


















law there is no sin, and, on the other hand, the constitution of the law poses at the 
same time the necessity of obedience and the necessity of transgression, that is, the 
constitution of the law establishes the two "relative" poles between which "acts" or 
"voluntary choices" (decreta) move in a permanent jluctuatio. He is not afraid to sup­
press everything that, in Paul 's assertion, is in fact intended to justify an eschatolog­
ical thesis (the idea of premeditated temptation by God), while entirely preserving 
the idea of a circular correlation between the representation of the law and the rep­
resentation of decision, whether free or constrained, ex proprio or ex alieno decreto. In 
fact, it is the very structure of the imaginary that is here described as the world of 
good and evil, of will and law. 

Thus, it is not important to Spinoza -and this is where he dis­
places every problematic of "voluntary servitude" -to oppose autonomy and het­
eronomy, spontaneity and obedience as two separate reigns. In fact, these are two 
inseparable modalities of the same consciousness of self and alienus, that is, of one's 
neighbor. Although perceived as original, the will is always secondary: it is the imagi­
nary mode according to which individuals necessarily assume consciousness of their 
own power and the power of the others on which they depend. This is why the will 
is also alway� already divided: affirmation (hope) of sovereignty and recognition (fear) 
of subjection or submission. This form is just as much present when individuals are 
conscious of "obeying only themselves" (that is, they perceive other men as a freely 
chosen object of love, with which they identify) as when they perceive the rules of 
collective life as an external constraint accompanied by penalties. "Free" mutual 
recognition (from which can arise the representation of a "general will") and sub­
mission to a power that appears to be arbitrary are doubtless not practically equiva­
lent (neither for the individual nor for society), for hope and fear do not exactly 
command the same works, but they presuppose a common element. VVhat distin­
guishes the most oppressed civis from a servus is the fact that the power on which he 
depends still requires a "voluntary" recognition from him, and gives him the hope 
of not being sibi inutilis. But what distinguishes the citizen of a lib era res publica from 
a pure "spiritual automaton" (or, if one likes, from a natural power immediately 
"agreeing" with others) is the fact that every pact of association establishes not only 
a jus commune, or a certa ac determinata ratio ad existendeum et operandum, but a summa 
lex totius populi to which he is submitted and that he "fears" to transgress. 

Let us set aside here every equivocation: in the translatio from 
jus into lex, natural right, that is, the causality of the relations of power alone, is ac­
tually preserved. The causal connection goes from jus as potentia to jus represented 
as lex, from the power of individuals to the power of the sovereign, and from the 
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latter to the representation of obligation (whether it be a question of the rights of 
the citizen or of private morality) without an effective exterior, the "miracle" of a 
supernatural intervention or a transcendental principle of morality, ever being in­
troduced into this double chain. Spinoza repeats it as often as necessary: the law 

and the will are representations. The fact that individuals are constituted as histori­
cal actors only in the element of this representation does not imply that it is its own 
cause. Still less does it imply that it is the source or foundation of right (jus) and 
consequently of power (imperium). On the contrary, only an actual power can pre­
serve it and put it into effect, that is, can represent itself as law. Consequently, not 
only does Spinoza take the exact opposite of a "theocentric" conception ac�ording 
to which sovereign power emanates from a divine transcendent authority, not only 
does he hold that the fact of power alone establishes a juridical order, but he de­
duces from it that, in order for a religious law to be in force in a given society, there 
must exist an established power that imposes it. 

VVhy, in these conditions, is it necessary to define in general the 
fundamental law that is in force in a given state as a divine law? VVhy is it inevitable 
that obedience appear as a divine colIlIl;tandment, or as the consequence of a divine 
commandment, even when the political regime no longer has a theocratic form or 
no longer rests on the fiction of a "divine right" of the sovereign? VVhy not limit 
oneself to the idea of constitution of a legislative political authority, by giving to re­
ligious law the status of a particular form, which it could take or not, depending on 
the regimes? The response to this question (which is obviously politically crucial) is 
linked, it seems to me, to the reflection that runs through the entire ITP on the 
very formalism of the law. The entire law, in fact, and in particular the fundamental 
law that establishes all the others, that is, that stipulates obedience as such, neces­
sarily has the form of an enunciation. This structure is obvious when one or several 
"real" individuals (Moses, Caesar, the pope, or the council of a republican state) 
issue a command and insist on its execution by virtue of the expression of their will . 
It is obvious again when, in a "metaphorical" way, the rules of individual existence 
are understood and taught as the decrees of a legislator or a divine judge. In the two 
cases, enunciation finally takes the form of a written code, which is inserted into a 
narrative of legitimation ("historical" narrative of the origins of the law). 

But this structure (enunciation-prescription-narrative) is always 
present, under its most abstract and irreducible form, when the law is inscribed in 
hearts and has no other content that the moral precepts of universal reason. It is 
precisely a matter of precepts, and this normative forma constitutes an ineliminable 
residue. The "narrative" of the law is then simply the memory of each individual; it 
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is the internal discourse in which he poses himself .as the subject of an obedientia 
and, consequently, of a fear and a hope. It is the discourse by which he recounts to 
himself, in the sense of a personal historia, the necessity of obedience for salvation, 
and represents to himself the attributes that absolutely must be imitated and in this 
sense constitute the ideal exemplar of man. In other words, everyone fully obeys 
only his internal God. But such a narrative is none other than the singular mode ac­
cording to which individuals can submit their will to a universal law ex proprio de­
creta. Whence the incredible formulation: 

I shall go further and maintain that every man is bound to adapt these dog­
mas to his own way of thinking,

' 
and to interpret them as seems easiest to 

him, without any hesitation, but with his fullest consent, so that he may the 
more easily obey God with his whole heart .... How salutary and necessary 
this doctrine is for a republic, so that men may live peacefully and harmo­
niously, . . . I leave everyone to judge for himself. 

[quinimo unusquisque . . .  haec fidei dogmata ad suum captum accomodare tenetur, 
eaque sibi eo modo interpretari, quo sibi videtur eadem facilius, sine ulla haesita­
tione, sed integro animi consensu amplecti posse, ut consequenter Deo pleno animi 
consensu obediat . . . .  Quae doctrina, quam salutaris, quamque necessaria sit in re­
publica, ut homines pacifice, et concorditer vivant, . . .  omnibus judicandum relin­
quo.] ( G IIII178f) 

Constitute yourself in such a way that you cannot doubt the reasons of your action! 
This is why, even if, in a limit-situation, one can suppose that men would abandon 
every anthropological belief regarding the nature of God (or, what is not very dif­
ferent, would agree in order to postulate that their theological beliefs are indiffer­
ent to the very content of practical faith, and of value among themselves, from the 
moment they dispose of the same works), the common law should still be referred 
to the name of God. This name would designate quite simply the subject of enuncia­
tion, the place of the He-whoever he is-who stipulates love for the neighbor, 
the ens supremum that each individual loves and recognizes by observing a law as the 
condition of the common Good. Better: this name would designate quite simply the 
voices (vox ilia, quam Israelitae audiverent) (ibid.) that establish a relation of direct 
interpellation between the I, subj�ct of obedience (subditus), and the He, universal 
of the Law. This is why every political power (every sovereignty), at the same time 
that it establishes a relation of forces, from the fact alone that it absolutely states its 
right to be obeyed, must be presented as the interpreter of a superior command-
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ment. Every legislator refers by its very form to an anonymous Legislator, whose 
only name is God, Person, the one who is. 

One understands, then, why Spinoza confines himself neither to 
the motive of physical fear nor to the idea of a human, moral natural law, such as 
natural-right theorists (including Hobbes) postulate. For either the latter is only a 
surreptitious way of baptizing human reason what, for real men (in the imagination 
of real men), is called God, or else it is an attempt to deny the form of enunciation 
by reducing it to a given general rule, of which good actions would be the case-by­
case application. But no demonstration, mathematical or experimental, can engen­
der the form of the subject's interpellation, produce a certainty that would be a be­
lief (fides), or subsume my actions under the law: pious dogmas are necessary .. The 
result is that, if the power from which civil society (or the state) is constituted is 
only that of men themselves, if the causes of its stability and instability must not be 
sought elsewhere than in the variations of their natural power and powerlessness, 
the modality according to which this combination is brought about is always the 
representation of a law at the same time internal (inscribed in the depths of hearts) and 
external (revealed by an ens supremum), according to a double movement of introjec­
tion and projection. Which one could still express by saying that men make their 
own history -but to the extent that in the-imagination they receive the law (ratio 
sive causa) under an inverted form (lex sive finis), as the dictamen of the Other. Only 
on this condition can they represent for themselves order, which they strive to real­
ize in their institutions and in their works. By developing the concept of the vera re­
ligio (that is, the necessary kernel of every religion that actually tries to organize the 
relations of men among themselves and that stipulates nothing other than obedi­
ence), Spinoza had precisely drawn out from the totality of all narratives a funda­
mental norm (fundamentum universale, lex divina naturalis, dictamen rationis) capable 
at the same time of being completely interiorized by individuals (whether, rationally, 
they understand that summum legis divinae praemium esse ipsam legem [G IIII62], or 
whether they find in diverse theological opinions the motive of love for the neigh­
bor) and of being referred to a God (even if the latter's nature remains, for the 
imagination, indeterminate, that is, if its existence is posed absolutely). 

An entire spectrum of experiences is thus circumscribed, whose 
possibility refers to the very structure of the politico-theological imaginary. It in­
cludes two limits, which Spinoza had characterized from the outset. On the one hand, 
the limit that Moses represents: maximal exteriorization of the law, almost total alien­
ation of individual wills, interiority being concentrated in the faith of the prophet 
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himself, subject and medium of a genuine collective hallucination. On the other 
hand, the limit that the figure of Christ represents, the "true model of life for all 
men," as Dei, that is, Voice of the voice that legislates in general, maximal internal­
ization of the Law and of the enunciation by all and by each in particular, but al­
ways referred to the name of God. It is not improper to conclude that, if the alle­
gorical and transhistorical figure of Christ has become historically the necessary 
referent of every fr�e human obedience, it is because it represents this unavoidable 
condition of imaginary experience: 

The voice of Christ can thus be Galled the voice of God in the same way as 
that which Moses heard. In this sense it can also be said that the wisdom of 
God-that is, wisdom that is more than human-took on human nature in 
Christ, and that Christ was the way of salvation. 

[Et ideo vox Christi, sicuti ilia, quam Moses audiebat, vox Dei vocari po test. Et hoc 
sensu etiam dicere possumus, sapientam Dei, hoc est sapientam, quae supra hu­
manam est, naturam humanam in Christo asumpsisse, et Christum viam salutis 
fuisse.] (G HII2 !) 

In order to articulate in their unity and their irreducibility the two registers of the 
real and the imaginary, the two theses that we have attempted to reconstitute must 
be maintained simultaneously: jus is nothing but the expression, the consequence of 
the effects of natural human potentia; jus expresses itself as lex, that is, it represents 
itself in consciousness as the effect of a statement that is divine, "revealed," or stip­
ulated to subjects endowed with "will." Abstractly speaking, the "pact" is nothing 
other than the formal concept of this double expression, which forbids as much the 
return to an imaginary (theological) conception of politics as the "physicalist" illu�ion 
of a politics without an imaginary component. The pact is neither a divine order in 
which the law or the legislator would create individuals and the social body itself, 
nor an artificialist mechanism in which the de facto power would arbitrarily use re­
ligion, and for that purpose in fact would fabricate it. 

Let us note here �at, in a theological representation of the 
state -such as medieval thought had elaborated it from the Pauline metaphor of the 
corpus Christi or the corpus mysticum-it is the members of the social whole them­
selves (ranks, corporations, at the limit individuals) who emanate from God across 
>the action of his Word or his Law. From Spinoza's point of view, such a representa­
tion only expresses a superstitious variant of religious belief. Moreover, it elimi-
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nates the subjective moment of the will that must be explained, by making the potes­
tas over the subditi who are not cives fall from the sky. 

On the other hand, in an artificialist contract of the Hobbesian 
type, it is necessary to presuppose that the bilateral relations of individuals among 
themselves suffice to constitute a norm of right that would be other than their own 
chain to infinity, their own reciprocal exchanges . In order to escape a vicious circle, 
it is necessary to presuppose- as Hobbes precisely did-that the "transfer" of right 
occurs entirely for the benefit of a Third Party (an Arbiter) who is not actively in­
volved in the contract. So that the very meaning of the word right is split: on the one 
hand, natural power, suppressed in the civil state; on the other hand, juridical rule, 
transcending nature. From Spinoza's point of view, this representation is idealist; 
for the historical sovereign, although different from "private" individuals, remains 
no less an individual -as Machiavelli has shown and as experience confirms -in re­
lation with them, depending on the power they have "preserved" as men (in particu­
lar their power to think, hence, to imagine), and which cannot be reduced to zero. 

Paradoxically, these two representations of the political body or of 
the social bond, the one mystical, the other secular and "disenchanted," have some­
thing in common: the idea of organic totality, of an integration of individuals as such 
into a finalized order. Against the theological representation, Spinoza holds that di­
vine law does not constitute individuals, is not the real source of political power and 
the history of states, but only regulates voluntary actions (or works) as a normative 
representation. At the same time that he defines the law as an imaginary statement, 
he shows its ambivalence: generally it entails obedience, but on occasion also trans­
gression,J the other form of action in which the subject's freedom is affirmed. Against 
juridical artificialism, Spinoza poses the efficacy of the imagination for founding 
the rule of right, that is, he refers the constitution of the Third Party, of the arbiter 
of particular contracts, to the effect of transcendence that religious representations im­
ply, or to the form of subjugation that they introduce into history, without history 
thereby becoming the contrary of nature, since religious imagination is an entirely 
natural power. In the two cases, his position takes on its meaning as an assertion 
that the constitution of societies is nothing other than the chain of actions and pas­
sions of the multitude: a multitude reducible to the totality of individual powers that 
compose it, but irreducible to a sum of bilateral relations (or of exchanges) among 
individuals. "Which requires no less than a theoretically revolutionary concept of 
causality. 

It then clearly appears that, if Spinoza's conception of the social 
relation cannot proceed from the concept of pact-in the 1TP in any case-it dif-
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fers toto coelo from all classical definitions of the social contract. This is what we had 
posed from the beginning. But if we recapitulate the elements that have just been 
set forth, it is easy to establish that in reality they constitute the development of a 
contradiction. The historical pact is a double pact, both civil and religious. Natural 
right, as a real power, is concentrated in a summa potestas, and as an imaginary power, 
is concentrated in a summa lex; the potestas is only effective to the extent that the in­
dividuals who have constituted it permanently recognize it as constituting a law for 
their will. This effect of aftershock structures civil society, but it also permanently 
introduces the possibility of a de facto gap between right and fact, between the univer­
sality and unconditionality of the law and the empirical behavior of those who em­
body its authority. 

For any power (including ecclesiastical power), the introduction 
of religion into the state, the very fact of being posed as legitimate in reference to 
the order of unconditional values, is double-edged. On the one hand, it indeed per­
mits obedience to be required and generally obtained and individuals' belief or fides 
to be mobilized"":::" by the fact alone of the place occupied. But, on the other hand, it 
permanently opens up the possibility of a contestation: a questioning of the legiti­
macy of power, the particular form it assumes, or the dignity of those who exercise 
it. In a potentially infinite regress, the universality of the very enunciation of the 
commandment is always beyond the person who lends it its sensible body and its 
words. This is why Moses himself was challenged as interpreter of the God that the 
Hebrews would not even have known without him. For example, against the imperium 
to which God stipulates obedience, rises up the pontifex or the prophet, who shows 
that God has been betrayed by his elected, or that he has withdrawn his Grace on 
account of the elected's injustice. Against the imperium in general, the right to com­
mand in the name of the law or to interpret the law, rises up the rebellious conscience 
of individuals for whom no human power can monopolize divine speech or by itself 
embody justice. How does it happen that the very structure that ensures power also 
ensures its contestation? 

In fact, this is not surprising, for this structure does not corre­
spond to any natural finality or preestablished harmony. It is necessary instead to 
understand why most of the time it is the first aspect that carries it along. And therefore 
to turn again toward history. W'hat historical cement can account for the relative stabil­
ity of the pact, without having to invoke any other cause than the theologico-political 
complex itself? Spinoza tells us in an extraordinarily sharp way: it is nationalism. 

. The term "nationalism" is anachronistic, but it is the only one 
that seems to me to recover adequately the content of the ITP's analysis, whereas 
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the classical term "patriotism" would not suffice and could even lead to error. Again, 
we are going to see that here Spinoza occupies a singular-precisely anachronistic­
position in relation to certain of his immediate predecessors and contemporaries, 
who have been included with him in the "natural right" tradition (but also, by a 
symptomatic vacillation, in the tradition of theorists of "reason of state"). Thus, it 
is remarkable that Grotius, who for the first time formalizes the social pact as the 
foundation of the juridical order, who prior to Spinoza (and, roughly speaking, in 
the service of the same political interests) defends the civil conception of the jus 
circa sacra, and who above all casts the bases of a modern "international" right in a 
mercantilist perspective, does not undertake the least analysis of what we would call 
the national phenomenon. De facto, the states among which for Grotius are estab­
lished alternating relations of peace and war (which should be normalized) are in­
deed nations. But the concept that designates them is only that of a juridical potes­
tas, which means that (as in Hobbes, if not in Machiavelli) the question of an identity 
other than formal is not posed: a "nation" is always only a sum of individuals and 
territories that are found (by means of conquest, choice, or heritage) and brought 
together under the authority of the same sovereign. In other words, it is always a 
dynastic concept of national unity that, paradoxically, is at work in this official theo­
rist of the Dutch nation constituted at the end of a war of national liberation that 
had hardly ended. And despite his sociogeographical considerations on the natural­
ness of peoples -promises with a great future-he proceeds no differently than Jean 
Bodin. Spinoza's point of view is demonstrably different. This is not the place to go 
into the historical and psychological reasons that can explain it. It is a question in­
stead of understanding well how fully the combination of the concepts of imperium, 
religio, and natio is brought about in his work. 

Natura nationes non creat: this means that Spinoza rejects in ad­
vance every historicism, every vitalism, every national animism. There is nothing in 
him of an Urvolk, an original people. Nor is there any spirit of a people prior to its 
political history, whose traces would be religion or mythology. But the whole con­
text of this famous formula must be considered: if nature does not create nations, 
history produces nothing but nations, through the chain of natural causes itself: 

\Vhy was this nation more stubborn than the others? Was it Nature? But 
surely it is not nations but individuals that Nature creates, and individuals 
are only divided into nations by the diversity of language, laws, and cus­
toms; and the last two, i.e., laws and customs , are the only factors which can 
give a nation a particular temperament, a particular nature, and finally par­
ticular beliefs. 
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[cur haec natio reliquis contumacior fuit? an natura? haec sane nationes non creat 
sed individua, quae quidem in nationes non distinguuntur nisi ex diversitat lin� 
guae, legum et morum receptorum, et ex his duo bus, legibus scilicet et moribus, 
tantum oriri potest, quod unaquaeque natio singulare habet ingenium, singularem 
conditionem, et denique singularia praejudicia.] (G IIV217) 

L�t us reread the 1TP in light of these formulations without equivocation, starting 

�th �hapter 3 o� the vocatio Hebraeorum. A complete theory of the national inge­
nzum IS p:ogresslvely constructed in it. The components retained by Spinoza, in 
order to he them together in a single ideo-passional ';complex," are of four orders. 

The first order is that of the succession of generations, hence kin­
ship, whose continuity and durability permit the populus to be represented as c�nsti­
tuting a particular natio, separate and different from all others, having a common 
origin and perpetuating its identity by means of direct descent. 

' .  
Second, there is the order of the soil, or the national territory, 

WIth whIch each people (obviously the Hebrews) identifies its communitarian exis­
tence (each nation has its promised land, its natural borders), and which it considers to 
be sacred. 

"external signs." 
The third order is that of the collective cult's mores, rituals, and 

Finally, what is probably the essential order -or rather the com­ponent that connects all the others-is the native language: not only insofar as it has its own grammar and its own words (the entire first part of the 1TP studies the mean­ing of the Bible's words according to the properties of its original language and from this meaning deduces the Bible's function in the singular history of the Hebrew state), but insofar as the Bible is preserved by the vulgar, the mass of people whose cohesion it expresses and whose imaginary it translates into particular narratives of origin (such as the Exodus). 
In chapter 8, bringing about a first stage of the constitution of the Hebrew state by Moses, Spinoza had insisted on the connection between the ef­fecti�eness of the "pact" and the fact that it concerned an engagement for posterity, that IS, of the formation of a national ideology and its material instruments (texts). !he pact, which has no other "guarantee" than its present force, is necessarily stated In terms of perpetuity: 

c 

For by the first pact he had bound only those who were present, whereas by 
the second pact he also bound those who should come after them .. .. He therefore commanded that this book of the second pact be religiously pre­
served for future generations. 
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[Nam, quia primo pacto non nisi praesentes, qui aderant, obligaverat, at secundo 
omnes etiam eorum posteros . . .  ideo hujus secundi pacti librum futuris saeculis reli­
giose servandum jussit.] (G IIV123) 

The law is only effective if it is written in a determinate language, to which, in re­
turn, it confers a sacred nature, which means that the masses "live" or "inhabit" 
from inside, in an imaginary way, the very code of the enunciation. The marks of 
language, of territory, and also marks of the body 0ewish circumcision, the Chinese 
pigtail, and generally the identifying features concerning the body or clothing that 
fulfill for each people a symbolic function religiously preserved from father to son: 
morum et rituum singulari [G IlIl21S]) become then the principle of a fixed distribu­
tion of love and hate between the inside (those who are submitted to the same law, 
and who by this fact bear its mark on their body, in their rituals, and especially in 
their language) and the outside (those who are excluded from the law, or recognize 
another law, and by this fact bear other marks). The same chain of causes and cir­
cumstances thatJ is expressed in a determinate social pact in history leads to the con­
stitution of this ingenium nationis singulare, just as other conditions wind up in its 
dissolution, as I recalled above. 

Consequently, there is a new circle: no nation without imperium, 
without a state or the germ of a state; but no longer a state without nationalism. In 
each historical state, the cement of the relation of obedience between the summa 
potestas and the multitudo of individuals in the last analysis cannot be anything but 
the constitution of a national interest translated into a nationalist ideology. As long 
as this cement holds, the legitimacy of the sovereign is not genuinely contestable 
(prophets rebellious against the state pass for false prophets, whatever their virtue or 
miracles). On the other hand, when seditions or civil wars (social or religious) un­
dermine the continuity of the state, this is expressed first by the disappearance of 
patriotism. 

',," Under these circumstances, one understands better Spinoza's in-
sistence on the history of the Hebrew people, the reason for which he insists on 
making this history begin with Moses (and not with Abraham), and the interplay of 
the correspondences with Machiavelli's discourse (itself haunted by the question of 
Italian unity, such as Rome had otherwise realized, and such as the church had de­
stroyed by "electing" Italy as its apostolic headquarters). The history of the Hebrew 
people non tantum, ut Jeremias . . .  ait, ab urbe condita, set jam inde a legibus conditis (G 
IlIl2 17) is the laboratory for the analysis of nationalism, of its contradictory causes 
and effects. And one finds, under a still more determinate form (closer to the appre-
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hension of a singular essence) the circle of the real and the imaginary. Every nation's 
real singularity is necessarily lived as a unique privilege, a historical "election," or, 
better, a calling (vocatio), which implies a particular mission, to the exclusion of other 
peoples. The law is stated on and for a given land. The law's marks and the prophets' 
voices will henceforth form a circle of certainty (chapters 1 and 2) in which each in­
dividual inscribes the consciousness of his actions, between the promise of salvation 
and the fear of punishment. But, Spinoza adds, non dubium est, quin omnes nationes 
prophetas habuerint, et quod donum propheticum Judaeis peculiare non fuerit (G III/50): 
every nation has its mission and its prophets, that is, effects the, same transposition 
for its own sake, by elaborating in its own way the signs of election. "Whoever says 
natio says imaginary electio and vocatio; whoever says vocatio says signs or generic 
"features" of identification. From the fact that the individuals who in the state of 
"nature" (insofar as natura is opposed to natio) are not at all distinct from one an­
other (nisi somniare velimus, naturam olim diversa hominum genera procreavisse [G 
III/47]) become collectively different, they can also do the same thing quite differ­
ently: to imagine God in a singular way, and consequently to believe ex pleno animi 
consensu that his commandments are indeed addressed to them: 

(Moses) did indeed concede that there were beings who . .. acted in God's 
place; that is, beings to whom God gave the authority, right, and power to 
guide nations, to look after them and care for them. But he taught that this 
being whom it was their duty to worship was the highest and supreme God, or 
(to use the Hebrew phrase) the God of Gods .... in virtue of this supreme right 
and power he had chosen the Hebrew nation for himself alone, together with 
a certain territory . . .  leaving other nations and lands to the care of other gods 
standing in his place. For this reason he was called the God ofIsrael and the 
God of J ersusalem ... while other gods were called the gods of other na­
tions. For this same reason the Jews believed that the land which God had 
chosen for himself demanded a special form of worship, quite different 
from other lands; indeed it could not suffer the worship of other Gods. 

[(2\1oses) concessit quidem, dari entia, quae . . .  vicem Dei gerebant, hoc est entia, 
quibus Deus authoritatem, jus et potentiam dedit ad dirigendas nationes et iis 
providendum et curandum; at hoc ens, quod colere tenebantur, summum et supre­
mum Deum, sive (ut Hebraeorum ph�asi utar) Deum Deorum esse docuit . . .  et 
pro hoc summo suo jure et potentia sibi soli Hebraeam nationem elegisse, certamque 
mundi plagam . . .  reliquas autem nationes et regiones curis reliquorum Deorum a 
se substitutorum reliquisse; et ideo Deus Israelis, et Deus . . . . Hierosolymae, reliqui 
autem Dii reliquarum nationum Dii vocabantur. Et hac etiam de causa credebant 

o 
tIl 

o 

I­
::;) 
o 

>-
0:: 
o 
WJ 
:J: 
I-

1 98, 9 

Judaei, region em illam, quam Deus sibi elegerat, cultum Dei singularem et ab 
aliarum region em cultu prorsus diver sum requirere, imo nee posse pati cultum alio­
rum Deorum.] (G IIII3 8-39) 

A supplementary, essential, link is thus added to the circle of the constitution of the 
imperium that assumes the figure of the pact: from the power of individuals to col­
lective right, from collective right to" the imaginary of the law, from the latter to the 
imaginary of a singular law, that is, of a national election. And vice versa. Only then 
are we in a position to understand what is the mechanism, or rather what is the pas­
sional dynamic, at work in history. In fact, if potentia apparently summoned only the 
concepts of interest and reason, if the lex divina naturalis referred only to a passional 
spector still unilateral, proceeding from fides to love and from hope to fear, then a 
lex divina we shall risk calling nationalis (that is, imagined as a historical vocatio) re­
quires at the same time the deployment of the passions of love and hate, which are 
in reality inseparable. Men as such are neither "good" nor "wicked"; they are good 
and wicked, that is, they cannot love without hating: to love all the more intensely 
as they hate more intens(,!ly, as if the "quantity" of positive and negative affect had 
to present a kind of const�nt equilibrium. 

The key question becomes, then, that of the distribution of this 
affect. "What is it to construct (or to preserve) a state? It is to form a real/imaginary 
pact in terms of which the affects of love and hate cease to be distributed acciden­
tally by encounters, fluctuating at every moment, but, channeled by institutions (by 
means of an apparatus of power that is at the same time a psychic apparatus), fixed by 
sacred ideals and cultural conformisms (hence communitarian rituals), incorporated 
into the proper "style" of a language (this very style that the prophets attribute to 
God), are distributed on objects situated on both sides of a border that is itself imag­
inary/real between "friends" and "enemies," fellow citizens and strangers (civeslhostes). 
Such a division is possible only in a multitude, for positive identification and its 
correlate, generic hatred, are mass phenomena (similarly, rituals, mores, and the 
linguistitr circulation that preserves and transforms the meaning of words are also 
mass phenomena). The analysis of this process is at the center of chapter 1 7 :  

It was God alone, then, who held sovereignty over the Hebrews, and s o  this 
state alone, by virtue of the pact, was rightly called the kingdom of God, 
and God was also called the king of the Hebrews. Consequently, the ene­
mies of this state were the enemies of God . . . .  He who forsook his religion 
ceased to be a citizen and by that became an enemy, and he who died for his 
religion was regarded as having died for his country. 

i ! I I 1 .1 
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And further on: 

[Imperium ergo Hebraeorum Deus solus tenuit, quodque adeo solum ex vi pacti 
regnum Dei jure vocabatur, et Deus jure vocabatur, et Deus jure etiam rex He­
braeorum; et consequenter huius imperii hostes, hostes Dei . . . .  Qui a religione defi­
ciebat, civis esse desinebat, et eo solo hostis habebatur; et qui pro religione moriebatur, 
pro patria mori reputabatur.] (G III1200) 

And that the armed forces should be formed from the people alone. These 
armies did not swear allegiance to their commander or the high priest, but 
to their religion, that is, to their God; and so they were called the armies or 
hosts of God, and God in turn was called by the Hebrew people the Lord of 
Hosts. This was why in great battles, where the fortunes of the entire peo­
ple depended on the issue, the ark of the covenant was borne in the midst of 
the army, so that the people, seeing their king almost as if present, might 
fight to the utmost of their strength. 

[ . . . et ex solo populo exercitus formare, qui non in fidem imperatoris, nec summi 
pontificis, sed religionis sive Dei jurabant; qui adeo exercitus, sive ordines Dei vo­
cabuntur, et Deus contra apud Hebraeos Deus exercituum; et hac de causa arca 
foederis in magnis proeliis, a quorum discrimine totius populi vel victoria vel clades 
pendebat, in medio exercitu ibat, ut populus, regem suum quasi praesentem videns, 
extremis viribus pugnaret.] (G IIV209) 

A people, an army, a God. Every people has its Joan of Arc. Every people loves it­
self ("my country, right or wrong"), because, in the collective imagination, it is ex­
clusively loved by God (Gott mit uns). But, through an ambivalence characteristic of 
all passional life, the principle of external exclusion also becomes the principle of the 
exclusion of the internal enemy. One understands why in chapter 1 6  Spinoza had pos- . 
tulated in general, as a rule constitutive of every state, that 

if anyone has attempted to perform any public function without the knowl­
edge and authority of the supreme council, he has infringed the sovereign's 
right and committed treason, even though his action . . .  was certain to lead 
to the commonwealth's improvement; and he is rightly condemned. 

lsi quis ergo solo suo arbitrio, et inscio supremo consilio, negotium aliquod publicum 
aggressus est exequi, quamvis inde incrementum civitatis . . .  certo sequeretur, jus 
tamen summae potestatis violavit, et majestatem laesit, atque jure merito damnatur.] 
(G IIV197-98) 

Just as the state of war and the state of peace are not separated in time by an im­
passable divide, neither are "internal security" and "external security" practically 
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separable. From which it follows that respect for laws can be not only sanctioned by 
a prince but approved and wanted by the multitude itself, for failures are, in the fi­

nal analysis, likened to the rupture of national unity and to a threat against its mys­
tical body. Spinoza then develops his analysis of the fusion of theological and patri-
otic passions: 

So much for the reasons which kept the captains within due bounds. We 
must now see how the people was restrained; although the basic principles 
of the state indicate this most clearly. For even a cursory examination will 
immediately show that they must have inspired such extraordinary devotion 
in the minds of the citizens that it would have been almost impossible for 
any of the latter to think of betraying or deserting his country, and they 
must all have been ready to suffer death rather than an alien rule. For once 
they transferred their right to God, and believed that their kingdom was 
God's kingdom, and that they alone were God's children, the other nations 
being his enemies, and therefore the object of their implacable hatred .. . noth­
ing could be more abhorrent to them than to swear allegiance and promise 
obedience to some foreigner . . . .  Hence the love of the Hebrew people to­
ward their country was not simply love but piety, and it was so fostered by 
their daily rit1+al that it must have become second nature . . .. It therefore 
amounted to a daily reprobation of them [the Gentiles]; and this must have 
inspired in the Hebrew people continual and ineradicable hatred, for a ha­
tred which springs from great devotion or piety, and is itself believed to be 
pious, is undoubtedly greater and more persistent than any other. And the 
common reason for the continual growth of hatred, that is, the fact that it is 
returned, was also present; for the Gentiles must have regarded the Hebrew 
people with the most bitter hatred. How greatly all this- their freedom from 
human government, their devotion to country, their absolute right against, 
and hatred for, the Gentiles (a hatred not only permitted but even regarded 
as pious), the hatred of the Gentiles for them, the uniqueness of their cus­
toms and rites -how greatly, I say, all this must have strengthened the minds 
of the Hebrew people to endure every hardship for their country with re­
markable constancy and courage, reason teaches as clearly as possible, and 
experience itself has testified. 

[Haec de rationibus, quae principes intra suos limites continebant. Videndum iam, 
qua ratione ratione populus retinebatur; sed hanc etiam imperii fundamenta claris­
sime indicant: si quis enim ad ea vel leviter attendere velit, videbit statim, haec 
amorem adeo singularem in civium animis parere debuisse, ut nihil difficilius aliquis 
in mentem inducere potuerit, quam patriam prodere, vel ab ea prodere; sed contra 
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omnes ita affecti esse debuerint, ut extrema potius quam alienum imperium pater­entur. Nam, postquam suum ius in Deum transtulerunt, suumque regnum Dei regnum esse, seque solos filios Dei, reliquas autem nationes Dei hostes esse crediderunt in quas propterea odio infensissimo affecti erant . . .  nihil magis abhorrere potuerun:' quam in fidem alicuius extranei jurare, eique obedientiam promittere . . . .  Amor ergo Hebraeorum erga patriam non simplex amor, sed pietas erat, quae simul et odium in reliquas nationes ita quotidiano cultu Jovebantur et alebantur, ut in nat­uram verti debuerint . . . .  Quare ex quotidiana quadam exprobratione continuum odium oriri debuit, quo nullum firm ius animis haerere potuit: utpote odium ex magna devotione seu pietate ortum, quodque pium credebatur; quo sane nullum maius nec pertinacius dari potest: nec causa communis deerat, qua odium semper magis ac magis incenditur, nempe eius reciprocatio; nam nationes eos contra odio infensissimo haber debuerunt. Quantum autem haec omnia, videlicet humani im­perii libertas, erga patriam devotio, in omnes reliquos ius absolutum, et odium non tantum licitum, sed eitiam pium, omnes infensos habere, morum et rituum singu­laritas, quantum, in quam, haec Hebraeorum animos firmare valuerint ad omnia singulari constantia et virtute pro Patria tolerandum, Ratio quam clarissime docet, et ipsa experientia testata est.] (G rIII2 14-15) 
It is under this theologico-patriotic imaginary of the predestination of a people and its land that the right of property and the equality of political rights contribute to the reinforcement of respect for the law, in other words, to the institution of obedi­ence to the state in a lasting way. From the moment that love for one's neighbor is simultaneously hatred for the stranger (indeed hatred for that which in everyone could be or could become "foreign"), obedience to the law actually becomes volun­tary: internalization and externalization, in practice, form only one thing. This is why I have spoken of nationalism and not only of patriotism. The idea of patriotism, in fact (through an obviously self-serving fiction), includes only love for country, indeed even love for a country thought of as the embodiment of universally human values and not its necessary correlate: hatred for the foreigner. YVhat constitutes the characteristic force of Spinoza's explanation (but the discussion also obviously calls for it!) is the identification in general of nationalist passion with a development of the theological imaginary, and turning it into the internal, necessary impetus of the duration of states. This is what distinguishes Spinoza from Machiavelli, at the very moment he is inspired by him or borrows sources from him (Tacitus, Titus Livy) in order to combine them with his own Sources (Exodus, Deuteronomy, Paul, Flavius Josephus). For Machiavelli (at least in the Discorsz) finally wants to see in religion only a particularly effective means in the service of a patriotic virtu that is to a cer­tain extent above the passions of love and hate. 
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It is also what, by the very fact of the radicality of the analysis, 
was to pose for Spinoza a difficult problem when he was drawing contemporary po­
litical conclusions. By discovering in the Hebrew theocracy-whose concept he com­
pletely refounds -both the primitive force of democracy and the explanation of its 
contradictions, Spinoza has gone over "to the country of the enemy." That is, he 
has set about to oppose to his Calvinist adversaries (or rather to the Calvinist adver­
saries of the political "party" whose friend he is, the party of the liberal regents) not 
a counterideology of the foundations of the state's legitimacy (as Hobbes did, mutatis 
mutandis), but another analysis of the very notions on which their ideology rested. In 
which he illustrates assuredly what is in his foundation a philosophical approach: 
not the refusal of a partisan position but an investigation of the very conditions of 
possibility of the partisan position. But this project is not the only one. It is dou�led 
by another, directly strategic, project that the internal analysis of the text also obliges 
us to consider, although it appears extremely risky (and hardly corresponds to the 
image of a philosopher whose rule of life had been "prudence"). This second pro­
ject is one of detaching, in its critical circumstances (in which precisely the rulers' 
national capability was questioned), the Calvinist mass (imbued with "theocratic" 
conceptions) from its collusion with the monarchist party, in order to rally it in u:e 
name of patriotism to the republican camp, on the condition of finding a terralll 
common to the republic and the mass's religion, which would imply also that the re-
public be ;eformed in a "democratic" sense. 

. . However, ih doing so he could not fail to create a series of frlght­
ening theoretical difficulties for himself: How, in fact, to tie together, in a trans­
formed "pact," a civil law that is still national and a religious law that is irreversibly 
universal, which is not adapted to the imaginary of any people in particular, which 
does not state the common law in any national language, and which consequently 
detaches the narrative of its origins from the election of a people and its land, in 
order to transfer them onto a universally "human," that is, metaphorical level? The 
jus circa sacra conferred on the state- an institutional solution again taken up from 
the republican tradition, which Spinoza enriches with an explicit definition of the 
"dogmas" necessary for the unanilnity of the diverse Christian sects or churche� ­
only displaces the difficulty. No doubt this purification elilninates as �any fOCl �f 
internal conflict and regroupment for forces transversal to states, competmg for thelr 
power. No doubt, by completely internalizing the voice that stipulates obe�ience, it 
wards off the risk of the imperium in imperio or of contestatory prophensm. But, 
whereas, on the one hand, the state can thus present itself as the institutor and in­
terpreter of a civil, that is, national religion; on the other hand, the univeralism of 
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faith is accentuated, that is, a rift is opened between the subject of morality and the 
subject of patriotic pietas. The distinction established between external cult (orga­
nized by the state) and internal cult (attached to every individual's effort to attain 
knowledge) risks inscribing the latter within a cosmopolitan perspective. 

More profoundly, the difficulty is that of the passional motive of 
obedience. For each individual, only a theoretical reasoning demonstrates the ne­
cessity of reconciling fides toward the state and charitas toward all men. Won't the 
neighbor according to Christ and the citizen according to the state remain irremedia­
bly distinct? What will be for the multitude the object of hate without which there is 
no passionate love (any more than there is hope without fear), if the foreigner must 
always be considered as a brother in obedience to the divine law and in hope of sal­
vation, that is, if the ritual marks only have a relative meaning? 

This difficulty can be connected with those raised by the theo­
retical role conferred by Spinoza on the schema of three typical forms of the state 
(hence of the "pact") - theocracy, monarchy, democracy-that underlie the whole TTP. 
Theocracy, we have seen, is already a form of democracy: this characteristic corre­
sponds to the sacralization of the soil and the election of the entire people, who 
maintain in it the "theological hatred" of foreigners. It is understandable why, by 
comparison, monarchy represents an alienation and a weakening. With the sacral­
ization of the monarch, one individual's interest is substituted for the interest of all 
(Spinoza also tells us that defensive wars attempt to transform themselves into wars 
of conquest), and patriotism is perverted into the desire of sacrifice for the sover­
eign, which means that the reciprocal love of cives and their common hatred of the 
hostis are mediated by love for the sovereign and hatred for his enemies. At the limit 
(the one described in the Preface to the TTP), love for country sees its significance 
inverted: from the imaginary form of self-preservation, it becomes a form of self­
hatred. And the monarch who embodies the common passion of individuals can as­
sume the form of their enemy. 

What could be, in this regard, the passional regime of an evolved 
democracy? How should one understand the TTP's repeated suggestion that the 
forms of "theological hatred" observable in the history of the Hebrew state (with its 
incredible ability to resist external threats) are linked simultaneously to a certain 
cultural infantilism and to a primitive, autarkic economy? There is, it seems, a certain 
"archaism" in the pure theocratic form. But isn't this archaism always still necessary 
to the modern state? Astonishingly silent on certain aspects of Dutch national poli­
tics (like colonialism), which, however, play a decisive role in it, Spinoza indicates 
to us that, in a state like the United Provinces, the collective conaius does not tend so 
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much to the defense of borders as to universal commerce. The fact is, though, that 

internal and external circumstances have not made the necessity of national unity 

disappear. Spinoza nowhere suggests that the nation-form is itself an archaism. 

A civil religion coupled with the universal love for one's neigh-

bor does not allow one, in fact, to name God as the "king" or protector of a race and 

a land. It empties the cry of Gott mit uns of all affective force. If it is true that a 

theocracy is already in some way a democracy, no doubt such a democracy must al­

ways still include a "monarchical" element (when circumstances require the uncon­

ditional unity of the commandment). Or in other, intentionally provocative, terms: 

no doubt a true religion - in the double sense of the term -must be not only a civil 

religion but a civil superstition. But then the cycle of the historical formations of the 

imaginary would have to be traversed again, in the opposite direction. 

These seem to be the difficulties that have definitively deter-

mined the TTP's aporia and thus contributed to impelling Spinoza to other paths. 
Translated by Ted Stolze 
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