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Quoniam enim omne tempus vitæ in partes innumeras dividi potest, quarum singulæ a 
reliquis nullo modo dependent, ex eo quod paulo ante fuerim, non sequitur me nunc 
debere esse, nisi aliqua causa me quasi rursus creet ad hoc momentum, hoc est me 
conservet. Perspicuum enim est attendenti ad temporis naturam, eadem plane vi et actione 
opus esse ad rem quamlibet singulis momentis quibus durat conservandam, qua opus 
esset ad eandem de novo creandam, si nondum existeret; adeo ut conservationem sola 
ratione a creatione differre, sit etiam unum ex iis quæ lumine naturali manifesta sunt. 
[Descartes, Meditatio III, AT VII 48-49] 
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[Lust:] I see that intellectual substance has nothing in common with extended substance 
and that the one limits the other and if, in addition to these two substances, you want to 
posit still a third, which is perfect in everything, then you will involve yourself in 
manifest contradictions. [Spinoza, Korte Verhandeling, dialogue I, Geb. I 28] 
 
[Reason:] O Lust! I tell you that what you say you see--that there are distinct substances--
is false. For I see clearly that there is only one, which exists through itself, and is a 
support of all the other attributes. And if you want to call the corporeal and the 
intellectual substances in respect to the modes which depend on them, you must equally 
call them modes too, in relation to the substance on which they depend. For you do not 
conceive them as existing through themselves. In the same way that you call willing, 
sensing, understanding, loving, etc., different modes of what you call a thinking 
substance (all of which you lead back to one, making one of them all), so I also infer, by 
your own proof, that infinite extension and thought, together with other infinite attributes 
(or as you would say, substances) are nothing but modes of that unique, eternal, infinite 
Being, existing through itself; and of all of these we make (as we have said) One Unique 
being or Unity, outside which one cannot imagine anything. [Spinoza, KV, Geb. I 29-30] 
 
[Reason:] You say, then, that since the cause is a producer of its effects, it must be 
outside them. You say this because you know only of the transitive and not of the 
immanent cause, which does not in any way produce something outside itself. For 
example, the intellect is the cause of its concepts; that is why I called the intellect a cause 
(insofar as, or in the respect that its concepts depend on it); and on the other hand, I call it 
a whole, because it consists of its concepts. Similarly, God is, in relation to his effects or 
creatures, no other than an immanent cause, and also a whole, because of the second 
consideration. [Spinoza, KV, Geb. I 30] 
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From Clauberg, De cognitione Dei et nostri...exercitationes centum (1656)  
 
I. On the usefulness of philosophizing.... 
II. The natural knowledge of God is the beginning, middle, and end of philosophy.  
III. How arguments are found from the contemplation of one's own mind which best lead 
us to knowing God.  
[IV to XXI develop and comment on aspects of the Meditation III argument for the 
existence of God from the idea we have of God and the necessity of a cause. Clauberg 
then goes on to discuss elements of the second argument for the existence of God in 
Meditation III.] 
XXII. The existence of God is known not only from our knowledge of [the idea of] God, 
but also from the continuation of our existence. 
XXIII. Our mind cannot continue to exist unless it is conserved by some other cause. 
XXIV. Our mind doesn't have any faculty for conserving itself. 
XXV. Our mind isn't conserved by any thing known to us which is less perfect than God. 
XXVI. Our mind is continually conserved by God alone. 
XXVII. Whether we have a perception of the divine operation by which our mind is 
conserved, and of what sort it might be. 
 

****************************** 
 
 
XXVIII. The works of the divine and the human mind are related to one another by 
means of an exceedingly elegant analogy [ratio]. 
1. We can no longer have any doubt about those things that we have demonstrated, if 
unblinded by prejudice, we follow only the plain and easy path of the light of nature. But 
since we are accustomed to philosophize about the way God operates outside of himself 
in the same way as we philosophize about the way we operate outside of ourselves, we 
easily fall into this error. Just as we see that those works on which we have laid a hand 
subsist through their own power, that is, they don't require our help to persevere in 
existence, so we think that the works of God, after once deriving their existence from 
him, no longer require his help in order to be conserved, as if they do not need always to 
derive their existence from him. 
 
2. Indeed, we greatly err in holding this opinion, since the relation of the works in 
question to God is quite different than it is to us. For those things to which we apply our 
hand already existed, and never needed our concourse in order to subsist. For what does a 
builder do in constructing a building but join together stone, wood, and other materials 
that already existed? From this it should seem hardly surprising if it doesn't need the 
builder's concurrence in order to subsist afterwards! We should judge similarly about 
other things that exist outside of ourselves. 
 
3. And so, if we want to establish the true and genuine comparison [between us and God], 
we should compare those things about which we can say with greater reason than in the 
case of the builder and the building that we are the productive causes, with all of those 
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things of which God is the true cause; then we will see how even those things which 
derive their being from us require our concourse in order to be conserved. 
 
4. For example, if from my mind I produce a concept of some thing, then this concept, 
which was nothing before [I produced it], and whose producer I am, can't subsist through 
even a moment of time without the continual influx of my mind; it requires my present 
and continual attention, and immediately disappears as soon as my mind turns to another. 
In just the same way, when the will is led to the love of some object, this love endures 
only as long as the volition supports it, and if once the volition ceases to want it, 
immediately the love perishes.  
 
5. Therefore, since all things which do not exist in themselves [a se] are operations of 
another mind, indeed the most powerful mind, that is the divine mind (for what did not 
exist could not exist unless through a mind which willed that it exist) it follows that these 
things bear the same relation to the divine mind as the operations of our mind bear toward 
our mind. And just as these things [i.e. the operations of our mind] could not subsist for 
even a moment of time without the fixed and continual attending to them of our mind, so 
the things outside of God which persevere in existence necessarily require the continual 
concourse of that same God.  
 
6. And although these things are something outside of the divine will, none the less they 
depend on it at every individual moment, since they do not have [their being] from 
themselves, but from the nature of the mind to which they are joined, and on which they 
depend. When [that mind] is most powerful and efficacious, in which willing and the 
accomplishment of that which is willed are the same thing, it has as the goal of its willing 
every real entity, that is, every substance; when it is our mind, it has as the goal of its 
willing only some accidents or another, which are the attributes of a real thing, i.e. our 
mind.  
 
7. All of this will be easily assented to if we attend to the true nature of substance. For by 
substance we can understand nothing but a thing that exists in such a way that it requires 
no other thing for existing. And since there is only one single thing of such a nature that it 
plainly requires no other thing, it can be understood and will be easy to perceive that all 
other things can exist only with the help of that thing, and so aren't entities simpliciter but 
secundum quid.  
 
..... 
 
10. And finally, we can easily understand how that which already is can be reduced into 
nothing. But we agree to this not with regard to that substance which really needs no 
other thing for its existence, about which this cannot be said or conceived, but only 
concerning those things which we perceive can exist only through the help of divine 
power and operation, of which sort are all things existing outside of God.  
 
11. For if we consider those things as operations of the divine mind, we will not have any 
greater difficulty in understanding how those things, though they already exist, can slip 
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back into nothingness than we have in conceiving how ideas or concepts existing in our 
mind can cease to exist. For no action is required for this, only the cessation of an action. 
 
12. Therefore so far are we from having any opportunity for thinking of ourselves with 
pride! On the contrary, this [reflection] gives us the greatest opportunity to judge that we 
are related to God in exactly the way that our thoughts are related to our mind; indeed 
even less so, since there are some [thoughts] which present themselves to us, even when 
our minds are unwilling, which was the reason why Themistocles preferred the art of 
forgetting to the art of memory. But God is the Lord of his creatures to such an extent 
that they have so little power to resist his will, and depend on him so strictly, that if once 
he were to turn his thought away from them, they would immediately fall back into 
nothingness. 
 
13. From all of this I think that we can understand what the Apostle meant when he said, 
"God is not far from each and every one of us. For in Him we live, move, and have our 
being, etc." Acts XVII 27, 28. 
 

****************************** 
 
 
XXIX. Creation and conservation are really the same. 
XXX. As much power [virtus] is needed for conservation as for creation. 

4. Thus it must be understood that everything there is except God is by its nature a 
dependent being, a being ab alio; for if there were something that did not depend 
on God, that is, on the being of greatest perfection, then He wouldn't be of the 
greatest perfection. 

[XXXI to XXXVIII treat aspects of the ontological argument for the existence of God in 
Meditation V.] 
[XXXIX to the end treat a wide variety of topics, many of which are directly connected 
with Descartes, but many of which are not.] 
 
     Translated by Daniel Garber 
 


