni, ami viszont a mozgatót illeti, meg kell vizsgálni, hogy mi az a lélekben, ami mozgat: 

vajon elkülönült része-e a léleknek akár kiterjedés, akár definíció tekintetében, vagy a lélek egésze; ha pedig 

valamely része, akkor vajon egy további, sajátos rész-e azokon túl, amelyekről beszélni szokás és amelyeket mi 

is említettünk, vagy pedig ezek egyike? Itt mindjárt az a nehézség merül fel, hogy milyen értelemben beszélhetünk 

a lélek részeiről, és hány részről beszélhetünk. Bizonyos értelemben ugyanis határtalannak tűnik a számuk, és 

nem csupán azok léteznek, amelyeket meg szoktak említeni, némelyek a gondolkodó, az indulattal bíró és a 

vágyódó, mások az értelmes és az értelem nélküli lélekrész között téve különbséget. Mert ama különbségek 

alapján, amelyeknél fogva ezeket elkülönítik, más, ezektől nagyobb mértékben különböző lélekrészek is 

mutatkoznak, amelyek itt is szóba kerültek: a tápláló lélekrész, amely jelen van a növényekben is és valamennyi 

állatban, és az érzékelő lélekrész, amelyet egykönnyen se értelmesnek, se értelem nélkülinek nem tekinthetünk. 

Ott van továbbá a képzetalkotó lélekrész, amely ugyan mivoltát tekintve valamennyi másik résztől különbözik, 

de annak az eldöntése, hogy – ha elkülönült részeket tételezünk föl a lélekben – melyikükkel azonos, és 

melyiküktől különbözik, nem kevés nehézséggel jár. Ezekhez járul még a törekvő lélekrész, amely mind 

definícióját, mind képességét tekintve a többitől különbözőnek tűnik. Ezt képtelenség is volna elkülöníteni, mert 

a kívánság az értelmes lélekrészben, a vágy és indulat pedig az értelem nélküli lélekrészben támad: ha három 

részből áll a lélek, a törekvés mindegyik részében jelen lesz. 

 Ezzel eljutottunk a jelen előadás tárgyához: mi okozza az élőlény helyváltoztató mozgását? A növekedés 

és fogyás mozgását ugyanis, amely mindegyikükben jelen van, úgy tűnik, a mindegyikükben jelen lévő nemző- 

és táplálóképesség okozza. A be- és kilégzést, valamint az alvást és az ébredést a későbbiekben kell szemügyre 

vennünk, ugyanis ezek is sok nehézséget rejtenek magukban. Ami pedig a helyváltoztató mozgást illeti, azt kell 

megvizsgálni, mi indítja az élőlényt haladó mozgásra. Hogy nem a táplálóképesség, az világos; ez a mozgás 

ugyanis mindig valami végett működik, továbbá képzelettel és törekvéssel jár együtt. Semmi sem mozdul meg 

ugyanis – hacsak nem kényszer hatására – anélkül, hogy törekednék valamire vagy menekülne valamitől. Továbbá 

ebben az esetben a növények is mozognának, és volna valamiféle szervük az ilyen mozgáshoz. 

 Hasonlóképpen nem is az érzékelőképesség mozgat. Sok olyan élőlény létezik ugyanis, amely érzékeléssel 

rendelkezik ugyan, de élete végéig egy helyben és mozdulatlanul marad. Márpedig ha a természet semmit sem 

alkot hiába és nem hagy el semmit a szükséges szervek közül (kivéve a csonka és fejletlen lények esetében, 

márpedig az említett élőlények kifejlettek és nem csonkák: ennek jele, hogy nemzőképesek, valamint hogy van 

érett és hanyatló állapotuk) – ennélfogva a haladó mozgásra szolgáló testrészeik is meglennének. 

 De az értelmes lélekrész és az úgynevezett ész sem lehet a mozgató. Az elméleti képesség ugyanis nem 

elmélkedik olyasmin, ami gyakorlati tevékenység tárgya, és semmit sem mond az elkerülendő dolgokról meg 



azokról, amelyekre törekednünk kell, márpedig a mozgás mindig egy valamit elkerülő vagy valamire törekvő 

élőlény mozgása. De még ha szemlél is ilyesmit az ész, nem indít arra, hogy elkerüljük azt vagy törekedjünk rá; 

például gyakran elgondol valami félelmetes vagy kellemes dolgot anélkül, hogy félelemre indítana – a szív az, 

ami ilyenkor mozgásba jön, kellemes érzés esetén pedig valamely más testrész. Továbbá ha ösztönöz is az ész, és 

azt javasolja a gondolkodás, hogy kerüljünk valamit vagy törekedjünk rá, mégsem mozdul az ember, hanem a 

vágya szerint cselekszik; így tesz például, aki az önuralom hiányában szenved. 

 És általában azt látjuk, hogy akinek a birtokában van az orvoslás mestersége, nem mindig gyógyít, 

minthogy a tudás szerint való cselekvést másvalami kormányozza, nem maga a tudás. De nem is a törekvés 

kormanyozza ezt a mozgást: azok ugyanis, akiknek van önuralmuk, még ha fölébred is bennük a törekvés és a 

vágy, nem azt teszik, amire a törekvés ösztönzi őket, hanem az eszük után mennek. 

10. fejezet 

Látható, hogy e kettő az, ami mozgást ébreszt: vagy a törekvés, vagy az ész – ha a képzeletet a gondolkodás egyik 

fajtájának tartjuk. Sokan ugyanis tudásuk ellenében követik képzeteiket, a többi élőlényben meg sem 

gondolkodás, sem megfontolás nincs, csupán képzelet. E kettő – az ész és a törekvés – ébreszt tehát helyváltoztató 

mozgást. Mégpedig az észnek az a fajtája, amely valamely célra irányulva megfontol: a gyakorlati ész. Ez az 

elméleti észtől céljában különbözik. Egy bizonyos célra irányul az összes törekvés is: ami ugyanis a törekvésnek 

célja, az a gyakorlati ész kiindulópontja. A sorban az utolsó pedig a cselekvés kiindulópontja. Ennélfogva 

helyesen látjuk, hogy e kettő: a törekvés és a gyakorlati ész a mozgató. A törekvés tárgya ugyanis mozgat; a 

gondolkodás pedig azért mozgat, mert a kiindulópontja: a törekvés tárgya. 

 A képzelet is, amikor mozgást ébreszt, ezt nem teszi törekvés híján. Egyetlen fajta hát a mozgató: a törekvő 

lélekrész. Mert ha kettő mozgatna, az ész és a törekvés, valami közös forma szerint mozgatnának. Mármost 

látható, hogy az ész nem ébreszt mozgást törekvés nélkül (a kívánság ugyanis törekvés; és amikor valakiben 

megfontolás hatására mozgás ébred, akkor egyben kívánság hatására ébred benne a mozgás), míg a törekvés még 

a megfontolás ellenére is mozgást ébreszt; a vágy ugyanis egy fajtája a törekvésnek. – Nos, az ész szava mindig 

helyes; a törekvésé és a képzeleté meg hol helyes, hol helytelen. Ezért a törekvés tárgya mindig mozgást ébreszt 

ugyan, csakhogy ez a tárgy vagy a jó, vagy a látszólag jó. Nem mindenfajta azonban, hanem a cselekvés által 

megvalósítható jó. Cselekvés által megvalósítható pedig az, ami lehet másképp is. 

 Nos, hogy a léleknek ez a fajta képessége: az úgynevezett törekvés az, ami mozgást ébreszt, nyilvánvaló. 

Azoknak pedig, akik a lelket részekre osztják, ha képességek szerint osztják föl és különböztetik meg, nagyon 

sok ilyennel lesz dolguk: tápláló, érzékelő, gondolkodó, megfontoló, valamint törekvő lélekrésszel. Ezek ugyanis 

jobban különböznek egymástól, mint a vágyó és az indulatos. Keletkeznek egymással ellentétes törekvések is: ez 

akkor következik be, amikor az értelem és a vágyak ellenkeznek egymással, ilyen pedig az időérzékkel rendelkező 

lényeknél fordul elő (az értelem ugyanis ellenállásra buzdít amiatt, ami a jövőben következik be, a vágy meg 

azzal hat ránk, ami már itt van, mivel a jelen lévő kellemes feltétlenül kellemesnek és feltétlenül jónak tűnik 



számunkra azáltal, hogy a jövőt nem látjuk). Ezért fajta szerint egy a mozgató: a törekvő lélekrész mint törekvő 

(minden törekvést megelőzően pedig a törekvés tárgya: ez ugyanis anélkül ébreszt mozgást, hogy maga mozogna 

– azáltal, hogy gondoljuk vagy elképzeljük); szám szerint azonban több a mozgató. 

 Három tényezőt különböztetünk meg: az egyik a mozgató, a másik az, amivel mozgat, a harmadik pedig 

a mozgó; a mozgató pedig kétféle: az egyik mozdulatlan, a másik meg mozgást ébreszt és maga is mozog. Itt a 

mozdulatlan a cselekvés által megvalósítható jó, a mozgató és mozgó pedig a törekvő lélekrész. (A mozgó ugyanis 

azáltal, hogy törekszik valamire, mozog; az aktuális törekvés pedig a mozgás egy fajtája.) A mozgó: az élőlény. 

Amivel a törekvés mint eszközzel mozgat, az már testi jellegű tényező, ezért a test és a lélek közös tevékenységei 

között kell tanulmányoznunk.  

 

Most pedig, mintegy címszavakban szólva: az, ami eszköz módjára mozgat, ott található, ahol ugyanaz a dolog 

kezdet és vég – ilyen például az ízület. Ebben a domború és a homorú a vég és a kezdet (ezért emez nyugalomban 

van, amaz meg mozog) – és ezek definíció szerint különböznek, de nem különülnek el kiterjedésük szerint. 

Ugyanis lökés vagy húzás következtében mozog minden. Ezért kell valaminek – mint a körben is – 

mozdulatlannak maradnia, és a mozgásnak ebből kell kiindulnia. 

 Nos, általánosan szólva az élőlény, mint mondottuk, amennyiben törekvéssel rendelkezik, annyiban képes 

önmagát mozgatni. Törekvő lény pedig nincs képzelet híján; és minden képzelet vagy értelmi, vagy érzékelő 

jellegű. Ez utóbbiban a többi élőlénynek is része van. 

11. fejezet 

Azt is meg kell vizsgálnunk, hogy a tökéletlenül fejlett lényekben, amelyeknek egyedüli érzékül a tapintás jutott, 

mi a mozgató; vajon lehetséges-e vagy sem, hogy meglegyen bennük a képzelet és a vágy? Látható ugyanis, hogy 

a fájdalom és a gyönyör megvan bennük. Ha pedig ez megvan, akkor szükségképpen vágy is lesz. De hogyan 

lehet képzeletük? Vagy talán amiként mozognak is, ám határozatlanul, úgy ezek is megvannak bennük, csak éppen 

határozatlan módon? Nos, az érzéki képzelet, mint mondottuk, jelen van a többi élőlényben is, a döntéshozással 

kapcsolatos képzelet viszont csak értelmes lényekben van meg. (Hiszen hogy ezt vagy azt cselekszi-e, annak 

eldöntése már mérlegelés dolga. És egyetlen mércével kell mérnie, mert a nagyobb jóra törekszenek: ezért több 

képzetből egyet képes alkotni.) Ezért gondolják a csak érzéki képzetekkel rendelkező élőlényekről, hogy nem 

rendelkeznek vélekedéssel: mert nem rendelkeznek következtetésen alapuló törekvéssel.196Ezért a törekvés nem 

foglalja magába a döntéshozó képességet. Néha az egyik törekvés győzi le és mozgatja a másikat, máskor meg a 

másik emezt – ahogy a játékban az egyik labda kiüti helyéből a másikat –, amikor a viselkedés fegyelmezetlenné 

válik. De természeténél fogva mindig a magasabb rendű az, amelyik az uralkodásra inkább képes és amely 

mozgást ébreszt. Ennélfogva háromféle mozgás lesz.197A tudás képességét azonban nem mozgatja semmi, hanem 

nyugalomban marad.198 

https://mersz.hu/dokumentum/m33li__43/#m33li_ch3-FN58
https://mersz.hu/dokumentum/m33li__43/#m33li_ch3-FN59
https://mersz.hu/dokumentum/m33li__43/#m33li_ch3-FN60


 Mivel pedig az ítéletalkotás és a beszéd egyik fajtája az univerzáléra vonatkozik, a másik meg az egyesre 

(az egyik ugyanis azt mondja meg, hogy az ilyen és ilyen embernek ezt meg ezt kell cselekednie, a másik pedig 

azt, hogy ez a cselekedet ilyen és ilyen, én pedig ilyen és ilyen vagyok), ezért vagy ez az utóbbi vélekedés az, ami 

mozgat és nem az univerzáléra vonatkozó, vagy mindkettő, de úgy, hogy az egyik inkább mozdulatlan marad, a 

másik meg nem. 

 



1.6 (1)

On Beauty

§1.6.1. Beauty is found for the most part in what is seen, although it is
also found in sounds, when these are composed into words, and in all the
arts generally.1 For songs and rhythms are beautiful, too. And beauty is
also found by those who turn away from sense-perception towards the
higher region; that is, practices,25 actions, habits, and types of scientific
understanding are beautiful, to say nothing of the beauty of the virtues.3

If there is some beauty prior to these, this discussion will show it.
What, then indeed, is it that has actually made us imagine bodies to

be beautiful and our sense of hearing incline to sounds, finding them
beautiful? And as for the things that depend directly on the soul, how are
all of these beautiful? Is it because all of them are beautiful by10 one
identical beauty, or is it that there is one sort of beauty in the body
and another in other things? Andwhat, then, are these sorts of beauty, or
what is this beauty?

For some things, such as bodies, are not beautiful due to their
substrates, but rather by participation, whereas some things are beauti-
ful in themselves, such as the nature of virtue.4This is so because bodies
themselves sometimes appear beautiful and sometimes15 do not5 since
what it is to be a body is distinct from what it is to be beautiful. What is
it, then, that is present in bodies that makes them beautiful? It is this that
wemust examine first.What is it, then, that moves the eyes of spectators
and turns them towards it6 and draws them on andmakes them rejoice at

1 The word μουσική (‘art’) is, literally, all that is governed by the Muses, including poetry,
literature, music, and dance. Later these came to include philosophy, astronomy, and
intellectual practices generally.

2 The word ἐπιτηδεύματα (‘practices’) here refers to habitual activities that lead to the
acquisition of moral virtue. See Pl., Rep. 444E; Lg. 793D.

3 See Pl., Hip. Ma. 297E6 298B4; Symp. 210B6 C7.
4 See Pl., Hip. Ma. 288A8 289D5; Phd. 100C10 103C1; Symp. 211B21 25.
5 See Pl., Symp. 211A3.
6 The word ἐπιστρέφειν (‘reverting to’, here ‘turns’) is a central semi technical term in

Plotinus for the (re )orientation of the soul in the direction of the One. Cf. 1.2.4.16;
2.4.5.34; 5.2.1.10.
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the sight? By finding this and using it as a 20stepping-stone,7wemight also
see the rest.

It is actually said by everyone that the symmetry of parts in relation to
each other and to the whole added to fine coloration makes something
beautiful to see.8 And, generally, in regard to the objects of sight and all
other things, their beauty consists in their symmetry 25or measure. For
those who hold this view, no simple thing will be beautiful; necessarily,
beauty will exist only in the composite. The whole will be beautiful for
them, while each of the parts will not have its own beauty but will be
a contributing factor in making the whole beautiful. But it should be the
case that if the whole is indeed beautiful, the parts are also beautiful. For
beauty is indeed not made up out of ugly things; all of its parts are
beautiful.

30For these people, the beauty of colours, for example, and the light
of the sun, since they are simple, do not have proportion and so will be
excluded from being beautiful. Indeed, how [on this view] is gold
beautiful? And how about lightning in the night and the stars, which
are beautiful to see? And as for the beauty of sounds, 35the simple ones
will be eliminated for the same reason, although it is frequently the
case that in the beauty of a whole composition, each sound is itself
beautiful.

Further, when the identical face sometimes actually appears beau-
tiful and sometimes not, though the symmetry remains identical,
would we not have to say that beauty is other than the symmetry
and 40that the symmetry is beautiful because of something other than
itself?9

But if they actually pass on to beautiful practices and discourses
and attribute their beauty to symmetry, what does it mean to say that
there is proportion in beautiful practices or customs or studies or
types of scientific understanding?10 For how could theorems be pro-
portional to 45each other? If it is because they are in concord, it is also
the case that there is agreement or concord among bad theorems. For
example, to say ‘self-control is stupidity’ and ‘justice is laughable
nobility’ is to say two things that are in concord, or in tune, or
agree with each other.11

Further, then, the beauty of soul just is its virtues and a beauty that is 50

truer than the previous ones. But how are these proportioned? It is not

7 See Pl., Symp. 211C3.
8 This is in particular the Stoic view, although it was widely held by others as well.

See SVF 3.278 (= Stob., Ecl. 62.15); 279 (= Cicero, Tusc. 4.13.30); 472 (= Galen,
De plac. Hip. et Plat. 5.3). Also, Pl., Tim. 87C4 D8; Ar., Meta. 13.3.1078a36 b1.

9 Cf. 6.7.22.24 26. 10 See Pl., Symp. 210C3 7, 211C6.
11 See Pl., Rep. 348C11 12, 560D2 3; Gorg. 491E2.

Enneads 1.6.1
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as magnitudes or numbers that they are proportioned. And since there
are several parts of the soul, what is the formula for the combination or
the blending of the parts or of the theorems? And what would be the
beauty of Intellect taking it in isolation?

§1.6.2. Taking up the matter again, let us say what, then, is the primary
beauty in bodies. There is, of course, something that is perceived at first
glance, and the soul speaks about it as it does about that with which it is
familiar, and takes it in as something that it recognizes and, in a way, is in
concord with it.5 But when it encounters the ugly, it holds back and
rejects it and recoils from it as something with which it is not in
harmony and as something that is alien to it.12 We indeed say that the
soul, having the nature it does, and finding itself among Beings in the
presence of the greater Substantiality,13 when it sees something to
which it has a kinship14 or something that is a trace of that to which it
has a kinship, is both delighted and thrilled and10 returns to itself and
recollects itself and what belongs to itself.

What sameness is there, then, between the things here and the things
that are beautiful in the intelligible world? For if there is a sameness,
then we assume that the things are the same. How, then, are things here
and there both beautiful? We say that these are beautiful by participa-
tion in Form. For everything that is shapeless but is by nature capable of
receiving shape or form, having no share15 in a expressed principle or
form, is ugly, and stands outside divine reason.15 This is complete
ugliness.16

But something is also ugly if it has not been mastered by shape and
an expressed principle due to the fact that its matter has not allowed
itself to be shaped completely according to form.17 The form, then,
approaches the matter and organizes what is going to be a single
composite made from many parts, and guides it20 into being a completed
unity, andmakes it one by the parts’ acceptance of this; and since the form
is one, that which is shaped had to be one, to the extent possible for that
which is composed of many parts.

Beauty is, then, situated over that which is shaped at the moment
when, the parts having been arranged into one whole, it gives itself to
the parts and to the wholes. Whenever beauty takes hold of something
that is one and uniform in its parts,25 it gives the identical thing to the

12 See Pl., Symp. 206D6.
13 Substance in the intelligible world is greater than substance in the sensible world.

When the soul finds itself among Forms and undescended intellects, it finds itself in the
presence of Substantiality.

14 See Pl., Phd. 79D3; Rep. 611E2; Tim. 90A5 7. 15 See Pl., Tim. 50D7.
16 Cf. 1.8.9.14 18; 3.6.11.15 27. 17 See Ar., GC 4.3.769b12, 4.770b16 17.

Ennead 1.6.1 1.6.2
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whole. It is, in a way, like craftsmanship, that sometimes gives beauty to
a whole house along with its parts, but sometimes it is like the particular
nature that gives beauty to a single stone.18Thus, a body actually comes
to be beautiful by its association with an expressed principle coming
from divine Forms.

§1.6.3. The power in the soul that has been made to correspond to
beauty recognizes it, and there is nothing more authoritative in judging
its own concerns, especially when the rest of the soul judges along with
it. Perhaps the rest of the soul also expresses itself by bringing into
concord the beautiful object with the form inside itself, using that for
judgement like 5a ruler used to judge the straightness of something.

But how does the beauty in the body harmonize with that which is
prior to body? How can the architect, bringing into concord the exter-
nal house with the form of the house internal to him, claim that the
former is beautiful?

In fact, it is because the external house is – if you consider it apart
from its stones – the inner form divided by the external mass of matter.
Being in fact undivided, it appears divided into many parts. 10Whenever,
then, sense-perception sees the form in the bodies binding together and
mastering the contrary nature, which is shapeless – that is, whenever it
sees an overarching shape on top of other shapes – it gathers together
that which was in many places and brings it back and collects it into the
soul’s interior as something without parts, and at that moment gives it to
that which is inside as something which has the harmony and 15concord
that is dear to it. This is just as when a good man sees in the fresh face of
a youth a trace of the virtue that is in harmony with the truth that is
inside himself.

The simple beauty of a colour resides in shape and in the mastery of
the darkness in matter by the presence of incorporeal light and of
an expressed principle or form. This is the reason why fire, above all
the other bodies, 20is beautiful; it has the role of form in relation to the
other elements, highest in position, finest of the other bodies, being as
close as possible to the incorporeal, and is alone not receptive of the
other elements, though the others receive it.19 For it heats them, but is
itself not cooled, and is primarily coloured, 25whereas the others get the
form of colour from it. So, it shines and glows as if it were form. That
which fades in a fire’s light, unable to dominate the matter, is no longer
beautiful, since the whole of it20 does not partake of the form of the
colour.

18 Presumably, the nature that is the ensouled earth. Cf. 6.7.11.17 36.
19 See Ar., GC 2.8.335a18 21. 20 Reading ὅλον with Kalligas.
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As for the non-sensible harmonies in sounds that make the sensible
ones,21 they make the soul30 grasp them so as to have comprehension of
beauty in the same way, showing the identical thing in another way. It is
logical that sensible harmonies be measured by numbers, though not by
every formula but only by one that serves in the production of form for
the purpose of dominating the matter. And so regarding sensible beau-
ties, which are actually reflections and shadows that come to matter as if
they were35 making a dash there to beautify it and thrill us when they
appear, enough said.

§1.6.4. Regarding the more elevated beauties not given to sense-
perception to see, soul sees them and speaks about them without the
instruments of sense-perception, but it has to ascend to contemplate
them, leaving sense-perception down below.22 But just as in the case
of the beauties perceived by the senses5 it is not possible to speak about
them to those who have not seen them or to those who have never
grasped them for what they are, for example, those who have been
blind since birth; in the same way, it is not possible to speak about the
beauty of practices to those who have not accepted their beauty nor
about types of sciences and other such things. Nor can one speak
about the ‘splendour’23 of virtue10 to those who have not even imagined
for themselves the beauty of the visage of Justice and Self-Control,
‘not even the evening nor the morning star as so beautiful’.24

But such a sight must be reserved for those who see it with that in the
soul by which it sees such things, and seeing it are delighted and shocked
and overwhelmedmuchmore than in the previous cases, inasmuch as we
are now speaking of15 those who have already got hold of true beauties.25

For these are the states one should be in regarding something which is
beautiful: astonishment, and sweet shock, and longing, and erotic thrill,
and pleasurable excitement. It is possible to have these emotions, and
practically all souls do have them in regard to all the unseen beauties, so
to say, but in particular those souls who are more enamoured of these.20

It is the same with regard to the bodies that all can see, though not
everyone is ‘stung’26 equally by their beauty. Those who are stung
especially are those who are called ‘lovers’.

21 See Heraclitus, fr. 22 B 54 DK.
22 See Pl., Symp. 210B6 D1; Alcinous, Didask. 157.16 20, 165.27 30.
23 See Pl., Phdr. 250B3.
24 Cf 6.6.6.39. See Ar.,EN 5.3.1129b28 29 quoting Euripides,Melanippe, fr. 486Nauck2.
25 Cf. 6.7.36.4, 39.19; 6.9.4.27. See Pl., Symp. 206D8, 212A4 5; Phdr. 259B8; Rep. 572A8,

600C6, 608A7.
26 See Pl., Phdr. 251D5.
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§1.6.5. We should next ask those who are indeed enamoured of the
beauties not available to the senses: ‘What state are you in regarding the
practices said to be beautiful and in regard to beautiful ways of being in
the world and to self-controlled characters and, generally, to products of
virtue or dispositions, I mean the beauty of souls?’27 5And ‘When you see
your own “interior beauty”,28 what do you feel?’ And ‘Can you describe
the frenzied29 and excited state you are in and your longing to be united
with yourselves,30 when extricating yourselves from your bodies?’ For
this is how those who are truly enamoured feel.

But what is it that makes them feel this way? It is not shapes or
colours 10or some magnitude, but rather they feel this way about soul, it
being itself ‘without colour’31 and having self-control that is also with-
out colour and the rest of the ‘splendour’32 of virtues. You feel this way
whenever you see in yourselves or someone else greatness of soul or
a just character or sheer self-control or the awe-inspiring visage of
courage33 or 15dignity and reserve circling around a calm and unaffected
disposition with divine intellect shining on them all.

We then love and are attracted to these qualities, but what do we
mean when we say that they are beautiful? For they are real and appear
to us so, and no one who has ever seen them says anything other than
that they are real Beings.What does 20‘real Beings’ mean? In fact, it means
that they are beautiful Beings. But the argument still needs to show why
Beings have made the soul an object of love. What is it that shines on all
the virtues like a light?

Would you like to consider the opposites, the ugly things
that come to be in the soul, and contrast them with the beauties? For
perhaps a consideration of what ugliness is and 25why it appears as such
would contribute to our achieving what we are seeking. Let there be
a soul that is actually ugly,34 one that is licentious and unjust, filled with
all manner of appetites and every type of dread, mired in fear due to its
cowardice and in envy due to its pettiness, thinking that everything it
can actually think of is mortal and base, deformed in every way, a lover
of impure pleasures, 30that is, one who lives a life in which corporeal
pleasures are measured by their vileness. Shall we not say that, just as in
the case of something beautiful added to the soul, this very vileness
supervenes on the soul, and both harms it and makes it impure and
‘mixed with much evil’,35 no longer having a life or sense-perceptions
that are pure, 35but rather living a murky life by an evil adulteration that

27 See Pl., Symp. 210B6 C4. 28 See Pl., Phdr. 279B9; Phd. 83A7.
29 See Pl., Phd. 69D1.
30 Cf. 6.7.30.36 38. Presumably, a reference to our undescended intellects.
31 See Pl., Phdr. 247C6. 32 See Pl., Phdr. 250B3. 33 See Homer Il. 7.212.
34 See Pl., Gorg. 524E7 525A6. 35 See Pl., Phd. 66B5.
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includes much death in it, no longer seeing what a soul should see, no
longer even being allowed to remain in itself due to its always being
dragged to the exterior and downward into darkness?36

This is indeed what I regard as an impure soul,40 dragged in every
direction by its chains towards whatever it happens to perceive with its
senses, with much of what belongs to the body adulterating it, deeply
implicating itself with the material element and, taking that element
into itself due to that adulteration that only makes it worse, it exchanges
the form it has for another. It is as if someone fell into mud or slime and
the beauty he had is no longer evident,45 whereas what is seen is what he
smeared on himself from the mud or slime. The ugliness that has
actually been added to him has come from an alien source, and his
job, if indeed he is again to be beautiful, is to wash it off and to be
clean as he was before.

We would be speaking correctly in saying that the soul indeed
becomes ugly by a mixture or adulteration and by an inclination in the
direction of the body and matter.50 And this is ugliness for a soul; not
being pure or uncorrupted like gold, but filled up with the earthly.
If someone removes that, only the gold is left, and it is beautiful, isolated
from other things and being just what it is itself. Indeed, in the identical
manner, the soul – being isolated from appetites55 which it acquires
because of that body with which it associates too much – when it is
separated from other affections and is purified of what it has that is
corporeal, remains just what it is when it has put aside all the ugliness
that comes from that other nature.

§1.6.6. For it is indeed the case, as the ancient doctrine37 has it, that
self-control and courage and every virtue is a purification and is wisdom
itself. For this reason, the mysteries correctly offer the enigmatic saying
that one who has not been purified will lie in Hades in slime,5 because
one who is not pure likes slime due to his wickedness. They are actually
like pigs that, with unclean bodies, delight in such a thing.38

What would true self-control be, besides not having anything to do
with the pleasures of the body and fleeing them as impure and as not
belonging to one who is pure? And what is courage but the absence of
fear of death? But death is the separation10 of the soul from the body.39

And this is not feared by one who longs to be alone. And greatness of
soul40 is actually contempt for the things here below. And wisdom is the
intellection that consists in a turning away from the things below,
leading the soul to the things above.

36 See Pl., Phd. 79C2 8. 37 See Pl., Phd. 69C1 6.
38 See Heraclitus, fr. 22 B. 13 DK; Sext. Emp. PH I 56.
39 See Pl., Phd. 64C2 65A3. 40 See Ar., EN 2.7.1107b22, 4.7.1123a34 b4.
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The soul, then, when it is purified, becomes form,41 and an
expressed principle, and entirely incorporeal and intellectual and
wholly 15divine, which is the source of beauty and of all things that
have a kinship with it. Soul, then, being borne up to Intellect, becomes
even more beautiful. And Intellect and the things that come from
Intellect are soul’s beauty, since they belong to it, that is, they are not
alien to it, because it is then really soul alone. For this reason, it is
correctly said that goodness and being beautiful for the soul consist in 20

‘being assimilated to god’,42 because it is in the intelligible world that
Beauty is found as well as the fate of the rest of Beings. Or rather,
Beings are what Beauty is and ugliness is the other nature, primary evil
itself, so that for god ‘good’ and ‘beautiful’ are identical, or rather the
Good and Beauty are identical.43

In a similar way, then, we should seek to discover that which is
beautiful and 25good and the ugly and evil. And first we should posit
Beauty,44 which is the Good from which Intellect comes, which is
itself identical with Beauty. And Soul is beautiful by Intellect. Other
things are beautiful as soon as they are shaped by Soul, including
examples of beauty in actions and in practices. Moreover, bodies that
are said to be beautiful are so as soon as 30Soul makes them so. For
inasmuch as it is divine and, in a way, a part of Beauty, it makes all that
it grasps and masters beautiful insofar as it is possible for them to
partake of Beauty.

§1.6.7. We must, then, ascend to the Good, which every soul desires.45

If someone, then, has seen it, he knows what I mean when I say how
beautiful it is. For it is desired as good, and the desire is directed to it as
this, though the attainment of it is for those who ascend upward and 5

revert to it and who divest themselves of the garments they put on when
they descended. It is just like those who ascend to partake of the sacred
religious rites where there are acts of purification and the stripping off of
the cloaks they had worn before they go inside naked.46One proceeds in
the ascent, passing by all that is alien to the god until one sees by oneself
alone that which is itself alone uncorrupted, simple, 10and pure,47 that

41 Or ‘Form’. Cf. 5.7 on Forms of individuals.
42 See Pl., Rep. 613B1; Tht. 176B1; Lg. 716C6 D4.
43 The Good is both beyond Beauty because it is beyond Substantiality (cf. 6.2.18.1 3;

67.32.22) and identical with Beauty because it is the cause of all that is beautiful, that is,
the Forms.

44 The unusual term here is ἡ καλλονήwho appears as a goddess in Plato’s Symp. 206D.Cf.
6.2.18.1 3; 6.7.33.22.

45 See Pl., Rep. 517B4 5. 46 See Pl., Gorg. 523C E.
47 Cf. 5.1.6.11 12; 6.7.34.7 8; 6.9.11.51. See Pl., Symp. 211E1.
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upon which everything depends,48 and in relation to which one looks
and exists and lives and thinks. For it is the cause of life and intellect.
And, then, if someone sees this, what pangs of love will he feel, what
longings and, wanting to be united with it, how would he not be over-
come with pleasure?49

For though it is possible for one who has not yet seen it15 to desire it as
good, for one who has seen it, there is amazement and delight in beauty,
and he is filled with pleasure and he undergoes a painless shock, loving
with true love and piercing longing. And he laughs at other loves and is
disdainful of the things he previously regarded as beautiful. It is like the
states of those who have happened upon apparitions of gods20 or daemons
after which they can no longer look at the beauty of other bodies in the
same way.

What, then, should we think if someone sees pure Beauty itself by
itself, not contaminated by flesh or bodies, not on the earth or in heaven,
in order that it may remain pure?50 For all these things are added on and
have been mixed in and are25 not primary; rather, they come from the
Good. If, then, one sees that which orchestrates everything, remaining
by itself while it gives everything, though it does not receive anything
into itself, if he remains in sight of this and enjoys it by assimilating
himself to it, what other beauty would he need? For this, since it is itself
supremely beautiful and the primary Beauty, makes30 its lovers beautiful
and lovable.

And with the Good as the prize the greatest and ‘ultimate battle is
indeed set before souls’,51 a battle in which our entire effort is directed
towards not being deprived of the most worthy vision. And the one
who attains this is ‘blessed’,52 since he is seeing a blessed sight,
whereas the one who does not is luckless.53 For it is not someone
who fails to attain beautiful colours or bodies,35 or power or ruling
positions or kingship who is without luck, but the one who does not
attain this and this alone. For the sake of this, he ought to cede the
attainment of kingship and ruling positions over the whole earth, sea,
and heaven, if by abandoning these things and ignoring them he could
revert to the Good and see it.

48 Cf. 3.8.10.1 4; 5.3.16.35 38; 6.7.18.16 31. See Ar., DC 1.9.279a28 30; Meta.
12.7.1072b14.

49 Reading ἆν <οὐκ> ἐκπλαγείη with HS4. Cf. 6.7.27.24 28.
50 See Pl., Symp. 211A8, 211D8 E2. 51 See Pl., Phdr. 247B5 6.
52 See Pl., Phdr. 250B6.
53 Or: ἀτυχὴς δὲ <ὄντως> ‘truly’ luckless, according to the emendation of Vitringa,

endorsed by Kalligas.
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§1.6.8. How, then, can we do this? What technique should we
employ? How can one see the ‘inconceivable beauty’54 which remains
in a way within the sacred temple, not venturing outside, lest the
uninitiated should see it? Indeed, let him who is able go and follow it
inside, leaving outside the sight of his 5eyes, not allowing himself to
turn back to the splendour of the bodies he previously saw. For when
he does see beauty in bodies, he should not run after them, but realize
that they are images and traces and shadows, and flee towards that of
which they are images.55 For if someone runs towards the image,
wanting to grasp it as something true, like someone wanting to grasp 10

a beautiful reflection in water – as a certain story has it, hinting at
something else, in an enigmatic way, I think, who then falls into the
water and disappears56 – in the identical manner, someone who holds
on to beautiful bodies and does not let them go plunges down, not with
his body but with his soul, into the depths, where there is no joy for an
intellect, and where he stays, 15blind in Hades, accompanied by shadows
everywhere he turns.

Someone would be better advised to say: ‘let us flee to our beloved
fatherland’.57 But what is this flight, and how is it accomplished? Let
us set sail in the way Homer, in an allegorical58 way, I think, tells us
that Odysseus fled from the sorceress Circe or from Calypso.
Odysseus was not satisfied to remain there, even though he had 20visual
pleasures and passed his time with sensual beauty. Our fatherland,
from where we have actually come, and our father are both in the
intelligible world.59

What is our course and what is our means of flight? We should not
rely on our feet to get us there, for our feet just take us everywhere on
earth, one place after another. Nor should you saddle up a horse or
prepare some sea-going vessel. You should put aside 25all such things and
stop looking; just shut your eyes, and change your way of looking, and
wake up. Everyone has this ability, but few use it.60

§1.6.9. What, then, is that inner way of looking?Having just awakened,
the soul is not yet able to look at the bright objects before it.61 The soul
must first be accustomed to look at beautiful practices, next beautiful
works – not those works that the crafts produce, but those that 5men who

54 See Pl., Rep. 509A6; Symp. 218E2. 55 See Pl., Tht. 176B1.
56 Cf. 5.8.2.34 35. 57 See Homer, Il. 2.140.
58 The word αἰνίττεσθαι (often rendered ‘to riddle’, ‘to speak enigmatically’) seems to be

rendered best in the above manner.
59 Πατήρ (‘father’) sometimes refers to the One and sometimes to Intellect. Cf. 5.1.1.1;

5.8.1.3.
60 Cf. 4.3.24. 61 Cf. 5.8.10.4 8. See Pl., Rep. 515E1 516A8.
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Chapter Two 
...• ----.@.....-..... .... 

ON THE DIFFERENCE 

BETWEEN THE ETHICS 

AND A MORALITY 

No philosopher was ever more worthy, but neither was any 
philosopher more maligned and hated. To grasp the reason for 
this it is not enough to recall the great theoretical thesis of Spi­
nozism: a single substance having an infinity of attributes, Deus 
sive Natura, all "creatures" being only modes of these attributes 
or modifications of this substance. It is not enough to show how 
pantheism and atheism are combined in this thesis, which denies 
the existence of a moral, transcendent, creator God. We must 
start rather from the practical theses that made Spinozism an 
object of scandal. These theses imply a triple denunciation: of 
"consciousness," of "values," and of "sad passions ." These are 
the three major resemblances with Nietzsche. And already in 
Spinoza's lifetime, they are the reasons for his being accused of 
materialism, immoralism, and atheism. 

1. A devaluation of consciousness (in favor of thought); Spinoza the 
materialist. 

Spinoza offers philosophers a new model: the body. He pro­
poses to establish the body as a model: "We do not know what 
the body can do . .. " This declaration of ignorance is a provo­
cation. We speak of consciousness and its decrees, of the will and 
its effects, of the thousand ways of moving the body, of dominat­
ing the body and the passions-but we do not even know what a 

17 
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body can do. ! Lacking this knowledge, we engage in idle talk. As 
Nietzsche will say, we stand amazed before consciousness, but 
"the truly surprising thing is rather the body . . .  " 

Yet,  one of th� most famous theoretical theses of Spinoza is 
known by the name of parallelism; it does not consist merely in 
denying any real causality between the mind and the body, it dis­
allows any primacy of the one over the other. If Spinoza rejects 
any superiority of the mind over the body, this is not in order to 
establish a superiority of the body over the mind, which would 
be no more intelligible than the converse. The practical signifi­
cance of parallelism is manifested in the reversal of the tradi­
tional principle on which Morality was founded as an enterprise 
of domination of the passions by consciousness. It was said that 
when the body acted, the mind was acted upon, and the mind did 
not act without the bpdy being acted upon in turn (the rule of 
the inverse relation, cf. Descartes, The Passions of the Soul, arti­
cles 1 and 2). According to the Ethics, on the contrary, what is an 
action in the mind is necessarily an action in the body as well, 
and what is a passion in the body is necessarily a passion in the 
mind.2 There is no primacy of one series over the other. 

What does Spinoza mean when he invites us to take the body 
as a model? It is a matter of showing that the body surpasses the 
knowledge that we have of it, and that thought likewise surpasses the 
consciousness that we have of it. There are no fewer things in the 
mind that exceed our consciousness than there are things in the 
body that exceed our knowledge. So it is by one and the same 
movement that we shall manage, if possible, to capture the pow­
er of the body beyond the given conditions of our knowledge, 
and to capture the power of the mind beyond the given condi­
tions of our consciousness. One seeks to acquire a knowledge of 
the powers of the body in order to discover, in a parallel fashion, 
the powers of the mind that elude consciousness, and thus to be 
able to compare the powers. In short, the model of the body, ac­
cording to Spinoza, does not imply any devaluation of thought 
in relation to extension, but, much more important, a devalu-

1 .  Ethics, III, 2, scholium. 
2. Ethics, 111, 2, schol. (and II, 13, schol.). 
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ation of consciousness in relation to thought: a discovery of the 
unconscious, of an unconscious of thought just as profound as the 
unknown of the body. 

The fact is that consciousness is by nature the locus of an illu­
sion. Its nature is such that it registers effects, but it knows noth­
ing of causes. The order of causes is defined by this: each body in 
extension, each idea or each mind in thought are constituted by 
the characteristic relations that subsume the parts of that body, 
the parts of that idea. When a body "encounters" another body, 
or an idea another idea, it happens that the two relations some­
times combine to form a more powerful whole, and sometimes 
one decomposes the other, destroying the cohesion of its parts. 
And this is what is prodigious in the body and the mind alike, 
these sets of living parts that enter into composition with andtle­
compose one another according to complex laws.s The order of 
causes is therefore an order of composition and decomposition 
of relations, which infinitely affects all of nature. But as con­
scious beings, we never apprehend anything but the effects of 
these compositions and decompositions: we experience joy when 
a body encounters ours and enters into composition with it, and 
sadness when, on the contrary, a body or an idea threaten our 
own coherence. We are in a condition such that we only take in 
"what happens" to our body, "what happens" to our mind, that 
is, the effect of a body on our body, the effect of an idea on our 
idea. But this is only our body in its own relation, and our mind 
in its own relation, and the other bodies and other minds or 
ideas in their respective relations, and the rules according to 
which all these relations compound with and decompose one an­
other; we know nothing of all this in the given order of our 
knowledge and our consciousness. In short, the conditions un­
der which we know things and are conscious of ourselves con­
demn us to have only inadequate ideas, ideas that are confused and 
mutilated, effects separated from their real causes.4 That is why 
it is scarcely possible to think that little children are happy, or 
that the first man was perfect: ignorant of causes and natures, 

3. Even the mind has a very large number of parts: cf. Ethics, II, 1 5 . 

4. Ethics, 11, 28, 29. 
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reduced to the consciousness of events, condemned to under­
go effects, t hey are slaves of everything, anxious and un­
happy, in proportion to their imperfection. (No one has been 
more forceful than Spinoza in opposing the t heological tradi­
tion of a perfect and happy Adam.)  

How does consciousness calm its anguish? How can Adam 
imagine himself happy and perfect? T hrough the operation of 
a triple i llusion. Since it only takes in effects, consciousness 
will satisfy its ignorance by reversing the order of things, by 
taking effects for causes (the illusion oj final causes): it will con­
strue t he effect of a body on our body as the final cause of its 
own actions. In this way it will take itself for the first cause, 
and will invoke its power over the body (the illusion oj Jree de­
crees). And w here consciousness can no longer imagine itself 
to be t he first cause, nor t he organizer of ends , it invokes a 
God endowed with understanding and volition, operating by 
means of final causes Or free decrees in order to prepare for 
man a world commensurate with His glory and His punish­
ments (the theological illusion).5 Nor does it suffice to say that 
consciousness deludes itself: consciousness is inseparable from 
the triple illusion that constitutes it, the illusion of finality, the 
illusion of freedom, and the theological illusion. Conscious­
ness is only a dream with one's eyes open : "The infant believes 
he freely wants t he milk; the angry child that he freely wants 
vengeance; and the timid, flight. So the drunk believes that it 
is from a free decision of t he mind that he speaks the things he 
later, w hen sober, wishes he had not said."p 

I t  i s  still necessary for consciousness itself to have a cause. 
Spinoza sometimes defines desire as "appetite together with 
consciousness of the appetite. "  But he specifies that t his i s  
only a nominal definition of desire, and that consciousness 
adds nothing to appetite ("we neither strive for, nor will , nei­
t her want, nor desire anything because wejudge it to be good; 
on the contrary. we judge something to be good because we 

5. Ethics, I, appendix. 
6. Ethics, III, 2, schol. 
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strive for it, will it, want it, and desire it"). 7 We need, then, to 
arrive at a real definition of desire, one that at the same time 
shows the "cause" by which consciousness is hollowed out, as it 
were, in the appetitive process. Now, the appetite is nothing else 
but tq.e effort by which each thing strives to persevere in its be­
ing, each body in extension, each mind or each idea in thought 
(conatus). But because this effort prompts us to act differently ac­
cording to the objects encountered, we should say that it is, at 
every moment, determined by the affections that come from the 
objects. These determinative affections are necessarily the cause of the 
consciousness of the conatus. 8 And since the affections are not sep­
arable from a movement by which they cause us to go to a great­
er or lesser perfection ( joy and sadness), depending on whether 
the thing encountered enters into composition with us, or on�he 
contrary ten ds to decompose us, consciousness appears as the 
continual awareness of this passage from greater to lesser, or 
from lesser to greater, as a witness of the variations and determi­
nations of the conatus functioning in relation to other bodies or 
other ideas. The object that agrees with my nature determines 
me to form a superior totality that includes us, the object and 
myself. The object that does not agree with me jeopardizes my 
cohesion, and tends to divide me into subsets, which, in the ex­
treme case, enter into re lations that are incompatible with my 
constitutive relation (death). Consciousness is the passage, or 
rather the awareness of the passage from these less potent total­
ities to more potent ones, and vice versa. It is purely transitive. 
But it is not a property of the Whole or of any specific whole; it 
has only an informational value, and what is more, the informa­
tion is necessarily confused and distorted. Here again, Nietzsche 
is strictly Spinozan when he writes: "The greater activity is un­
conscious; consciousness usually only appears when a whole 
wants to subordinate itself to a superior whole. It is primarily the 
consciousness of this superior whole, of reality external to the 
ego. Consciousness is born in relation to a being of which we 

7. Ethics, III, 9, schol. 
8. Ethics, III, definition of Desire ("in order to involve the cause of this 
consciousness in my definition . .. "). 
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could be a function; it is the means by which we incorporate into 
that being." 

II. A devaluation of all values, and of good and evil in particular (in 
favor of "good" and "bad"): Spinoza the immoralist. 

"Thou shalt not eat of the fruit . . .  ": the anxious, ignorant 
Adam understands these worps as the expression of a prohibi­
tion. And yet, what do they refer to? To a fruit that, as such, will 
poison Adam if he eats it. This is an instance of an encounter 
between two bodies whose characteristic relations are not com­
patible: the fruit will act as a poison; that is, it will determine the 
parts of Adam's body (and paralleling this, the idea of the fruit will 
determine the parts of his mind) to enter into new relations that no 
longer accord with his own essence. But because Adam is ignorant of 
causes, he thinks that God morally forbids him something, 
whereas God only reveals the natural consequence of ingesting 
the fruit . Spinoza is categorical on this point: all the phenomena 
that we group under the heading of Evil , illness , and death, are 
of this type: bad encounters, poisoning, intoxication, relational 
decomposition.9 

In any case, there are always relations that enter into composi­
tion in their particular order, according to the eternal laws of 
nature. There is no Good or Evil, but there is good and bad. 
"Beyond Good and Evil, at least this does not mean: beyond good 
and bad."lo The good is when a body directly compounds its re­
lation with ours, and, with all or part of its power, increases ours. 
A food, for example. For us, the bad is when a body decomposes 
our body's relation, although it still combines with our parts, but 
in ways that do not correspond to our essence, as when a poison 
breaks down the blood. Hence good and bad have a primary, ob­
jective meaning, but one that is relative and partial: that which 
agrees with our nature or does not agree with it. And conse­
quently, good and bad have a secondary meaning, which is sub­
jective and modal, qualifying two types, two modes of man's 
existence. That individual will be called good (or free, or ration-

9. Theological-Political Treatise, chap. 4. And Letter XIX, to Blyenbergh. 
10. Nietzsche, On the Genealogy of Morals, First Essay, section 17. 
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determining the movement of the line or the semicircle). For 
with the idea of God all fictions and abstractions cease, and ideas 
follow from it in their order just as real singular things are pro­
duced in theirs (idem, 73 , 75 ,  76). This is why the geometric no­
tions are fictions capable of conjuring away the abstract to which they 
relate, and capable of conjuring themselves away. Consequently they 
are closer to the common notions than to the abstracts; they im­
ply, in the Treatise on the Intellect, a foreshadowing of what the 
common notions will be in the Ethics. We will see, in fact, how 
the latter maintain a complex relationship with the imagination; 
and in any case, the geometric method will preserve its full 
meaning and extension. 

ACT. Cf. Power. 

ACTION. Cf. Affections. 

ADEQUATE -INADEQUATE. Cf. Idea. 

AFFECTIONS, AFFECTS.-I .  The affections (affectio) are the 
modes themselves. The modes are the affections of substance or 
of its attributes (Ethics, I, 25,  cor. ; I, 30, dem.). These affections 
are necessarily active, since they are explained by the nature of 
God as adequate cause, and God cannot be acted upon. 

2. At a second level, the affections designate that which hap­
pens to the mode, the modifications of the mode, the effects of 
other modes on it. These affections are therefore images or cor­
poreal traces first of all (Ethics, II, post. 5; II, 1 7 , schol. ;  III,  post. 
2); and their ideas involve both the nature of the affected body 
and that of the affecting external body (II, 1 6) .  "The affections 
of the human body whose ideas present external bodies as pres­
ent in us, we shall call images of things . . .  And when the mind 
regards bodies in this way, we shall say that it imagines. "  

3 .  But these image affections or  ideas form a certain state (con­
stitutio) of the affected body and mind, which implies more or 
less perfection than the preceding state. Therefore, from one 
state to another, from one image or idea to another, there are 
transitions, passages that are experienced, durations through 
which we pass to a greater or a lesser perfection. Furthermore, 
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these states, these affections, images or ideas are not separable 
from the duration that attaches them to the preceding state and 
makes them tend towards the next state. These continual dura­
tions or variations of perfection are called "affects," or feelings 
(affectus). 

It has been remarked that as a general rule the affection (affec­
tio) is said directly of the body, while the affect (affectus) refers to 
the mind. But the real difference does not reside there. It is be­
tween the body's affection and idea, which involves the nature 
of the external body, and the affect, which involves an increase 
or decrease of the power of acting, for the body and the mind 
alike. The affectio refers to a state of the affected body and im­
plies the presence of the affecting body, whereas the affectus re­
fers to the passage from one state to another, taking into 
account the correlative variation of the affecting bodies. Hence 
there is a difference in nature between the image affections or 
ideas and the feeling affects, although the feeling affects may be 
presented as a particular type of ideas or affections: "By affect I 
understand affections of the body by which the body's power of 
acting is increased or diminished, aided or restrained . . . .  " (III, 
def. 3); "An affect that is called a passion of the mind is a con­
fused idea, by which the mind affirms of its body, or ofSome part 
of it, a greater or lesser force of existing than before . . . .  " (III, 
gen. def. of the affects). It  is certain that the affect implies an 
image or idea, and follows from the latter as from its cause (II,  
ax. 3). But it is not confined to the image or idea; it is of another 
nature, being purely transitive, and not indicative or representa­
tive, since it is experienced in a lived duration that involves the 
difference between two states. This is why Spinoza shows that 
the affect is not a comparison of ideas, and thereby rejects any in­
tellectualist interpretation: "When I say a greater or lesser force 
of existing than before, I do not understand that the mind com­
pares its body's  present constitution with a past constitution, but 
that the idea which constitutes the form of the affect affirms of 
the body something which really involves more or less of reality 
than before."  (III, gen. def.). 

An existing mode is defined by a certain capacity for being af-
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fected (III, post. 1 and 2). When it encounters another mode, it 
can happen that this other mode is "good" for it, that is, enters 
into composition with it, or on the contrary decomposes it and is 
"bad" for it .  In the first case, the existing mode passes to a great­
er perfection; in the second case, to a lesser perfection. Accord­
ingly, it will be said that its power of acting or force of existing 
increases or diminishes, since the power of the other mode is 
added to it, or on the contrary is withdrawn from it, immobiliz­
ing and restraining it (IV, 1 8  dem.). The passage to a greater 
perfection, or the increase of the power of acting, is called an 
affect, or feeling, of joy; the passage to a lesser perfection or the 
diminution of the power of acting is called sadness. Thus the 
power of acting varies according to external causes for the same 
capacity for being affected. The feeling affect (joy or sadness) 
follows from the image affection or idea that it presupposes (the 
idea of the body that agrees with ours or does not agree); and 
when the affect comes back upon the idea from which it fol lows, 
the joy becomes love, and the sadness, hatred. In this way the dif­
ferent series of affections and affects continually fulfill, but un­
der variable conditions, the capacity for being affected (III, 56). 

So long as our feelings or affects spring from the external en­
counter with other modes of existence, they are explained by 
the nature of the affecting body and by the necessarily inad­
equate idea of that body, a confused image involved in our state. 
Such affects are passions, since we are not their adequate cause 
(III ,  def. 2). Even the affects based on joy, which are defined by 
an increase of the power of acting, are passions: joy is still a pas­
sion "insofar as a man's power of acting is not increased to the 
point where he conceives himself and his actions adequately" 
(IV, 59, dem.). Even though our power of acting has increased 
material ly, we will remain passive, separated from our power, so 
long as we are not formally in control of it. That is why, from the 
standpoint of the affects, the basic distinction between two sorts of 
passions, sad passions and joyful passions, prepares for a very dif­
ferent distinction, between passions and actions. An idea of affectio 
always gives rise to affects. But if the idea is adequate instead of 
being a confused image, if it directly expresses the essence of the 
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affecting body instead of involving i t  indirectly i n  our state, i f  it 
is the idea of an internal affectio, or of a self-affection that evinces 
the internal agreement of our essence, other essences, and the 
essenCe of God (third kind of knowledge), then the affects that 
arise from it are themselves actions (III, 1) . Not only must these 
affects or feelings be joys or loves (III, 58 and 59), they must be 
quite special joys and loves since they are no longer defined by 
an increase of our perfection or power of acting but by the full, 
formal possession of that power or perfection. The word blessed­
ness should be reserved for these active joys: they appear to con­
quer and extend themselves within duration, like the passive 
joys, but in fact they are eternal and are no longer explained by 
duration; they no longer imply transitions and passages, but ex­
press themselves and one another in an eternal mode, together 
with the adequate ideas from which they issue (V, 3 1- 33). 

AFFIRMATION. Cf. Negation. 

ANALOGY. Cf. Eminence. 

ApPETITE. Cf. Power. ' 

ATTRIBUTE.-"What the intellect perceives of substance, as 
constituting its essence" (Ethics, I ,  def. 4). The attributes are not 
ways of seeing pertaining to the intellect, because the Spinozist 
intellect perceives only what is; they are not emanations either, 
because there is no superiority, no eminence of substance over 
the attributes, nor of one attribute over another. Each attribute 
"expresses" a certain essence (I , 1 0, schol. 1) .  If the attribute 
necessarily relates to the intellect, this is not because it resides in 
the intellect, but because it is expressive and because what it ex­
presses necessarily implies an intellect that "perceives" it. The 
essence that is expressed is an unlimited, infinite quality. The 
expressive attribute relates essence to substance and it is this im­
manent relation that the intellect grasps. All the essences, dis­
tinct in the attributes, are as one in substance, to which they are 
related by the attributes. 

Each attribute is "conceived through itself and in itself' (Let­
ter II, to Oldenburg). The attributes are distinct in reality: no at-
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ian philosophy. But Spinoza gives it a profoundly original mean­
ing and recasts it completely by turning it back against the hy­
pothesis of creation, and by showing how non being or 
nothingness is never included in the nature of something. "To 
say that the nature of the thing required this limitation . . .  is to 
say nothing. For the nature of the thing cannot require anything 
unless it exists" (Short Treatise, I, chap. 2, 5, n. 2). Practically, the 
negative is eliminated through Spinoza's radical critique of all 
the passions that derive from sadness. 

NUMBER. Cf. Abstractions. 

OBEY. Cf. Sign, Society. 

ORDER. Cf. Nature. 

PASSION. Cf. Affections. 

POSSIBLE. Cf. Intellect , Necessary. 

POWER.-One of the basic points of the Ethics consists in deny­
ing that God has any power (potestas) analogous to that of a ty­
rant, or even an enlightened prince. God is not will ,  not even a 
will enlightened by a legislative intellect. God does not conceive 
possibilities in his intellect, which he would realize through his 
will. The divine intellect is only a mode through which God 
comprehends nothing other than his own essence and what fol­
lows from it; his will is only a mode according to which all conse­
quences follow from his essence or from that which he 
comprehends. So he has no potestas but only a potentia identical to 
his essence. Through this power, God is also the cause of all 
things that follow from his essence, and the cause of himself, 
that is, of his existence as it is involved by his essence (Ethics, I,  
34). 

All potentia is act, active and actual. The identity of power and 
action is explained by the following: all power is inseparable 
from a capacity for being affected, and this capacity for being 
affected is constantly and necessarily filled by affections that re­
alize it. The word potestas has a legitimate use here: "Whatever is 
in God's power (in potestate) must be so comprehended by his es-
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sence that it necessarily follows from it" (I , 35). In other words: 
to potentia as essence there corresponds a potestas as a capacity for 
being affected, which capacity is filled by the affections or 
modes that God produces necessarily, God being unable to un­
dergo action but being the active cause of these affections. 

Divine power is twofold: an absolute power of existing, which 
entails a power of producing all things; an absolute power of 
thinking, hence of self-comprehension, which entails the power 
of comprehending all that is produced. The two powers are like 
two halves of the Absolute. They should not be confused with 
the two infinite attributes that we know; it is obvious that the 
attribute of extension does not exhaust the power of existing, 
but that the latter is an unconditioned totality which possesses a 
priori all the attributes as formal conditions. As for the attribute 
of thought, it forms part of these formal conditions that relate to 
the power of existing, since all ideas have a formal being 
through which they exist in that attribute. It is true that the at­
tribute of thought has another aspect: by itself it is the entire ob­
jective condition which the absolute power of thinking possesses a 
priori as an unconditioned totality. We have seen how this the­
ory, far from being inconsistent with parallelism, was an essen­
tial component of it. The important thing is not to confuse the 
strict equality of the attributes relative to the power of acting, 
and the strict equality of the two powers relative to absolute 
essence. 

The essence of the mode in turn is a degree of power, a part of 
the divine power, i .e. , an intensive part or a degree of intensity: 
"Man's power, insofar as it is explained through his actual es­
sence, is part of the infinite power of God or Nature" (IV, 4). 
When the mode passes into existence, an infinity of extensive 
parts are determined from without to come under the relation 
corresponding to its essence or its degree of power. Then and 
only then, this essence is itself determined as conatus or appetite 
(Ethics, III, 7). It tends in fact to persevere in existing. Precisely 
because the modal essence is not a possibility, because it is a 
physical reality that lacks nothing, it does not tend to pass into 
existence; but it tends to persevere in existing, once the mode is 
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determined to exist, that is, to subsume under its relation an in­
finity of extensive parts. To persevere is to endure; hence the 
conatus involves an indefinite duration (III ,  8). 

Just as the capacity for being affected (potestas) corresponds to 
the essence of God as power (potentia), an ability (aptus) to be af­
fected corresponds to the essence of the existing mode as a de­
gree of power (conatus). This is why the conatus, in a second 
determination, is a tendency to maintain and maximize the abili­
ty to be affected (IV, 38). Concerning this notion of ability, cf. 
Ethics, II, 1 3 ,  schol. ;  III,  post. 1 and 2 ;  V, 39.  The difference con­
sists in this: in the case of substance, the capacity for being af­
fected is necessarily filled by active affections, since substance 
produces them (the modes themselves). In the case of the exist­
ing mode, its ability to be affected is also realized at every mo­
ment, but first by affections (affectio) and affects (affectus) that do 
not have the mode as their adequate cause, that are produced in 
it by other existing modes; these affections and affects are there­
fore imaginations and passions. The feelings-affects (affectus) are 
exactly the figures taken 1;>y the conatus when it is determined to 
do this or that, by an affection (affectio) that occurs to it. These 
affections that determine the conatus are a cause of conscious­
ness: the conatus having become conscious of itself under this or 
that affect is called desire, desire always being a desire for some­
thing (III, def. of desire). 

One sees why, from the moment the mode exists, its essence as 
a degree of power is determined as a conatus, that is, an effort or 
tendency. Not a tendency to pass into existence, but to maintain 
and affirm existence. This does not mean that power ceases to 
be actual; but so long as we consider the pure essences of mode, 
all of them agree with one another as intensive parts of the di­
vine power. The same is not true of the existing modes; insofar 
as extensive parts belong to each one under the relation that 
corresponds to its essence or degree of power, an existing mode 
can always induce the parts of another to come under a new rela­
tion. The existing mode whose relation is thus decomposed can 
weaken as a result, and even die (IV, 39). In this case, the dura­
tion that it enveloped as an indefinite duration is terminated 
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from without. Here everything is a struggle of powers therefore; 
the existing modes do not necessarily agree with one another. 
"There is no singular thing in nature than which there is not an­
other more powerful and stronger. Whatever one is given, there 
is another more powerful by which the first can be destroyed" 
(IV, ax). "This axiom concerns singular things insofar as they 
are considered in relation to a certain time and place" (V, 37 ,  
schol.). If death i s  inevitable, this i s  not a t  all because death is 
internal to the existing mode; on the contrary, it is because the 
existing mode is necessarily open to the exterior, because it nec­
essarily experiences passions, because it necessarily encounters 
other existing modes capable of endangering one of its vital rela­
tions, because the extensive parts belonging to it under its com­
plex relation do not cease to be determined and affected from 
without. But just as the essence of the mode had no tendency to 
pass into existence, it loses nothing by losing existence, since it 
only loses the extensive parts that did not constitute the essence 
itself. "No singular thing can be called more perfect for having 
persevered in existing for a longer time, for the duration of 
things cannot be determined from their essence" (IV, pref.). 

Thus, if the essence of the mode as a degree of power is only 
an effort or conatus as soon as the mode comes to exist, this is 
because the powers that necessarily agree in the element of es­
sence (as intensive parts) no longer agree in the element of exis­
tence (insofar as extensive parts pertain provisionally to each 
power). The actual essence can only be determined in existence 
as an effort then, that is, a comparison with other powers that 
can always overcome it (IV, 3 and 5). We have to distinguish be­
tween two cases in this regard: either the existing mode encoun­
ters other existing modes that agree with it and bring their 
relation into composition with its relation (for example, in very 
different ways, a food, a loved being; an ally); or the existing 
mode encounters others that do not agree with it and tend to 
decompose it, to destroy it (a poison, a hated being, an enemy). 
In the first case, the existing mode's ability to be affected is ful­
filled by joyful feelings-affects, affects based on joy and love; in 
the other case, by sad feelings-affects, based on sadness and ha-
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tred. The ability to be affected is necessarily realized i n  every 
case, according to the given affections (ideas of the objects en­
countered). Even illness is a fulfillment in this sense. But the ma­
jor difference between the two cases is the following: in sadness 
our power as a conatus serves entirely to invest the painful trace 
and to repel or destroy the object which is its cause. Our power 
is immobilized, and can no longer do anything but react. Injoy, 
on the contrary, our power expands, compounds with the pow­
er of the other, and unites with the loved object (IV, 1 8) .  This is 
why, even when one assumes the capacity for being affected to 
be constant, some of our power diminishes or is restrained by 
affections of sadness, increases or is enhanced by affections of 
joy. It can be said that joy augments our power of acting and sad­
ness diminishes it. And the conatus is the effort to experience 
joy, to increase the power of acting, to imagine and find that 
which is a cause of joy, which maintains and furthers this cause; 
and also an effort to avert sadness, to imagine and find that 
which destroys the cause of sadness (III, 1 2 , 1 3, etc.). Indeed, 
the feeling-affect is the conatus itself insofar as it is determined 
to do this or that by a given idea of affection. The mode's pow­
er of acting (Spinoza sometimes says force of existing, gen. def. of 
the affects) is thus subject to considerable variations so long as 
the mode exists, although it essence remains the same and its 
ability to be affected is assumed to be constant. This is because 
joy, and what follows from it, fulfills the ability to be affected in 
such a way that the power of acting or force of existing in­
creases relatively; the reverse is true of sadness. So the conatus is 
an effort to augment the power of acting or to experience joy­
ful passions (third determination, III ,  28) .  

But the constancy of the ability to be affected is only relative 
and is contained within certain limits. Obviously, the same indi­
vidual does not have the same capacity for being affected as a 
child, an adult, and as an old person, or in good health and bad 
(IV, 39,  schol.; V, 39 ,  schol.). The effort to increase the power of 
acting cannot be separated therefore from an effort to carry the 
power of acting to a maximum (V, 39). We see no difficulty in 
reconciling the various definitions of the conatus: mechanical 
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(preserve, maintain, persevere); dynamic (increase, promote); 
apparently dialectical (oppose that which opposes, deny that 
which denies). For everything depends on and derives from an 
affirmative conception of essence: the degree of power as an af­
firmation of essence in God; the conatus as an affirmation of es­
sence in existence; the relation of motion and rest or the 
capacity for being affected as a maximum position and a mini­
mum position; the variations of the power of acting or force of 
existing within these positive limits. 

In any case, the conatus defines the right of the existing mode. 
All that I am determined to do in order to continue existing (de­
stroy what doesn't agree with me, what harms me, preserve what 
is useful to me or suits me) by means of given affections (ideas of 
objects), under determinate affects Goy and sadness, love and 
hate . . .  )-all this is my natural right. This right is strictly iden­
tical with my power and is independent of any order of ends, of 
any consideration of duties, since the conatus is the first founda­
tion, the primum mavens, the efficient and not the final cause. 
This right is not opposed "either to struggles, to hatreds, to an­
ger, to trickery, or to absolutely anything the appetite counsels" 
(Theological-Political Treatise, chap. 16 ;  Political Treatise, chap. 2, 8). 
The rational man and the foolish man differ in their affections 
and their affects but both strive to persevere in existing accord­
ing to these affections and affects; from this standpoint, their 
only difference is one of power. 

The conatus, like any state of power, is always active. But the 
difference lies in the conditions under which the action is real­
ized. One can conceive an existing mode that strives to perse­
vere in existing-in accordance with its natural right-while 
remaining at the risk of its chance encounters with other modes, 
at the mercy of affections and affects which determine it from 
without: it strives to increase its power of acting, that is, to expe­
rience joyful passions, if only by destroying that which threatens 
it (III, 1 3 , 20, 23 ,  26). But, apart from the fact that these joys of 
destruction are poisoned by the sadness and hatred in which 
they originate (III, 47), the accidental nature of the encounters 
means that we always risk encountering something more power-



Spinoza: Practical Philosophy / 1 03 

ful that will destroy us (Theological- Political Treatise, chap. 1 6; Po­
litical Treatise, chap. 2) and that, even in the most favorable in­
stances, we will encounter other modes under their discordant 
and hostile aspects (IV, 32, 33, 34). This is why it matters little 
that the effort to persevere, to increase the power of acting, to 
experience joyful passions, to maximize the capacity for being 
affected, is always satisfied; it will succeed only to the extent that 
man strives to organize his encounters, that is, among the other 
modes, to encounter those which agree with his nature and en­
ter into composition with him, and to encounter them under the 
very aspects in which they agree and accord with him. Now, this 
effort}s that of the City, and, more profoundly, that of Reason. 
Reason leads man not only to increase his power of acting, which 
still belongs to the domain of passion, but to take formal posses­
sion of this power and to experience active joys that follow from 
the adequate ideas that Reason forms. The conatus as a successful 
effort, or the power of acting as a possessed power (even if death 
puts an end to it), are called Virtue. This is why virtue is nothing 
other than the conatus, nothing other than power, as an efficient 
cause, under the conditions of realization that enable it to be 
possessed by the one who exercises it (IV, def. 8; IV, 1 8, schol. ;  
IV, 20; IV, 37 ,  schol. 1 ) .  And the adequate expression of the con­
atus is the effort to persevere in existing and to act under the 
guidance of Reason (IV, 24), that is, to acquire that which leads 
to knowledge, to adequate ideas and active feelings (IV, 26,  27,  
35; V, 38). 

Just as the absolute power of God is twofold-a power of ex­
isting and producing, and a power of thinking and comprehend­
ing-the power of the mode as degree is twofold: the ability to 
be affected, which is affirmed in relation to the existing mode, 
and particularly in relation to the body; and the power of per­
ceiving and imagining, which is affirmed in relation to the mode 
considered in the attribute of thought, hence in relation to the 
mind. "In proportion as a body is more capable than others of 
perceiving many things at once, or being acted on in many ways 
at once, so its mind is more capable than others of doing many 
things at once" (11 , 1 3 , schol .). But, as we have seen, the ability 
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to be affected relates to a power of acting that varies materially 
within the limits of this ability, and is not yet formally pos­
sessed. Similarly, the power of perceiving or imagining relates 
to a power of knowing or comprehending which it involves but 
does not yet formally express. This is why the power of imagin­
ing is still not a virtue (II, 1 7 , schol.), nor even the ability to be 
affected. It is when, through the effort of Reason, the percep­
tions or ideas become adequate, and the affects active, it is 
when we ourselves become causes of our own affects and mas­
ters of our adequate perceptions, that our body gains access to 
the power of acting, and our mind to the power of compre­
hending, which is its way of acting. " In proportion as the ac­
tions of a body depend more on itself alone, and as other bodies 
concur with it less in acting, so its mind is more capable of un­
derstanding distinctly" (II, 1 3, schol.). This effort pervades the 
second kind of knowledge and reaches completion in the third, 
when the ability to be affected only has a minimum of passive 
affects and the power of perceiving has a minimum of imagina­
tions destined to perish (V, 39 and 40). The power of the mode 
then comprehends itself as an intensive part or a degree of the 
absolute power of God, all degrees being congruent in God, 
and this congruence implying no confusion, since the parts are 
only modal and the power of God remains substantially indivis­
ible. A mode's power is a part of God's power, but this is insofar 
as God's essence is explained by the mode's essence (IV, 4). The 
entire Ethics presents itself as a theory of power, in opposition 
to morality as a theory of obligations. 

PROPHET. Cf. Sign. 

PROPRIA.-Are distinguished both from essence and from 
what follows from essence (properties, consequences, or ef­
fects). A proprium is not an essence, because it does not consti­
tute any part of a thing and does not enable us to know 
anything concerning the thing; but it is inseparable from the 
essence, it is a modality of the essence itself. And a proprium is 
not to be confused with that which follows from the essence, 
for what follows from the latter is a product having an essence 
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Potentiality 

which has its "original hisrory" (Urgeschichte), in Benjamin's sense of the 
rerm, in the dialectic of the proper and the improper. 

Theory of Passions 

Let us now return, after this long detOur, to the problem of love that 
was our point of departure. An attentive analysis shows that the state men t 
that Heidegger's thought is "without love" (ohne Liebe) is not only inexact 
from a philosophical point of view bur also imprecise on the philological 
level. Several texts could be invoked here. I would like to pause to con· 
sider the twO that strike me as the most important. 

Almost ten years after the end of his relationship with Hannah Arendt, 
in the 1936 lecture course on Nietzsche entitled "The Will to Power as 
Art," Heidegger thematically treated the problem of love in several very 
dense pages in which he sketched an altogether singular theory of the pas· 
sions. He begins by withdrawing passions from the domain of psychol. 
ogy by defining them as "the basic modes that constirure Dasein . . .  the 
ways man confronts the Da, the openness and concealment of beings, in 
which he stands. "39 Immediately afterward, he clearly distinguishes love 
and hate from other feelings, positing them as passions (Leidenschaften) 
as opposed to simple affects (Affikte). While affects such as anger and joy 
are born and die away in us spontaneously, love and hate, as passions, are 
always already present and traverse our Being from the beginning. This 
is why we speak of "nunuring hatred" but not of "nunuring anger" (ein 
Zorn wird gendhrt) .40 We must cite ar least the decisive passage on 
pasSion: 

Because hate traverses [durchziehtl our Being more originally, it has a cohc· 
sive power; like love, hate brings an original closure leine urspriingliche 
Geschlossenheitl and perdurance to our essemial Being . . . .  But the persistent 
closure that comes to Dasein through hate does not close it off and bind it. 
Rather, it grants vision and premeditation. The angry man loses the power of 
reflection. He who hates intensifies reflection and rumination to the point of 
"hardboiled" malice. Hate is never blind; it is perspicacious. Only anger is 
blind. Love is never blind: it is perspicacious. Only infatuation l VerliebtheitJ 
is blind, fickle, and susceptible-an affect, not a passion rein A.ffekt, keine Lei­
denschafiJ. To passion belongs a reaching Out and opening up of oneself ldas 
weit Ausgreifende, sich OffnendeJ . Such reaching Out occurs even in hate, since 
the hated one is pursued everywhere relentlessly. But such reaching out (Aus-
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The Passion of Facticity '99 

griffl in passion does not simply lift us up and away beyond ourselves. It 
gathers our essential Being to its proper ground laufseinem eigentLichen 
Grund], it exposes our ground for the first time in so gathering, so that the 
passion is that through which and in which we take hold of ourselves Un uns 
selbst Fuf fossen] and achieve lucid mastery of the beings around us and 
within us [hellsichtig des Seiende um uns und in uns miichtig werdenJ.41 

Hatred and love are thus the twO Crundweisen, the twO fundamental 
guises or manners, through which Dasein experiences the Da, the open­
ing and retreat of the being that it is and must be. In love and hate, as op­
posed to affects (which are blind to the very thing they reveal and which, 
like Stimmungen, are only uncovered in distraction), man establishes him­
self more deeply in that into which he is thrown, appropriating his very 
facticiry and thus gathering together and opening his own ground. It is 
therefore not an accident (hat hatred, with its "original closure," is given 
a primordial rank alongside love (like evil in Heidegger's course on 
Schelling and fury [das Crimmige] in his "Letter on Humanism"): the di­
mension at issue here is the original opening of Dasein, in which "there 
comers] from Being itself the assignment [Zuweisung] of those directions 
[Weisungen] that mUSt become law and rule for man."42 

Potentia Passiva 

This original status of love (more precisely, of passion) is reaffirmed in 
a passage in the "Letter on Humanism" whose imponance here cannot 
be overestimated. In this text, "to love" (Iieben) is likened to mogen (which 
means both "to want" and "to be able"), and mogen is identified with Be­
ing in a context in which the category of potentiality-possibility is con­
sidered in an entirely new fashion: 

To embrace a "thing" or a "person" in its essence means to love it [sie lieben] , 
to favor it [sie mogenJ. Thought in a more originary way, such favoring [mo­
gen 1 means to bestow essence as a gift. Such favoring is the proper essence of 
enabling l VermogenJ, which not only can achieve this or that but also can ler 
something essentially unfold [wesen] in its provenance, that is, let it be. It is 
on rhe "strengrh" [kmftJ of such enabling by favoring thar something is prop­
erly able to be. This enabling is what is properly "possible" [das eigentlich 
"Mogliche"J, rhat whose essence resides in favoring . . . .  Being is the enabling­
favoring, the "may be." As the element, Being is the "quiet power" of the fa­
voring-enabling, that is, of the possible. Of course, our words moglich and 
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§ 12 The Passion of Facticity 

The Absent "Mood" (Stimmung) 

It has often been observed that the problem of love is abseil[ from Hei­
degger's thought. In Being and Time, which contains ample treatmentS of 
fear, anxiety, and Stimmungen in general, love is mentioned only once, in 
a nOte referring to Pascal and Augustine. Thus W Koepps,l in 1928, and 
Ludwig Binswanger,2 in '942, reproached Heidegger for nOt having in­
cluded love in his analydc of Dasein, which is founded solely on "care" 
(Sorge); and in a Notiz that is undoubtedly hostile, Karl Jaspers wrore that 
Heidegger's philosophy is "without love, hence also ullwonhy of love in 
its style."3 

Such critiques, as Karl LOwirh has remarked,'1 remain fruirlcss as long 
as they do not succeed in replacing Heideggcr's analytic with an analytic 
centered on love. Nevertheless, Heidegger's silence-or apparent si­
lence-on love remains problematic. We know that between 1923 and 
1926, while Heidegger was preparing his greatest work, he was involved 
in a passionate relationship with Hannah Arendt, who was at this time 
his student in Marburg. Even if the letters and poems in the Deutsches 
Literarurarchiv in Marbach that bear witness to this relationship are nOt 
yet accessible, we know from Hannah Arendt herself that, twenty years 
after the end of their relationship, Heidegger stated that it had been "the 
passion of his life" (dies nun einmal die Passion des Lebens gewesen sei) and 
thar Being and Time had rhus been composed under rhe sign oflove.5 

How, rhen, is it possible ro explain rhe absence of love from the ana­
lytic of Dasein? It is all the more perplexing if one considers that on 
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J86 Potentiality 

Hannah Arendt's part, rhe relationship produced precisely a book on love. 
I am referring to her Doktordissertation (published in 1929), The Concept 
o/Love in St. Augustine, in which it is nO[ difficult ro discern Hcidcggcr's 
inAuencc. Why does Being and Time remain so obstinately silcm on rhe 
subject of love? 

Let us closely examine [he nore on love in Being and Time. It is to be 
found in §29, which is dedicated to the analysis of "stare-oF-mind" 
(Be/indlichkeit) and "moods" (Stimmungen). The nOte does nor contain 
even one word by Heidegger; it is composed solely of (wo citations. The 
first is from Pascal: "And thence if comes about that in the case where we 
are speaking of human things, it is said to be necessary to know them be­
fore we love them, and this has become a proverb; but the saints, on the 
contrary, when they speak of divine things, say that we must love them 
before we know them, and that we enrer inro truth only by charity; they 
have made of this one of their mOSt useful maxims." The second is from 
Augustine: "One docs not enter into truth except though charity" (Non 
intramur in veritatem, nisi per charitatem). 6 The two citations suggest a 
kind of ontological primacy oflove as access to truth. 

Thanks to the publication of Heidegger's last Marburg lectures from 
the summer semester of 1928, we know that the reference to this funda­
mental role of love originated in conversations with Max Scheler on the 
problem of imentionality. "Scheler first made it clear," Heidegger writes, 
"especially in the essay 'Liebe und Erkenntnis,' that intentional relations 
are quire diverse, and that even, for example, love and hatred ground 
knowing lLieben und Haj5 das £rkennen fondieren]. Here Scheler picks up 
a theme of Pascal and Augustine."7 In both the essay cited by Heidegger 
and a text of the same time published posthumously under the title Ordo 
amoris, Scheler repeatedly insists on the preeminent scarus of love. "Be­
fore he is an ens cogitans or an ens volans," we read in Ordo amoris, "man 
is an ens amans." Heidegger was thus perfectly conscious of the funda­
mental importance of love, in the sense that it condirions precisely the 
possibility of knowledge and the access to truth. 

On the other hand, in the lecrures of the 1928 summer course, love is 
referred to in the context of a discussion of the problem of intentional­
ity in which Heidegger criricizes the established notion of intentionality 
as a cognitive relation between a subject and object. This text is precious 
since it demonstrates how Heidegger, through a critique that does not 
spare his teacher, Husser!, overcame the notion of intentionality and ar-
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The Passion of Facticity 

rived at the struccure of transcendence that Being and Time calls Being­
in-the-world. 

For Heidegger, what remains unexplained in the conception of inten­
tionality as a relation between a subject and an object is precisely what is 
in need of explanation, that is, the relation itself: 

The vagueness of the relation falls back on the vagueness of that which stands 
in relation . . . .  The most recent attempts conceive the subject-object relation 
as a "being relation" [Seinsbezielmng] . . . .  Nothing is gained by the phrase 
"being relation," as long as it is not stated what sort of being is meant, and as 
long as there is vagueness about the son of being [Seinsartl of the beings be­
tween which this relation is supposed to obtain . . . .  Being, even with Nicolai 
Hartmann and Max Scheler, is taken to mean being-an-hand [Vorhanden­
seinJ. This relation is not nothing, but it is still not being as something on 
hand . . . .  One of the main preparatory tasks of Being and Time is to bring 
this "relation" radically to light in its primordial essence and to do so with full 
intent.8 

For Heidegger, the subject-object relation is less original than the self­
transcendence of Being-in-the-world by which Dasein opens itself to the 
world before all knowledge and subjectivity. Before the consticution of 
anything like a subject or an object, Dasein-according to one of the cen­
tral theses of Being and Time-is already open to the world: "knowing is 
grounded beforehand in a Being-already-alongside-the-world [Schon-Sein­
bei-der- We/t] ."9 And only on the basis of this original transcendence can 
something like intentionality be understood in its own mode of Being. 

If Heidegger therefore does nOt thematically treat the problem of love, 
although recognizing its fundamental stacus, it is precisely because the 
mode of Being of an opening that is more original than all knowledge 
(and that rakes place, according to Scheler and Augustine, in love) is, in a 
certain sense, the central problem of Being and Time. On the other hand, 
if it is to be understood on the basis of this opening, love can no longer be 
conceived as it is commonly represented, that is, as a relation be[Ween a 
subject and an object or as a relation between (Wo subjects. It must, in­
stead, find its place and proper articulation in the Being-already-in-the­
world that charanerizes Dasein's transcendence. 

But what is rhe mode of Being of this Being-already-in-the-world? In 
what sense is Dasein always already in the world and surrounded by 
things before even knowing them? How is it possible for Dasein to open 
itself to something without thereby making it into the objective correlate 
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J 88 Potentiality 

of a knowing subject? And how can the intentional relation itself be 
broughr (Q light in irs specific mode of Being and irs primacy wirh respect 
[Q subjccr and object? 

It is in this comcxt that Heidegger inrroduces his norian of"facticiry" 
(Faktizitiit) . 

Facticity and Dasein 

The most imporrant contribmion made by the publication (which has 
barely begun) of Hcidcggcr's lecture courses from rhe early 19205 consists 
in decisively showing the centrality of the notions of facricity and facri­
cal life (foktisches Leben) in the development of Heidegger's thought. The 
abandonment of rhe notion of intentionaliry (and of rhe concept of sub­
ject that was its correlate) was made possible by rhe esrablishmenr of this 
category_ The path taken here was the following: intentionality-facticity­
Dasein. One of the future tasks of Heideggerian philology will no doubt 
be to make this passage explicit and to determine its genealogy (as well as 
to explain the progressive eclipse of the concept of facticity in Heidegger's 
later thought). The observations that follow are only a first contribution 
in this direction. 

First of all, it mUSt be said that Heidegger's first students and friends 
long ago emphasized the imponance of the concept of facticity in the for­
mation of Heidegger's thought. As early as 1927, in a work that appeared 
as the second half of the Jahrbuch fiir Philosophie lind Phiinomenologische 
Forschung in which the first edition of Being and Time was published, the 
mathematician and philosopher Oskar Becker wrote, "Heidegger gives 
the name of ontology co the hermeneutics of facticity, that is, the inter­
pretation of human Dasein."10 Becker is referring here to the ride of He i­
degger's 1923 summer-semeSter course held in Freiburg, "Ontology, or 
Henneneutics of Facticity."1 1 What does this tide mean? In what sense is 
ontology, the doctrine of Being, a doctrine of facticiry? 

The references to Husser! and Sanre that one finds in philosophical 
dictionaries under the heading "Facticity" are misleading here, for Hei­
degger's use of the term is fundamentally different from theirs. Heideg­
ger distinguishes Dasein's Faktizitiit from Tatsiichlichkeit, the simple fac­
tuality ofintrawor!dly beings. At the scan of his Ideas, Husser! defines the 
Tatsiichlichkeit of the objects of experience. These objects, Husser! writes, 
appear as things found ar determinate points in space and time that pos-
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