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Filippo Del Lucchese
Spinoza first introduces the notion of a third kind of knowledge in the second Scholium of Proposition 40 in Part II of The Ethics.
 To the first kind of knowledge, which is imaginative and derived from the senses or from signs, and the second, a rational knowledge based on adequate ideas, Spinoza adds a third: the intuitive science. 
 According to its definition, this intuitive science proceeds from the “adequate idea of the formal essence of certain attributes of God to an adequate knowledge of the essence of things” (E II, P40S2). Although Spinoza’s theory of adequation had already suggested a means of overcoming a binary logic founded on the rigid opposition between true and false knowledges,
 this introduction of a third kind of knowledge bursts into the argumentation quite unexpectedly, pronouncing an original development in his theory of knowledge. 


Spinoza’s argumentation nevertheless proceeds elliptically, remaining for several lines implicit and obscure. Criticism has plumbed the depths of this topic, continuing to present it as the key to an understanding of Spinozism. Critics also recognize that the author of the Ethics likely intended his elliptical approach to stimulate reflection rather than develop an exhaustive description of the intuitive science. In the following pages I will attempt to show the connection between Spinoza’s notion of a third kind of knowledge and his political thought, particularly his conception of multitudo and democracy, intended as omnino absolutum imperium (PT XI, 1).


This essay’s hypothesis is twofold. My first task is to consider how the knowledge men come to attain with this intuitive science relates to the collective and political dimension, particularly in democracy. I therefore ask what links the conditions that enable the development of the highest kind of knowledge, and ultimately of wisdom, with the collective dimension of the multitudo, specifically in the form of the libera multitudo, or a multitude auto-organized into a democracy. This endeavor first involves placing at the center of analysis the relationship between Spinoza’s theory of intuitive science and his political theory. By focusing on these two aspects, I will show how his concept of the multitude – particularly was it organizes itself into a democracy – favors the development of conditions that enable access to the third kind of knowledge. 


Secondly, I will discuss the possibility of whether we can consider the multitude itself as an individual composed of a multiplicity of human individuals. We might ask ourselves what type of knowledge the mind of this individual could achieve, and particularly if and how it might come to know by way of the intuitive science. The second aspect of this work therefore seeks to develop the relationship between political theory and the third kind of knowledge not from an individual perspective, but rather from that of the multitude regarded as a particular individual.

Wisdom and Politics

As I mentioned above, Spinoza gives an elliptical and at times ambiguous definition of the third kind of knowledge. This knowledge proceeds from the “adequate idea of the formal essence of certain attributes of God” and arrive at “an adequate knowledge of the essence of things” (E II, P40S2). Spinoza limits his definition of the intuitive science, offering the reader only the minimum, indispensable information, and leaving the notion suspended as if its meaning were self-evident.
 The author of the Ethics wanted to stimulate his reader’s curiosity by only allowing himself to indicate that, with the third kind of knowledge, we are no longer engaged in rational knowledge, but rather at comprehending singular things. 


The relative ambiguity of the Spinozian definition of the intuitive science has spurred several commentators to interpret its meaning in very different ways. For example, this ambiguity has lead to the idea of a knowledge that, exceeding the dimension of ordinary rationality, reserves for an elite the possibility of achieving a salvation different from that offered by traditional religions.
 Therefore, according to these commentators, Spinoza would be interested in developing the idea of an intuitive science as the basis for a superior knowledge allowing access to salvation – a sort of mysticism based on the centrality of reason, rather than arising from irrational elements.
 


Even though this “mysticism of reason” is endowed with a major universalizing potential – because detached from the particularism of the revealed religions – it would nevertheless prohibit the majority of men from reaching the level of true philosophy or salvation. Different from the salvation offered by traditional religions, this mysticism would only benefit a small group of elites. According to such an interpretation, the third kind of knowledge is only the concern of a few men and never makes itself available to the multitude.


Leo Strauss has doubtless been one of the most influential scholars in this regard. He inaugurated a substantial line of interpretation, most prevalent in the Anglophone tradition, that is based on the opposition between revealed religions and theory. In Strauss’s reading, knowledge is only the domain of the free and strong human individual, while superstition is reserved for the many, insofar as the many are impotent and enslaved by their passions. Such a rigidly dichotomous vision is difficult to accept since it is so incompatible with the spinozian ethic. The aim of the spinozian ethic is to reveal the ambivalences and paradoxes that characterize human nature, the wise man as much as the ignorant, but certainly not to consider the first as an imperium in imperio. 
The interpretative acumen of Strauss’s positions has faded in the last decades, followed by new interpretations more attentive to the text, and also by an organic interpretation of Spinoza’s political oeuvre within his entire philosophical corpus. The emphasis on an individuality opposed to collectivity remains alive in Anglophone circles, however. Steven Smith, for example, maintains a double function of politics, an outright dichotomy in which the freedom of the few (the wise men) is something entirely different from the freedom of the many.
 Nonetheless, if we follow the letter of Spinoza’s text closely, it appears truly difficult to attribute to the author of the Political Treatise, as Strauss and his disciples do, the “depreciation of whatever is common to all men” and the idea that “the multitude despises the natural light which is common to all men, and prefers the ravings of imagination”.
 


Other interpreters have argued that the intuitive science relates not to solitary contemplation, but rather to a superior form of community.
 Even in this case, however, a considerable fracture would divide the wise person, who attains his knowledge through the hermetic path of “intellectual training,” from the multitude, which must instead receive its salvation from outside, by overcoming the affective terrain of the passions and the imaginative kind of knowledge. 


In the following pages, I intend to advance a different hypothesis, showing that Spinoza rejects the idea of a fracture, or an insurmountable distance, between the wise person and the multitude. Moreover, the author of the Ethics explicitly refutes the image of the solitary wise person who achieves true philosophy precisely by distinguishing himself from a mass condemned to ignorance and whose salvation depends on providence. 


The third kind of knowledge does not lead to an ascetic, hermetic or, above all, elitist conception of wisdom after the model of Stoicism. On the contrary, Spinoza departs precisely from the ordinary and common conditions of knowledge to suggest that true rationality and wisdom are found precisely in a science aimed at men. We are not dealing with a mystical or transcendental knowledge reserved for the few, but with a knowledge of other men, a knowledge sanctioned by the famous Spinozian expression, “man is God for man.”


We will now turn to the third kind of knowledge. The intuitive science, precisely insofar as it is an adequate knowledge of singular things, does not refer to an inaccessible ideal, but is rather at every man’s disposal. In fact, the human mind adequately understands God.
 God’s infinite essence and eternity are “known to all” and allows everyone the possibility of creating a third kind of knowledge.
 It therefore encompasses not a superior wisdom, but rather the idea that every man can attain the most elevated form of knowledge, or wisdom, i.e., liberty.
 This is in no way a contrast to the conclusive affirmation of the Ethics, in which omnia praeclara tam difficilia, quam rara sunt only confirms what we have said.


The intuitive science essentially permits a passage from rationality, which is confined to the plane of duration, to a knowledge with the capacity to develop itself along the plane of eternity. The inter-individual dimension is linked in various ways to the third kind of knowledge.
 The wise person who has reached blessedness by way of the third kind of knowledge maintains a bond with others without ever abandoning the multiple and collective dimension of human life.
 Wisdom is not the rare fruit that only a restricted group of wise men may savor, but the dimension of collective life itself to which humanity may tend and aspire. 

Common Notions and Desire for Multiplicity


The Spinozian subdivision of knowledge into kinds serves to distinguish zones of influence from various types of ideas in the mind.
 In other words, adequate and inadequate ideas necessarily inhabit the mind. The doctrine of the kinds of knowledge allows a diversification of the spheres of activity in which the power (potentia)
 to think articulates itself in imagination, in reason, and ultimately in the intuitive science. Despite the scarcity of explicit information on the highest kind of knowledge, Spinoza indicates certain fundamental characteristics about its origin.


For example, we know for certain that only the first kind of knowledge leads man to form false ideas, while the second and third kinds transport men to a “necessarily true” knowledge (E II, 41P). That man’s desire to know through the intuitive science cannot emerge from the first but only from the second kind of knowledge suggests a disjunction between the three types.
 Reason and the intuitive science maintain an ambiguous relationship to one another that is created at once by ruptures and continuities.
 It is therefore on the terrain of rational knowledge that an interrogation of the intuitive science and its relation to politics must begin. 


We must first ask if and in what way the multiple, collective dimension of human life favors the third kind of knowledge. A plurality of experiences and relationships helps create in the individual mind the conditions for developing true ideas. Rationality, particularly with respect to political decisions, emerges most readily from relations that develop within the complex relational net of the multitudo (for example, see E IV, P37S2). The same process of constructing individuality must be found in the ontology of relations and communication that is actualized in the forms of moral and political life.
 For Spinoza, the individual only creates and identifies itself in relation to other individuals. Consequently, it determines its very essence within collective and, using Simondon’s terminology, “transindividual” processes. According to these indications, what conclusions can we now draw for the human mind with respect to the formation of the third kind of knowledge? More accurately, and recalling our earlier critique of the image of the solitary wise person, in what way is it possible to affirm that the political, collective dimension promotes the conditions for the development of individual wisdom?


A response to these questions must depart from the second kind of knowledge, and in particular from the concept of common notions. As one of the truly strategic concepts of Spinoza’s philosophy, the common notions are, on the one hand, the origin of true knowledge (enabling not only rational knowledge, but also access to the intuitive science), and on the other, the missing link between the theory of knowledge and the political dimension of human life. Spinoza in fact claims that certain things exist which are common to everyone, can be found “in the part and in the whole,” and can only be conceived adequately (E II, P38). He distinguishes these notions as those necessarily perceived clearly and distinctly (E II, P38C). The first characteristic allows us to grasp the common notions not only as the origin of the second kind of knowledge, but also as the desire to know by the third kind of knowledge. The second characteristic maintains through the idea of convenience (convenientia) the inter-individual development of this path, which takes place precisely through the composite relations between bodies and their ideas, or in other words, between minds. Composition and adequation are what allow us to establish the link between true knowledge, wisdom and the political dimension.
 

The common notions in fact originally refer to bodies
 to represent their composition. Hence they are necessarily adequate and their adequation extends to the minds of all the bodies involved in the same composition.
 However, in what way can we combine the processes of composition and adequation within the dimension of inter-individual relations? Spinoza suggests one way by affirming an inclinational and expansive process by which bodies are composed, and another way through the varying degrees of utility possessed by diverse common notions. 


The corollary of Proposition 39, Part II, in fact affirms that “the mind is more capable of perceiving more things adequately in proportion as its body has more things in common with other bodies” (E II, P39C). The more bodies that form a relationship, the more complex and multiple this relationship is, the more it contains common notions, and the more adequately our mind is capable of perceiving a multiplicity of things. We can also read in the same way Proposition 39 of Part V, which affirms the correlation between the eternity of the mind and the power (potentia) of the body.
 The body becomes “capable of many things” precisely to the extent to which it can affect and be affected “in many ways” by other bodies – that is, in its propensity to interact in a nondestructive way. Moreover, it satisfies the principle of utility.
 What we are dealing with is a inclinational and expansive process that, as such, anticipates for the mind an increase in the power (potentia) to think that is proportional to the development of relations of convenience (convenientia) between bodies. 


The common notions can be found at the origin of both rational knowledge and the desire for the intuitive science. This is particularly apparent when considering their genealogical development, beginning with the less general and therefore more useful notions. The common notions also allow us to explain how this development takes place not through a reflection abstracted and detached from real life, but instead on the basis of the real composition of bodies and, ultimately, through the exchanges and relations between men.
 The common notions therefore allow us to link desire and the third kind of knowledge to the inter-individual dimension of politics. 


Spinoza does not offer examples of these more complex and useful common notions. Nevertheless, if we follow the genealogical process of their formation at the very heart of his political theory, we find several conclusions that can recuperate the importance of real and actual common notions of immense utility. Article 13 of the second chapter of the Political Treatise, for example, asserts that, “If two men come together and join forces, they have more power over Nature, and consequently more right, than either one alone; and the greater the number who form a union in this way, the more right they will together possess” (PT II, 13). I argue that this idea of the quantitative and expansive composition of law (diritto) and power (potentia) can be interpreted as a translation onto the political plane of the genealogical process of common notions and the adequation from which they arise. Seen from this perspective, the totality of Spinozian politics appears tightly linked to the theory of knowledge. The process that leads to the formation of the common notions and then to adequate ideas and, finally, to the third kind of knowledge and its desire, corresponds in some ways to the formation of political and collective rationality. 


Spinoza develops this correlation further: for example, he affirms as a ‘contrary’ proof the absurdity and misery of the solitude and isolation in which the individual finds itself. This is the theme of metus solitudinis. Just as a great many relations enrich the life of the individual on the political and ethical level, so from an opposing perspective, solitude frightens men. Alone, it is neither possible to defend oneself from one’s enemies, nor to procure the minimum means of existence (PT VI, 1). We can then argue that, for Spinoza, fear is principally the fear of solitude or isolation, the fear of the absence of relations. In the last instance, it is a fear of the absence of a common, and thereby political, condition.
 


The link with the theory of knowledge is, nevertheless, even more explicit. To develop the power (potentia) of the mind and to enable its survival are in fact one and the same thing. “Bare life”, we could argue, is only an abstraction, an extremely general idea, and of little utility.
 On the contrary, for Spinoza, life is always accompanied by the idea of the concrete development of the conditions of security, by the possibility of increasing the power (potentia) of the mind,
 and, thus, by embarking on the path to wisdom. 


From this standpoint, rationality and wisdom are part of the same continuity. And it is Spinoza’s political theory that shows us how collective rationality – the result of the process and common practice of critique and discussion – opposes itself to the narrowness of the single individual. When a political decision is the fruit of “a few,” the impulse of passions necessarily prevails: “men’s wits are too obtuse to get straight to the heart of every question, but by discussing, listening to others, and debating, their wits are sharpened, and by exposing every avenue they eventually discover what they are seeking, something that meets with general approval and that no one had previously thought of” (PT IX, 14). Only the multiplicity can therefore extract the political decision from the control of the passions and, we may say, from the first kind of knowledge.
 Moreover, Spinoza emphasizes the fact that no one is excluded from participating in this process. If rationality and wisdom are rare and difficult to find, it is politics that nevertheless shows how anyone, even those of “uncultivated minds,” may offer his/her contribution to the formation of the common decision (PT VII, 3). Indeed, as far as the form of governance goes, only an illusion could allow us to believe that a wise and rational decision could come from a few or a single individual. In the case of monarchy, for example:

But since one man alone cannot supervise everything and be always on the alert with a mind set for deliberation, and is often prevented by illness or old age or other causes from attending to public affairs, the monarch must have counselors who would be acquainted with current issues and would assist the king with their advice and often act as his deputies, so that the state or commonwealth may continue in one and the same mind. (PT VII, 3)

The message is extremely clear: to be truly one, it is necessary to be many. It is important to emphasize the vigorously democratic character of these arguments in Spinoza’s political theory, particularly those that have been associated with an ethics and a politics “of quantity.”
 The development of Spinozian thought itself, from the Theologico-political Treatise to the Political Treatise, shows how reason emerges from magnitude and quantity. Just as in the sphere of ethics a great number of experiences, forces, and relations correspond to the mind’s capacity to produce true ideas, so on the level of politics knowledge and rationality depend on the democratic process, which itself involves the greatest possible number of citizens and tends toward the entire multitude.
 

It is primarily the knowledge of other men that leads to individual wisdom and this is immediately a political knowledge.
 Man is thus the God of man. The wise person is opposed to the ignorant person, who is, in turn, driven entirely by his own impulses.
 However, we may add that the ignorant person is only ignorant insofar as he is alone with his own impulses, separate from the knowledge of God and other men, and thus afraid, superstitious,
 and envious.
 

On the contrary, the love that emerges from wisdom “cannot be tainted with emotions of envy or jealousy, but is the more fostered as we think more men to be joined to God by this same bond of love” (E V, P20). Just as the collective, political dimension aids in the conditions for the development of wisdom, so this love is the desire for multiplicity, the desire for multitudo. To overcome the metus solitudinis and to take up the path to wisdom are two aspects of the same power (potentia) of the mind. 

I do not intend to deny that, for Spinoza, it is also possible to achieve knowledge through individual means, independent from the social dimension. I also do not intend to affirm that this collectivity is the true or the only form of knowledge. Returning once again to the straussian interpretation, it is possible to say that superstition is certainly the product of a “passive” form of life
 and that knowledge is, in contrast, a certain form of “activity.” But what Strauss and his disciples maintain, without actually showing it, is that “activity” pertains exclusively to the single, while the multiple and the collective are by definition condemned to passivity. 
I maintain the idea that, in these pages, Spinoza is suggesting the existence of a different form of knowledge, political insofar as multiple; a knowledge that is in no way mystical (that is neither individual nor mysterious
), but on the contrary, rational and affective. We are dealing with a peculiar form of knowledge that remains consistent within and through the interactions of the bodies and minds of the multitude, insofar as this multitude expresses in an integral way its own power to be and to act, free of superstition, and in a way that is analogous to what transpires with the wise individual. 

From this perspective, part V of the Ethics is linked to the constitutive process of democracy elaborated in the Political Treatise. In the following pages, I will attempt to elaborate the connection between the third kind of knowledge and the multitudo as the subject of adequate knowledge and of “political wisdom.”

‘Multitudo,’ Democracy, and the Third Kind of Knowledge
The intuitive science leads by definition to an “adequate knowledge of the essence of things,” i.e., to a knowledge of particular things. While the common notions allow us to grasp the necessary rules, abstract and general, the intuitive science allows us to reach a different level. With the intuitive science, we come to know what is basically the very essence of things insofar as they are drawn directly from divine nature. To understand singular things in this way is also to understand God itself (E V, P24). 


We can observe the difference between the object of the second and the object of the third kinds of knowledge by turning once again to Spinoza’s political theory. What is the type of knowledge that develops within the field of politics? In the opening to the Political Treatise, Spinoza himself explicitly declares that men prefer life in common to life in solitude. However barbaric or civilized they may be – even in cases when they are not guided by reason – men always form a society. The study of politics for this reason cannot be founded on the teachings of reason, but must be drawn instead “from the nature and condition of men in general” (PT I, 7). One can also find within the dimension of political theory a translation of the distinction between the second and the third kinds of knowledge. We cannot deduce such a translation from abstract or general rules, but must instead turn to the essence of particular things, that is, to the common nature and conditions of men.
 Political science is truly an intuitive science.
 


 As we have seen, Spinoza valorizes not the single individual, but rather the multiple individual, the multitudo, as the bearer of a rationality arising from magnitude and quantity. The political decision therefore emerges independently from the form of government, “by discussing, listening to others, and debating.” Men thereby “sharpen” their wits until they find a solution “that meets with general approval and that no one had previously thought of” (TP IX, 14).
 Hence, if Spinoza emphasizes the centrality of the multiple individual with respect to the best political decisions, and if political science is an intuitive science, never too distant from individual philosophical wisdom, how do we understand the encounter between this individual and the third kind of knowledge? How can a multitudo know, and more specifically, what is the relationship between this knowledge and the idea of the third kind of knowledge? Beyond and against the idea of a wisdom for a solitary few, these issues pose the question of a real knowledge and a wisdom specifically of the multitudo. 


Una Veluti Mente
To inquire into the relationship between the third type of knowledge and multitudo, I must make a brief digression into the problem that has so frequently concerned critics, namely the question of whether and how the political body can be conceived as an individual. Some of the most important commentators on Spinoza have argued in favor of a “literal” interpretation that considers it possible to think of the State as an individual with its own body (complex, since it is formed by a multiplicity of individual humans) and its own mind, or the idea of this body.
 Others instead claim the necessity of an entirely “metaphorical” interpretation of Spinoza’s text, thereby negating the notion of either of these ontological realities of the State.


It is not my aim in this study to retrace the entire history of a problem whose centrality for a correct interpretation of Spinozism will seem evident by the questions under discussion.
 On the other hand, Spinoza plainly asserts that it is possible to speak of the political body as an individual in a certain sense. It is not a matter of defining the meaning of this political body, however, but of understanding the type of individual we are dealing with and its characteristics.
 The very possibility of interpreting the political science as an intuitive science according to Spinoza’s own indications ultimately clarifies how it is possible to speak of a political body as an individual endowed with its own mind. Spinoza furthermore suggests that the very activity of this individual – in particular the activity of the libera multitudo auto-organized into a democracy – resembles the third kind of knowledge.


In the Ethics, Spinoza suggests that the idea of a mind-body union, for example, applies no more to men than to other individuals, “which are all animate, albeit in different degrees.”
 These individuals are however not all homogeneous. Indeed, just as ideas differ among themselves depending on the degree of “reality” they contain, so the ideas of their bodies, i.e., their minds, differ among themselves (E II, P13S). In this scholium, Spinoza again stresses that the mind’s superiority depends on the fact that the body is “more apt than other bodies to act or be acted upon simultaneously in many ways.” This superiority is also a matter of the knowledge the mind can have of its own body. 


When speaking about the political body as an individual, one of the major differences between the human mind and the mind of the State therefore depends on the type of association between the individuals that compose different bodies.
 The human body is made up of many differentiated individuals,
 while in the political body, individuals associate with one another more out of convenience (convenientia) than from a mutual differentiation. Consequently, the human mind proves to be less differentiated and more conscious of itself,
 whereas the political body is very differentiated but less conscious of itself. 


I argue that the constitutive process in which the multitudo organizes itself into a democracy represents, in a certain sense, the development of this consciousness. Democracy, understood as a practice and not just as one form of government among others, is a collective movement in which the multitude increases its power (potentia):
 “Civitas Jus potentia multitudinis, quae une veluti mente ducitur, determinatur.” [“the right of the commonwealth is determined by the power of the multitude that is guided as though by a single mind”] Guided “as though by a single mind.” This expression must be read not as the difference between the human mind and the mind of the political body – a subject that is neither a difficulty nor a concern for Spinozism – but rather as the idea of an increase in rationality that accompanies power’s (potentia) inclination to grow collectively: “just as in the state of Nature the man who is guided by reason is most powerful and most in control of his own right; similarly the commonwealth that is based on reason and directed by reason is most powerful and most in control of its own right” (PT III, 7).


But we can go even further. Just as on the individual plane the development of rationality, and therefore of the second kind of knowledge, was the basis for the third kind of knowledge, so for the multiple individual, i.e., the multitude, one can raise the same question. Can the libera multitudo know in a way that is analogous to the individual human mind that knows with the third kind of knowledge? Can democracy, the only imperium omnino absolutum, represent in some way a form of knowledge for the mind of this complex body that is the multitude?


The three kinds of knowledge are not only modes of knowledge; they are also forms of life. The first kind, characterized by inadequate ideas, corresponds to both the state of nature, dominated by “vague experience,” and the civil state with its imperial “signs” that are perceived as a command. The second kind of knowledge corresponds instead to a state of reason that introduces us via the common notions to true knowledge.
 My hypothesis is that, as with the single individual, the kinds of knowledge are the forms of life of the multitudo in the process by which it organizes itself into a democracy. For the mind of the political body, this process corresponds to the form of the common notions and therefore to a form of rationality from which arises the desire to know with the third kind of knowledge, with that knowledge of the essence of singular things and of God that is united with a consciousness of itself. 


As with the human individual, this process begins on the level of the body, of convenient encounters with other bodies. This is the genealogy of common notions. With respect to the body of the multitude, which is different from the human body, we must turn to the encounter with other bodies and also to how the different parts and individuals that compose it organize and arrange themselves. Composing themselves by way of “convenience” (convenientia) rather than by “differentiation,”
 these parts can organize themselves in very different ways, each expressing a certain power (potentia) and thus a certain rationality.


Knowledge, i.e., the power (potentia) that the mind of the political body expresses, is necessarily different from that of the human individual. The mind of the multitude, although less conscious of itself than the individual mind, can develop a power (potentia) and thus a rationality decisively greater than that of the single man’s mind. Indeed, as we have seen, it is multiplicity that creates rationality from quantity and renders the monarch’s – or the philosopher’s – solitude little adapted to bare the hazards of a Republic: “in a democracy there is less danger of a government behaving unreasonably, for it is practically impossible for the majority of a single assembly, if it is of some size, to agree on the same piece of folly.” (TPT XVI. Also see PT VII, 4). Democracy therefore consists of being an omnino absolutum imperium – not to squander or exclude its forces (the bodies and minds of the individuals that constitute the multitudo), but rather to make them actively participate in the process of auto-organization and the growth of power (potentia).


We might be tempted to object to Spinoza for declaring himself a realist, but in reality, falling prey to a utopian idealization of democracy. Indeed, has it not been democracies that have so often and so tragically elected tyrants? But Spinoza was well aware of these objections. He was an attentive reader of Machiavelli’s Florentine Histories, which describes with anatomical precision the entire process of the degeneration of democracies. And in fact, he had also personally experienced the forceful and violent multitude (concitata multitudo), which had brutally eliminated the Pensionary of Holland, Johan de Witt, and his brother Cornelius: Ultimi barbarorum!


And yet, I don’t believe it possible to accuse Spinoza of idealism on this point. On the contrary, I think that he is suggesting a truly realistic theory of democracy – a theory that precisely accounts for the ambivalences and the paradoxes of democracy itself. What Spinoza actually suggests in these pages is that it is never the libera multitudo that elects its own tyrants, but a collection of disconnected, isolated individuals able to act together, but which do not constitute una veluti mente. A tyrant always relies on a dissolved group of separate, isolated individuals, reduced to enslavement by their own passions and, in a way, crushed by a general will that is already the final and transcendental cause of their own decisions. The “reason” of the multitude – its peculiar form of knowledge – is the exact opposite of this alienation, at the same time singularizing and collective. This “reason” of the multitude is both a form of knowledge and of action that can return us to the model of the intuitive science.


We must now consider certain characteristics of the third kind of knowledge understood as individual wisdom, and particularly as both a knowledge that is freed from the conditions of duration
 and a movement that tends to be irreversible and self-perpetuating.
 

Duration and the Third Kind of Knowledge


Ordinarily, the mind produces ideas without being an adequate cause. This is not always the case, however, since the third kind of knowledge passes from the plane of duration to that of eternity. We can understand singular things as sub specie aeternitatis
 if we consider them as direct expressions of the power (potentia) of God,
 rather than as subjected to the infinite causal concatenations that determine Nature as a whole.
 


The human mind therefore accedes to this new level by detaching itself from conditions of knowledge subjected to the logic of duration. The Love of God that arises from the third kind of knowledge therefore has an eternal character.
 Spinoza hereby explicitly neutralizes the axiom of part IV in which he claims that, “[t]here is in Nature no individual thing that is not surpassed in strength and power (potentia) by some other thing. Whatsoever thing there is, there is another more powerful by which the said thing can be destroyed” (E IV, A). He now asserts that this axiom is only valid for things considered “in relation to a certain time and place” (E V, P37S). The practice of the third kind of knowledge along with the Love of God from which it arises enables the mind to have a certain “experience” of eternity.


How can we interpret this characteristic of the third kind of knowledge with respect to Spinoza’s political thought? The State, the form of government, the very process by which the multitude organizes itself into a democracy, are all elements that necessarily position themselves on the plane of duration. How can we assert that the science of politics is an intuitive science? What does it mean that the mind of the political body can detach itself from a knowledge bound to the conditions of duration?


We have already addressed the complex and multiple nature of the political body in which similar individuals are constituted through convenience (convenientia) and not through differentiation. If on the one hand, the mind of this body is less conscious of itself because of the different way it integrates the individuals that constitute it, on the other hand, it is in many ways already detached from the duration of these singular individuals. Their death, for example, does not cause the death of the political body.
 The political body can continually renew itself much better than the human body, although following its model.
 In a way that is analogous to the human mind that knows with this third kind of knowledge, the mind of this collective body does not “fear death” (E V, P38) and because of this “something of it remains, which is eternal” (E V, P23).


However, we must be cautious with this analogy. The fact that the political body and its mind are effectively detached from the duration of the single individuals that compose it does not immediately mean it can reach the plane of eternity. This is a matter of “immortality” more than of “eternity”, and therefore a dimension that is still bound to that of duration. Spinoza, however, speaks of the “eternity” of the council as opposed to the mortality of the king, and this seems to be of fundamental importance.
 It is precisely this eternity that allows a regime to approximate an imperium absolutum.
 The multitude – and its absolute form in the integra multitudo – seems to be able to reach not only immortality (insofar as it is detached from duration and, thus, from the life of the single individuals that compose it), but also eternity. The imperium omnino absolutum realizes itself in some way sub specie aeternitatis. 


We have not yet entirely eliminated the problem of duration. Any imperium, even one that is organized in the best possible way, falls under the conditions posed in the axiom of part IV. However, even the body and mind of the wise individual who is able to feel and experiment with a certain eternity are, in the same way, necessarily subjected to the conditions of duration. I argue therefore that the eternity that Spinoza suggests for the imperium omnino absolutum is analogous to the eternity with which the human mind experiments when it knows according to the third kind of knowledge. The experience of this eternity for the mind of the Multitude is no more paradoxical than that of the human mind. It is not a vulgar immortality of this mind in duration, but rather the concrete and actual development of its life,
 i.e., the constituent movement of the absolute state, or the democratic auto-organization of the multitude. 


 We can now reread proposition 39, part V, which states that “He whose body is capable of the greatest amount of activity has a mind whose greatest part is eternal” (E V, P39). The body, which is necessarily bound to the logic of duration, is subjected to the conditions of the axiom in part IV. However, this situation no longer poses an obstacle, but rather helps us arrive at the plane of eternity. This is so not for all bodies, but only for those capable of many things. The scholium of this proposition offers still another point of view with regard to this reality. The body of a baby, for example, is “capable of very little activity” (E V, P39S).
 Its mind is consequently little conscious of itself, of God, and of things: “In this life, therefore, we mainly endeavor that the body of childhood, as far as its nature allows and is conducive thereto, should develop into a body that is capable of a great many activities and is related to a mind that is highly conscious of itself, of God, and of things” (E V, P39S).
 This same path which carries us from infancy to adulthood and, as much as possible, to wisdom, is analogous to the multitude’s movement of auto-organization. When the mind of the political body is guided by a single man, for example, we encounter a situation very similar to that of the newborn.
 In the extreme opposite scenario, we find corresponding to the integra multitudo, free and organized in a democracy, the body capable of many activities and its wise mind.


In short, just as the axiom in part IV ceases to apply when the individual mind becomes capable of comprehending things from a perspective that no longer relates to time, in the same way, the mind of the multitude elaborates its power (potentia) on the level of eternity. The practice of democracy, and only this practice, corresponds to the experience of eternity. 


This does not mean that every society, once organized as a democracy, automatically reaches the plane of eternity. On the contrary, the process of auto-organization (as in the case of the individual conatus) is more democratic and more able to approach eternity the more it develops into a regime of autonomy. The more this process develops into a heteronomous regime, however, the less democratic it is and the less able it is to reach the level of eternity. Any force of affirmation of the conatus, individual or collective, is already in itself a form of auto-organization. In absolute terms, it is therefore positive. Nevertheless, this same force does not have the same effects on the historico-political level. This distinction moreover observes the difference on the political plane between Amor erga deum and Amor dei intellectualis. Only democratic auto-organization, the autonomy of the collective conatus, corresponds to the experience of eternity. In this light, we can interpret, among other things, the affirmation in the Theologico-political Treatise that, although theory convenes with “actual practice and can increasingly be realized in reality, [it] must nevertheless remain in many respects no more than theory” (TPT XVII). 
 


The activity of the multitude achieves a kind of eternity in a way that is completely analogous to the mind that knows with the third kind of knowledge. This knowledge both comprehends God and Nature, as development and self-consciousness, and also it looks on the essence of singular things and on the concrete dynamics of politics. These are precisely what rule out any form of transcendence in Spinozism. On the contrary, this “feeling” (E V, 23S) must be understood as an increase in complexity, just as eternity is the conquest of one’s own individuality and, at the same time, of common and collective power (potentia). The multitude does not transcend the single individuals that compose it, but it rather integrates them in an immanent way through a auto-constituting process of democratic organization. More specifically, the science of politics is conceived as an intuitive science only insofar as it is a political practice of democracy.
 


From this perspective, we must emphasize the importance of Spinoza’s explicit valorization of the multitudo with all the characteristics of multiplicity and heterogeneity that differentiate it from the modern notion of a people.
 The activity of the multitude as a complex individual is based on the valorization – rather than the reduction or dialectical neutralization
 – of the relational multiplicity of the simpler individuals that compose it.

Democracy as Intuitive Science
Once set in motion, the process that leads the mind to know with the third kind of knowledge seems to have an irreversible inclination (E V P26).
 As we have seen, eternity is not defined by the indefinite continuation of duration. Spinoza therefore explicitly defines the Love of God through its inability to be eliminated (E V, P37), and therefore, through its extraction from the conditions of the axiom of part IV. The more we comprehend singular things, the more we understand God, and the more we are capable of different activities, the greater our desire to know with the third kind of knowledge.
 How does this situation manifest itself in terms of the relationship between politics and the intuitive science? In other words, how can we affirm that the intuitive science – that the process of democratic auto-organization – is for the multitude irreversible?

It is precisely in its irreversible character that the third kind of knowledge connects to the specific affect of acquiescientia.
 Once again, the wise person who attains “true spiritual contentment [semper vera animi acquiescentia potitur]” is different from the ignorant person, “who lives as if he were unconscious of himself, God, and things ” (E V, P42S). This acquiescientia helps explain how the intuitive science “nourishes itself.” It is not reducible to any mode of contemplation, understood in the mystical sense, but instead suggests an “active and rational participation in the collective life of men.”


The third kind of knowledge, which has its origins in the second (i.e., in rationality), leads into a “rediscovery” of affectivity.
 After marking the irreversible character of the intuitive science (E V, P26) and the affect of acquiescientia that accompanies it (E V, P27), Spinoza speaks of the third kind of knowledge in terms of conatus seu cupiditas.
 This fact contributes to an interpretation that characterizes the process leading to the intuitive science as irreversible, particularly in its relation to politics. In other words, Spinoza suggests an endeavor that is entirely analogous to that which he uses to describe the conatus in Part III of the Ethics as the immediate essence of each thing.
 


Both the realization of the movement leading to the democratic auto-organization of the multitudo and its desire accompany and reinforce one another. Democracy, we might say, is at the very same time the desire for democracy. In this sense, the political science as intuitive science proves to be irreversible and, in a way, “eternal”:

Now if any state can be everlasting, it must be one whose constitution, being once correctly established, remains inviolate. […] But a constitution cannot stay intact unless it is upheld both by reason and by the common sentiment of the people [communi hominum affectu]: otherwise, if for instance laws are dependent solely on the support of reason, they are likely to be weak and easily overthrown. (PT X, 9)

Both reason and the affects help maintain the multitude’s desire for its own liberty. Political science as intuitive science therefore has the character of a concrete, irreversible practice because it develops through precisely the same mechanisms as the conatus. It does not imply “finite time, but indefinite time” (E III, P8).


I will turn once more to the scholium that defines the third kind of knowledge. Spinoza uses the famous example of the fourth proportional to illustrate, in a very synthetic way, the difference between the various kinds of knowledge:

I shall illustrate all these kinds of knowledge by one single example. Three numbers are given: it is required to find a fourth which is related to the third as the second to the first. Tradesmen have no hesitation in multiplying the second by the third and dividing the product by the first, either because they have not yet forgotten the rule they learned without proof from their teachers, or because they have in fact found this correct in the case of very simple numbers, or else from the force of the proof of Proposition 19 of the Seventh Book of Euclid, to wit, the common property of proportionals. But in the case of very simple numbers, none of this is necessary. For example, in the case of the given numbers 1, 2, 3, everybody can see that the fourth proportional is 6, and all the more clearly because we infer in one single intuition [uno intuitu] the fourth number from the ratio we see the first number bears to the second. (E II, P40S2)

If, on the one hand, the example of the fourth proportional illustrates the subdivisions of the various kinds of knowledge, on the other hand, it is noticeably ambiguous with regard to the third kind of knowledge, adding little to its definition. What does it mean, in fact, to discern the fourth proportional through an inference, or a “single intuition” (uno intuitu)?


The scarcity of information that Spinoza offers, however, does not impede our understanding that the intuitive science exceeds rational knowledge. The third kind of knowledge is posed as a practice that has no need for the mediation of general, abstract, or independent conditions.
 In essence, it is not a matter of applying a formal schema to a plurality of particular cases, like the merchant who simply applies to numbers the rules he has mechanically learned from the master. It is instead a matter of the implementation itself of a practice that, in the case of politics, is the collective practice of democracy.


With the third kind of knowledge, the human mind understands the very essence of singular things. It is a matter of concrete ideas, distinct from rational rules, drawn from the common notions, and represented in an abstract and independent way through their application to singular cases. In the same way, the democratic practice as intuitive science allows democracy to assemble not as a system of abstract and formal rules, or as a particular form of government among others, but rather as a the very practice of the multiple individual – the multitudo – that organizes itself to develop its power (potentia) and, thus, its liberty.
 This type of knowledge assumes the form of a veritable political “wisdom” actualizing itself within the singularity of decisions that are the very expression of the power (potentia) of the multitude. Liberty, wisdom and democracy are thus brought together – ex uno intuitu – as diverse aspects of the same actualizing process of the multitudinis potentia. 


Science and activity are not opposed to one another in Spinoza’s philosophy.
 On the basis of what I have just argued, we can affirm that there is no (intuitive) science without activity and without action. Political science and the third kind of knowledge therefore encounter one another precisely at the crossroads of concrete, political practice. This practice consists of the increase in the power (potentia) and autonomy of the multiple individual. The multitude that organizes itself into a democracy liberates itself from the need for the formal mediation of a political rationality that transcends this same dynamic. Power (potentia) and liberty cannot be formally and abstractly deduced from a specific kind of government. Rather, they must be understood intuitively through the concrete development of political dynamics. This is the only way to apprehend the essence of singular things both on the objective level (the singular political decisions produced by a multiplicitous rationality) and on a subjective level (the singular individuals that compose the multitude).


Now we will turn to a final consideration regarding Spinoza’s example of the fourth proportional. This example does not have to make us think of the political decision as arising from a spontaneous and quasi-mystical origin within the multitude. In this sense, the irreversibility of the intuitive dynamic – the same as that characterizing the conatus of each singular thing – is that which connects democracy and the desire for democracy. It is therefore a continual practice and a real exercise of critical confrontation between the individuals that compose the multitude.
 


Moreover, from the perspective of the political science, the prevalence of the notion of practice in the formal structure of democracy helps to at least partially dissolve the ambiguity of the definition of the intuitive science and the example Spinoza uses to illustrate it. In the case of simple numbers, we can glean the fourth proportional by intuition alone. The power (potentia) of the individual mind that is connected to the power (potentia) of the body cannot apprehend more complex numbers in every instance. 


For the multitude, however, this difficulty can be considered in a different way. The concrete movement of democracy is, as I have argued, directly linked to the idea of the conatus of the political body. We must rethink the limits encountered by the body and the mind of the single individual – for example, in conceiving the fourth proportional for large numbers. The power (potentia) of the mind is determined in relation to the body’s capacity to affect and be affected in various ways – this is the case for the single individual as much as for the political body. And thus, it is in the body of the multitude that we find both the origin of the intuitive science of the multiple individual, and the power (potentia) of its mind. And nothing has yet determined the power (potentia) of this body.
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� Unless otherwise indicated, all translations of Spinoza’s works are from Spinoza: Complete Works, trans. by Samuel Shirley. I will hereafter use the following abbreviations to cite Spinoza’s works in the text: Ethics = E, Theologico-Political Treatise = TPT, and Political Treatise = PT. All roman numerals refer to parts. In the case of the TPT and the PT, numbers refer to paragraphs. When referring to citations in the Ethics, I will not use page numbers, but instead the following abbreviations to signify the location of quotes: Axiom = A, Definition = D, Proposition = P, Scholium = S, Corollary = C, Appendix = Ap, Postulate = Post. For example, E II, P40S2 means the second Scholium of Proposition 40 in Part II of the Ethics. ––Trans. 


� I will limit myself in this context to simply indicate the difference between the two terms scientia and cognitio. If Spinoza uses the second term much more frequently than the first, he defines the third kind of knowledge alone as a “science.” S. Shirley translates the expression scientia intuitiva in E II, P40S2 as “intuition,” which utterly obscures the meaning of the Latin original. G.H.R. Parkinson (Oxford University Press, Oxford-New York, 2000), instead uses “untuitive knowledge,” an expression that is albeit closer to the original, but which nevertheless does not allow us to discern this linguistic difference and the philosophical problem it implies. 


� See E II, D3 and D4. If in the Treatise on the Emendation of the Intellect Spinoza argues that the true idea and the adequate idea merge into true knowledge, in the Ethics he makes a distinction for what concerns the convenience (convenientia) of the idea with that of which it is the idea [ideatum]. While the true idea is that which convenes (conviene) with its own object (an extrinsic denomination), the adequation is instead a formal characteristic (an intrinsic denomination) of the idea considered “in itself without relation to its object”.


� Macherey, 1997, 297.


� See Yovel, «The third kind of knowledge as alternative salvation» in Spinoza issues and directions,157-75. This is Yirmiyahu Yovel’s interpretation, in which he considers Spinoza to be the «marrano of reason». 


� “Spinoza was not a mystic, but he recognized in mysticism a misguided form of yearning and endeavor which, correctly transformed by reason and the third kind of knowledge and guided to tis proper object, will becomethe rational philosopher’s way of salvation, a reward as rare and high in achievement as that which mystics have been pretending to attain by irrational means. In other words, it will be a secular (and truly universal, as distinguished from the Catholic claim to universality) form of salvation.” (Yovel,169-70) 


� “true philosophy – even at the level of ratio – is never for Spinoza a matter for the multitude.” (Yovel, 167) 


� See. for example, Smith, Spinoza, Liberalism, and the Question of Jewish Identity. See also Smith, Spinoza’s Book of Life.


� See Strauss, Spinoza’s Critique of Religion, p. 219.


� Bodei, Geometria delle passioni. 


� See Rousset, “Homo homini dues, anthropologie et humanisme dans une conception spinoziste de l’être,” in L’immanence et le salut. 


� E II, P47: Mens humana adaequatam habet cognitionem aeternae et infinitae essentiae Dei. [“The human mind has an adequate knowledge of the eternal and infinite essence of God.”] See also, E V, P24: Quo magis res singulars intelligimus, eo magis Deum intelligimus. [“The more we understand singular things, the more we understand God”]. 


� E II, P47S: “Hence we see that God’s infinite essence and his eternity are known to all. now since all things are in God and are conceived through God, it follows that from this knowledge we can deduce a great mant things so as to know them adequately and thus to form that third kind of knowledge I mentioned in Scholium 2, Proposition 40, II, of the superiority and the usefulness of which we shall have occasion to speak in Part V.”


� In the Introduction à l’Ethique de Spinoza, II, Pierre Macherey also emphasizes the expansive and usually universal character of P47 of Part II and its scholium.


� E V, P42S: “If the road I have pointed out leading to this goal seems very difficult, yet it can be found. Indeed, what is so rarely discovered is bound to be hard. For if salvation were ready to hand and could be discovered without great toil, how could it be that it is almost universally neglected? All things excellent are as difficult as they are rare.”


� See Matheron’s Individu et communauté chez Spinoza, particularly chapter XIV. 


� In this sense, E V, P40S is of primary importance: “It is clear […] that our mind, insofar as it understands, in an eternal mode of thinking which is determined by another eternal mode of thinking, and this again by another, and so on ad infinitum, with the result that they all together constitute the eternal and infinite intellect of God.”


� See Macherey, Introduction à l’Ethique de Spinoza, II, 297. 


� Spinoza’s philosophy makes a central distinction between two different concepts of power that correspond to the Latin potentia and potestas. Potentia is power or right that is coextensive with its actual, material realization (see TPT, XVI, for example), whereas potestas, is the mediated articulation of potentia in the form of political authority and institutions. The distinction between enacted power (potentia) and formal power (potestas) corresponds respectively to the Italian terms potenza and potere, but have no corresponding distinction in English (for a lengthier discussion of translating these terms into English, see Michael Hardt’s “Translator’s Forward” in Antonio Negri’s The Savage Anomaly). To clarify this difference, I have therefore simply included the corresponding Latin terms in parentheses next to the English. This distinction is particularly important in the following essay, since it seeks to show how the forms of knowledge and complex ideas that accompany a democratic organization of society, arise as an extension of the realization of various interactions between bodies and forces and their singular, material combinations, i.e., within the very “auto-organization of the multitude in a democracy,” and not as transcendent, elite, or a priori formulations.


� E V, P28: “The conatus, or desire [cupiditas], to know things by the third Kind of knowledge cannot arise from the first kind of knowledge, but can indeed arise from the second.” 


� See Matheron, Individu et communauté chez Spinoza. 


� See Balibar, Spinoza: from individuality to transindividuality.


� “The theory [of common notions] has an immediate ethical dimension […]. This rational knowledge is intrinsically ethical insofar as the discovery of the relations of being-in-common is itself the actor and producer of community relations.” Tosel, “De la ratio la scientia intuitiva ou la transition éthique infinie selon Spinoza, 193 [My translation.––Trans.]


� In the “biological” sense, as Deleuze understands it in Spinoza: Practical Philosophy. 


� E II, P39: “Of that which is common and proper to the human body and to any external bodies by which the human body is customarily affected, and which is equally in the part as well as in the whole of any of these bodies, the idea also in the mind will be adequate.”


� E V, P39: “He whose body is capable of the greatest amount of activity has a mind whose greatest part is eternal.” On the analysis of this proposition’s scholium, see Matheron, “La vie éternelle et le corps selon Spinoza,” 27-40, and Ramond, “Un seul accomplissement (Hypothèses sur Ethique V 39),” 161-84. 


� E IV, P38: “That which so disposes the human body that it can be affected in more ways, or which renders it capable of affecting external bodies in more ways, is advantageous to man, and proportionately more advantageous as the body is thereby rendered more capable of being affected in more ways and of affecting other bodies in more ways. On the other hand, that which renders the body less capable in these respects is harmful.”


� Once again, according to Deleuze’s suggestion, this occurs because of the more “biological” rather than “mathematical” character of the common notions. See, for example, Spinoza’s Letters, XXXII.  


� PT VI, 1: “it follows that men by nature strive for a civil order, and it is impossible that men should ever utterly dissolve this order.” Cristofolini emphasizes the fact that “In this limit-situation, Spinoza condenses the existential panic that Hobbes, instead, focalized around the metus mortis, from which men come by cohabitation through necessity.” See Piccolo lessico ragionato in Spinoza’s Trattato politico, translation and notes by Paolo Cristofolini, 246. 


� On the contrary, for Hobbes, biological survival represented simply by the circulation of blood was of great utility in the foundation of political theory. See Moreau, 1994. 


� PT II, 15: “it is scarcely possible for men to support life and cultivate their minds without mutual assistance” (my emphasis). See also TPT V, where Spinoza explicitly relates the union among men in society and their perfection and beatitude through art and science: “The formation of a society is advantageous, even absolutely essential, not merely for security against enemies but for the efficient organization of an economy. If men did not afford one another mutual aid, they would lack both the skill and the time to support and preserve themselves to the greatest possible extent. All men are not equally suited to perform all […] [the] numerous tasks to support life, not to mention the arts and sciences which are also indispensable for the perfection of human nature and its blessedness.” 


� This is also why it is unwise to impede the liberty of justice and speech. See TPT XX: “For we have shown that in a democracy (which comes closest to the natural state) all the citizens undertake to act, but not to reason and to judge, by decision made in common. That is to say, since all men cannot think alike, they agree that a proposal supported by a majority of votes shall have the force of a decree, meanwhile retaining the authority to repeal the same when they see a better alternative. This the less freedom of judgment is conceded to men, the further their distance from the most natural state, and consequently the more oppressive the regime.”


� See Bove, La stratégie du conatus, 254. On the concept of quantity in Spinozism, see Ramond, Quantité et qualité dans la philosophie de Spinoza.


� This signifies “the absolutely absolute affirmation of sovereignty that would… qui ne saurait être réellement déployée que par l’ensemble de la multitude constitutive du corps collectif; ensuite, l’affirmation d’un degré de rationalité (de puissance, de perfection) d’autant plus élevé du corps politique, que celui-ci est le produit d’un mouvement démocratique engageant le plus grand nombre de citoyens (et si possible l’ensemble de la multitude" (Bove, La stratégie du conatus, 225). [My translation. ––Trans.]


� E IV, P35S: “[Men] find solitary life scarcely endurable, so that for most people the definition ‘man is a social animal’ meets with strong approval. And the fact of the matter is that the social organization of man shows a balance of much more profit than loss. So let satirists deride as much as they like the doings of mankind, let theologians revile them, and let the misanthropists [melancholici] heap praise on the life of rude rusticity, despising men and admiring beasts. Men will still discover from experience that they can much more easily meet their needs by mutual help and can ward off ever-threatining perils only by joining forces, not to mention that it is a much more excellent thing and worthy of our knowledge to study the deeds of men than the deeds of beasts.” 


� See Cristofolini, La scienza intuitive di Spinoza.


� E IV, Ap31: “superstition […] seems to assert that what brings pain is good and what brings pleasure is bad. But, as we have already said (Sch. Pr. 45, IV), nobody but the envious takes pleasure in my weakness and my misfortune. For the more we are affected with pleasure, the more we pass to a state of greater perfection, and consequently the more we participate in the divine nature. Nor can pleasure ever be evil when it is controlled by true regard for our advantage. Now he who on the other hand is guided by fear and does good in order to avoid evil is not guided by reason.”


� E IV, P45S: “Certainly nothing but grim and gloomy superstition forbids enjoyment. […] no deity, nor anyone else but the envious, takes pleasure in my weakness and my misfortune.” 


� See Strauss, Spinoza’s Critique of Religion, p. 246.


� We must also remember that “mystical” derives from both the Greek mystikòs, which means arcane, or mysterious, and from myein, which means to close, or to shut: a semantic area that seems truly difficult to assign to any part of the spinozist system, even the most elliptical, such as the third kind of knowledge. See Chantraine, Dictionnaire étymologique, III, pp. 729-29.


� This is also the reason, however, for which “no men are regarded as less fit for governing a state than theoreticians or philosophers.” (PT I, 1)


� See Caporali, La fabbrica dell’imperium. See also, but from a completely different perspective, Cristofolini, La scienza intuitive di Spinoza. 


� On the intrinsically democratic character of all the forms of government in Spinoza’s theory, see Visentin, La libertà necessaria. Teoria e pratica della democrazia in Spinoza.


� A mind, therefore, different from that of the human individual. Among these interpretations, which have quite distinct differences between then, see Gueroult, Spinoza: l’âme (ethique II); Matheron, Individu et communauté chez Spinoza; Zac, L’idée de vie dans la philosophie de Spinoza; Moreau, L’éxperience et l’éternité; Bove, La stratégie du conatus: affirmation et résistance chez Spinoza; Matheron, “L’État selon Spinoza est-il un individu au sens de Spinoza”, in Transformation der Metaphysik in die Moderne; Balibar, “Potentia multitudinis quae una veluti mente ducitur : Spinoza on the body Politic”, 70-99; Montag, “Who’s Afraid of the Multitude? Between the Individual and the State”.


� See McShea, The political Philosophy of Spinoza; McShea, “Spinoza, Human Nature, and History” in Mandelbaum, Freeman, eds., Spinoza: Essays in interpretation; den Uyl, Power, State and Freedom; Rice, “Individual and community in Spinoza’s social psychology” in Curley, Moreau, Brill, eds., Spinoza issues and directions, 271-85. 


� For a critical reconstruction of this problem, see Rice, «Individual and community in Spinoza’s social psychology», as well as Moreau, Spinoza. L’expérience et l’éternité. 


� See again, Moreau, Spinoza. L’expérience et l’éternité, and Balibar, Spinoza. Il transindividuale. 


� E II, P13S. See also, “Menti delle cose e intelligenza umana,” in Cristofolini, :a scienza intuitive di Spinoza.


� See Moreau, Spinoza. L’expérience et l’éternité. 


� E II, PostI: “The human body is composed of many different individuals (of different nature), each one of which is also composed of many parts.”


� E II, P14: “The human mind is capable of perceiving a great many things, and this capacity will vary in proportion to the variety of states which its body can assume.” 


� See Bove, La stratégie du conatus, 252-53. 


� See also TP III, 2: “the right of the state or of the sovereign is nothing more than the right of Nature itself and is determined by the power not of each individual but of a people which is guided as if by one mind [non quidem uniuscujusque, sed moltitudinis, quae una veluti mente ducitur]. That is to say, just as each individual in the natural state has as much right as the power he possesses, the same is true of the body and mind of the entire state.” On the contrary, Cristofolini (La scienza intuitiva di Spinoza, 125-26), emphasizes the fact that “the terrain on which [Spinoza] examines the possibility of a politics based on reason and the foundations of the state does not coincide with the terrain on which [he] analyzes individual man; if the analysis of the individual, the mind-body nexus, and the dynamic nature of the affects, are completed in the Ethics in the form of an itinerary of self-perfection, on the terrain of politics it is precisely the self-perfecting subject that comes to be lacking [My translation. ––Trans.] 


� See Deleuze, Spinoza et le problème de l’expression. 


� See Moreau, Spinoza. L’expérience et l’éternité. That is, they are entirely similar individuals. This does not negate the fact that, in their composition, they also cover very diverse roles and functions from one another. However, in principle, their difference is not the same as it is with the body’s organs, which cannot be exchanged one with another. 


� See again Bove, La stratégie du conatus and Bove, Introduction to Spinoza, Traité politique, traduction d’Émile Saisset révisée par Laurent Bove, introduction et notes par Laurent Bove.


� See Balibar, Spinoza, l’anti-Orwell. La crainte des masses.


� I have developed this argument in more detail in my Tumulti e indignatio.


� E V, P29: “Whatever the mind understands under a form of eternity it does not understand from the fact that it conceives the present actual existence of the body, but from the fact that it conceives the essences of the body under a form of eternity.”


� E V, P26: “The more capable the mind is of understand things by the third kind of knowledge, the more it desires to understand things by the same kind of knowledge.” (Translation modified)


� E V, P22: “Nevertheless, there is necessarily in God an idea which expresses the essence of this or that human body under a form of eternity [sub specie aeternitatis].”


� E I, P16: “From the necessity of the divine nature there must follow infinite things in infinite ways [modi] (that is, everything that can come within the scope of infinite intellect).”


� E I, P28: “Every singular thing, i.e., anything whatever which is finite and has a determinate existence, cannot exist or be determined to act unless it be determined to exist and to act by another cause which is also finite and has a determinate existence, and this cause again cannot exist or be determined to act unless it be determined to exist and to act by another cause which is also finite and has a determinate existence, and so ad infinitum.” 


� E V, P37: “There is nothing in Nature which is contrary to this intellectual love, or which can destroy it.” This is, moreover, what distinguishes Amor dei intellectualis from Amor erga deum, which characterizes the first proposition of Part V. 


� E V, P23: Sentimus experimurque nos aeternos esse. On the importance of this affirmation for Spinozism and for the role and the different meanings of experience, see Moreau, Spinoza. L’expérience et l’éternité. 


� It can, however, cause a slow and decisive transformation in something totally different. See E IV, P39S: “I understand the body to die when its parts are so disposed as to maintain a different proportion of motion-and-rest to one another. For I do not venture to deny that the human body, while retaining blood circulation and whatever else is regarded as essential to life, can nevertheless assume another nature quite different from its own. I have no reason to hold that a body does not die unless it turns into a corpse; indeed, experience seems to teach otherwise. It sometimes happens that a man undergoes such changes that I would not be prepared to say that he is the same person.”


� E II, PostIV: “The human body needs for its preservation a great many other bodies, by which, as it were [quasi], it is continually regenerated.”


� TP VIII, 3: “kings are mortal, whereas councils are everlasting, and so the sovereign power [imperii potentia] that has once has once been conferred on a council never reverts to the people. This is not so with the monarchy.” 


� TP VIII, 3: “We may therefore conclude that the sovereignty conferred on a council of sufficient size is absolute, or comes closest to being absolute. For if there is such a thing as absolute sovereignty, it is really that which is held by the people as a whole [Nam si quod imperium absolutum datur, illud revera est, quod integra multitudo tenet].” 


� Analogously, Cristofolini speaks of “intelligence, life of the mind,” in Cristofolini, La scienza intuitiva di Spinoza. See also Macherey, Introduction à l’Ethique de Spinoza, V. 


� Eth V, schol. 39. On the theme of infancy see F. Zourabichvili, Le conservatisme paradoxal de Spinoza. 


� See the theme of infancy in Zourabichvili, Le conservatisme paradoxal de Spinoza


� PT VIII, 3: “the power of a single man is far from being equal to bearing the whole burden of the government. ]…]. The rule of the kind is often precarious by reason of his minority, sickness, old age, and for other causes.”


� In this sense, the idea of the different degrees of complexity or of the composition of bodies seems completely estranged from the message of P39S of Part V. Ramond rightly emphasizes the fact that the body of the wise man has a complexity superior to that of the ignorant man. According to the evidence, however, this cannot be proved. However, following the argument I am making here, we can argue, with the specifications, that the body of the multitude has a degree of complexity and composition greater than the body of both the wise person and the ignorant person. From this perspective, therefore, the idea of the degrees of complexity and composition of bodies can contribute to the interpretation of the scholium. 


� See Montag, Bodies, Masses, Power. Spinoza and his Contemporaries and “Who is Afraid of the Multitude?”


� The distinction between the two terms, in fact, is already explicitly thematized over the course of the seventeenth century. Indeed, it is one of the strategic arguments of the modern reaction to the revolutionary discovery of the concept of immanence. See, for example, Hobbes, Philosophical Rudiments Concerning Government and Society: “it's a great hindrance to Civil Government, especially Monarchical, that men distinguish not enough between a People and a Multitude. The People is somewhat that is one, having one will, and to whom one action may be attributed; none of these can properly be said of a Multitude […] and (however it seeme a Paradox) the King is the People. The common sort of men, and others who little consider these truthes, do alwayes speak of a great number of men, as of the People, that is to say, the City; they say that the City hath rebelled against the King (which is impossible) and that the People will, and nill, what murmuring and discontented Subjects would have, or would not have, under pretence of the People, stirring up the Citizens against the City, that is to say, the Multitude against the People. And these are almost all the Opinions wherewith Subjects being tainted doe easily Tumult. And forasmuch as in all manner of Government Majesty is to be preserv'd by him, or them who have the Supreme Authority, the crimen laesae Majestatis naturally cleaves to these Opinions” (XII, 8). 


� Here, it seems more apt to speak of the “multiple individual” or the “complex individual” more than the “collective subject.” 


�  This movement is self-nourishing. See Macherey, Introduction à l’Ethique de Spinoza, V. 


� See Matheron, Individu et communauté chez Spinoza. 


� E V, P27: Ex hoc tertio cognitionis genere summa, quae dari potest, mentis acquiescentia, oritur [From this third kind of knowledge there arises the highest possible contentment of mind]. On the meaning of acquiescientia, see Totaro, “Acquiescentia dans la Cinquième partie de l’Ethique de Spinoza,” Revue philosophique de la france et de l’étranger, 65-79. 


� See Cristofolini, La scienza intuitiva di Spinoza, and Ramond, “Un seul accomplissement (Hypothèses sur Ethique V 39)”. The acquiescientia in the scholium of Proposition 36 of Part V is associated directly with glory, and therefore, according to Matheron, with what indicates an inter-individual development of the third kind of knowledge. See Moreau, “Métaphysique de la gloire. Le scolie de la proposition 36 et le ‘tournant’ du livre V,” Revue de la France et de l’étranger, 55-64. 


� See Macherey, Introduction à l’Éthique de Spinoza, V. 


� E V, P28: “The conatus, or desire [cupiditas], to know things by the third kind of knowledge cannot arise from the first kind of knowledge, but from the second.” 


� E III, P6: “Each thing, insofar as it is in itself, endeavors to persist in its own being [in suo esse perseverare conatur]”; E III, P7: “The conatus with which each thing endeavors to persist in its own being is nothing but the actual essence of the thing itself.” For a more nuanced analysis of this theme and its political significance, see L. Bove (1996), La stratégie du conatus. Affirmation et résistance chez Spinoza. 


� See Macherey, Introduction à l’Éthique de Spinoza, II. 


� See Bove, La stratégie du conatus, and the Introduction to B. Spinoza, Traité politique. 


� See Cristofolini, La scienza intuitive di Spinoza that refers to Spinoza’s letter to Oldenburg, Spinoza, Letters, XXX. See also Tosel, “De la ratio à la scientia intuitiva ou la transition éthique infinie selon Spinoza”, 204-205: “Science [...] is the agent of liberating action for is identifies itself with the love of knowledge for a reality that is at once inside and outside itself. Love is the affirmation of being. […] It is love that opens us toward knowledge and is itself constituted like knowledge; it reveals to us that knowledge is action that modifies itself and the world according to certain conditions and limits.” 


� Knowledge of the third kind, that is, of singular things, is superior and “more powerful” than universal knowledge, of knowledge of the second kind. Hence, E V, P36S: “The mind’s intellectual love toward God is the love of God wherewith God loves himself not insofar as he is infinite, but insofar as he can be explicated through the essence of the human mind considered under a form of eternity. That is, the mind’s intellectual love toward God is part of the infinite love wherewith God loves himself.” For an analysis of this scholium, see Moreau, “Métaphysique de la gloire. Le scolie de la proposition 36 et le “tournant” du livre V”. 


� See TP IX, 14: “by discussing, listening to others, and debating, their [men’s] wits are sharpened.” This specific meaning of irreversibility linked to the concrete practice ant to the dynamic of the conatus, seems to confirm the model of a praxis without teleology, suggested by Louis Althusser, The Underground Current of the Materialism of the Encounter. See also Morfino, Il tempo e l’occasione. 
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