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46
Regius to Descartes [Endegeest]

[Winter 1642—-1643]

Vie, I, 157 [A]; 177 [B]; 184-185 [C] (no. 25).
AT, lll, 562 [A] (no. 278); 571 [B] (no. 281-ll); AT, VIIIB, 195-196 [C, partly].

[A] =r/D 43a

Pour ce qui est de I&futation que Voetius avait entreprise contredpanse de

M. Regiusa ses thses par le ministe de se&tudiants, fm.. Lettr. 25 MS. de
Regius.] I'on peut dire qu'ellé&choua entre les mains d’un moine &gat, ou
fugitif, comme I'appelle M. Regius, pour avoir voulu dissimuler qu'il €t f
I'auteur. Poureloigner le public encore davantage de cette peni avait conf

I' écrita ce moine pour 'aller faire imprimerLeyde, afin qu'il pdlit que Messieurs
Descartes et Regius avaient encore des ennemis aille@sitpgcht. [...} Mais le
Recteur de I'Universé de Leyde quétait M. Golius, [.m.. Lettre 20 MS. de Red.
ayantéte averti de ce qui se passait, se transporta incontinent chez I'imprimeur
de cette &futation, et fit faire en sa psence une information de cette entreptise.
[I.m. Item. lettr. 25 MS.] L'imprimeur la rejeta toute sur le moine, qui se trouva
heureusement absent de I'imprimerie, et qui prit la fuite pour alléstrecht
donner avisx Voetius de ce guétait arrive a son ouvrage, et lui rendre compte de
sa commissioA.

[B] (In continuation of/D 44c)

Jusqued Voetius n’'avait point fait difficut de mettre son noratous les libelles
gu’il avait publiés en forme de #ses contre sa philosophie, et dont le nombre
montait jusqua sept diferentsécrits, en comprenant lesakes de son fils sur les
formes substantielles, et le Jugement Azadjue de I'Universé d’Utrecht qui
était aussi de sa compositibMais pour ne point égditer le public de son nom, et

a b wN PP

In the passage omitted Baillet paraphrases42 (Il. 9-13).

R/D 43.

Cf. R/D 43a.

See my commentary ariD 43A.

Baillet's source is without question tHeettre apolo@tique ‘ie puis conter sept divers imprimez par
lesquels il avoit tas@hde me nuire, avant que i'eusse iamais &erit, ou dit, ou fait contre luy. A scavoir
quatre differensle Atheism@V OETIUS1639]; un cinquéme, gu’il nommoiCorollaria thesibus de lubileo
subiectaun sixieme, qui estoif\ppendix ad ista Corollariaou Theses de formis substantialibes enfin,

le ludicium Academiae Ultrajectinagour le sepme; non pas que ie uidle rien oster de la part que
ses confreres pretendente dernier; mais, parce qu'il estoit alors leur Recteur, ils ne peuvent nier que la
principale ne luy appartienne. (AT VIIIB 210). Baillet substitufdgeses de formis substantialibwih
Paulus Voet’s disputation against Regiu®@r 1642; cf.R/D 41, Il. 25-26).
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pour faire croire que M. Descartes avait encore d’autres ennemis que lui, il voulut
que Schoockius fhson noma la €te du livre comme s'il enid et le \éritable
pere, ou I'unique aute¥rC’était un artifice proprea tirer Voetius d’embarras, au
cas que le sues du livre nefit pas heureux. Mais comme cet artifice ne paruaqu’
la fin de I'edition du livre, @i I'on réserve ordinairemeti tirer la feuille du titre

et la péface, M. Descartes y fut trorap [l.m.: Lettr. 25 MS. de Reg.] Car ayant
appris que le livre qu’on disafitre compos par Voetius s'imprimaia Utrecht par
ses soins, et en ayant recu les six pees feuilles, sans qu'il yit fait mention

de Schoockius, et sansame qu’on @t encore oui parler de ce jeune homme; et
ayant voulu le éfuter, |.m.. Epist. ad celeberr. Voet. pag. 78, 79, 80, et pasim.
a mesure qu’on I'imprimait, sans attendre la fin daition, il fut surpris de voir
gue l'adversaire qu'il avait apostroptdans sa@ponsea face @couverte ne lui
pai(t plus qu'un masque dans la suite.

[C]

Les honigtebs de M. Desmaretqe servirent qu irriter cet esprit intraitable
[Voetius], comme avaient fait celles que M. Regius avait enfdgydans sa
Réponsea ses thses des formes substantielles. Peu de jourssajprdressa
tumultuairement un libelle de peu de feuillets contre le livre de Desmarets, et il
eut I'effronterie de le faire patie sous le nom suppesl’'un Ministre de Bois-le-
Duc et sous le titre dRetorsio Calumniarum quas Tertullus Societatis Marianae
Advocatus, eté® [l.m.. Allusion a ce Tertullus Avocat contre S. Pddj].Mais il

fut condam#é incontinent par le Magistrat de la policeni.. Lettr. 25 MS. de
Reg.] comme un libelle diffamatoire, rempli de mensonges et d’'impostures, et
proprea exciter desé&ditions; sa lecture fut&fendue par les crieurs publics au

© 00N o
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Admiranda methoduéScHOOCK 1643).

AT VIIIB 55-56.

See my commentary okdmiranda methodus
In August 1642, the Groningen professor of theology, Samuel Maresius (1599-1673), forwarded a copy
of his Defensio pietatiMARESIUS 1642) to Voetius, together with a letter, put in most friendly terms,
in which he expressed his hope that the work would take away Voetius’ misunderstanding regarding the
Brotherhood of the Holy Virgin at 's-Hertogenbosch. See my commentary on the Brotherhood affair. On
Samuel Maresius or Desmarets, see NNBW, Il, 868-870; BLGNP, |, 158—160GANL935.

Baillet's source is the sixth part of Descartégjistola ad Voetiumdevoted to the Brotherhood affair

(AT VIIIB 64-107). In theEpistola ad VoetiunDescartes attributes the pamphlet to Voetius: 'Atqui
nihilominus, eo acceptsf. MARESIUS1642], non aliter quam paulo ante &imodestissii Regii ad tuas
theses de formis substantialibus responsi@ge REGIUS 1642], summopere excanduisti; [...] statimque
prodiit extemporaneus libellus, qui creditute scriptus esse, nam clare in eo cognoscuntur tui mores, et
tuus stylus; et prodit sine nomine, sub pe@&amiuse ministris Sylvae-ducis’ (AT VIIIB 75-76). The
author of the pamphleRetorsio calumniarumis the 's-Hertogenbosch minister Cornelis Leemans, or
Lemannus ¢.1599-1668; NNWB, I, 797; M\ LIEBURG 1996, 1, 148), a fact which Descartes came to
know afterwards (cfLettre apologtique AT VIIIB 235).

Acts 24,1-2.
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[Winter 1642—-1643] R/D 46

son du tambour* [in margine: *Ou de la cloche ou du tocsin.] et de la trompette,
[i.m.: sono tubarum et tympanorymag. 420 de Confraternit. Maridf.comme
Voetius néme a eu soin de le faire savaita posérite 13

Le libelle diffamatoire du gEtendu Ministre de Bois-le-Duc contre le livre

15 de Desmarets Btait que I'avant-coureur d’un juste volume que Voetius entreprit
a la hate pour fronder la corérie de Notre-Dame de Bois-le-Duc. Les Magistrats
de cette ville en eurent avis; etesant assembk pour @libérer des moyens de
reprimer I'insolence de ce brouillon, ils ecrivirent en corps auftats de la
province d'Utrecht, et aux Magistrats de la vilteVoetius se vanta éme depuis,

20 [i.m. Pag. 421 de Confrat. Marian.] qu'ils lui firent I'honneur de &grire en
particulier, pour lui faire tomber la plume des mains; mais que ce fut en¥&iac
encore que le Magistrat d’Utrechiariete I'impression de ce nouveau livré.:
Lettr. 25 MS. de Reg.] et qu'ili defendua Voetius de la continuer pour satisfaire
aux ordres dektats de la provincé [i.m.. Tom. 2 des lettr. de Desc. pag. %}l

25 ne laissa point d'agir seetement pendant les mois de Novembre et @edinbre,
s’étant conteré de changer I'imprimeur et la forme du livre, qui dmt° devint
in-xi1°, afin qu’il pt le faire voir j.m.. Argum. Ep. ad celeb. Voé€] au Synode
Gallo-Belgiquequi devait s'assembléxr La Haye en 1643j.m.: Lettr. 25 MS. de
Reg.] et que se relevant de l'eissance qu'il devait aux Magistratsida par

30 l'autorité eccésiastique du Synode, auquel Messieurs de Bois-le-Duc avaient bien
voulu s’en rapporter pourétider de leur conérie, il trouvat moyen d'y rendre sa

12 Baillet’s source is, once more, tiigpistola ad Voetiunfcf. AT VIIIB 77).

13 Leeman’s pamphlet was prohibited on 6 November 1642 NS, ufeR 1989, 11, 113; MUTA 1935, 174;

VAN Duck 1973, 337. The text of the sentence is in&SIUS 1645, 324, and partly in thEpistola ad
Voetiumas well (AT VIIIB 77).

14 A copy of the letter to the States of Utrecht is kept in RAU, Archief van de Staten, inv. no. 471AICf. V
Duack 1973, 346. The text of the letter to the Utrecht Vroedschap, dated 19 November NS like the letter
to the States, is in BRMAN 1738, 404—-408.

15 The text of the letter, dated 19 November NS, is inRdsIus 1645, 332—334; DKER 1989, I, appendix
XXxvii . Voetius' reply to the Vroedschap of 's-Hertogenbosch is lost, but it is outlin&diitende oprecht
verhae) 11; MARESIUS 1645, 326; \OETIUS 1648-1669, I, 352. Cf. DKER 1989, II, 116.

16 Bailletis mistaken here: on 26 November/6 December 1642 the Vroedschap decided that Voetius’ response
to Maresius ought to be publisheBésolutén 164—165). The basis of Baillet's error is Descartes’ letter
to Maresius, to which letter the biographer refers in the margin (see note 17).

17 Descartes got hold of three quires of Voeti@nfraternitas Marianaend sent them to Maresius: ‘Ces
trois feliilles estoienin octavq et sont venas de ie ne sgaylp mais depuis on a reéirsoigneusement tous
les exemplaires, et on I'imprime maintenamduodecinchez un autre libraire que celuy de I'Univessit
ou s'imprime aussi le livre contre moy, sans que je scache la cause de ce changement, sinon que ie
coniecture ded que Messieurs de la Ville ne veulent pas autl@oriette impression’, Descartes to
Maresius, [January/February 1643], AT 11l 606. \Ite, the marginal reference to the letter to Maresius is
accidentally exchanged with the next reference. | have restored the correct order.

18 ‘Cumque deinde ista editio [s&dmiranda method{iSuisset aliquamdiu intermissa, propter librum
de Confraternitate Mari@n cujus impressionem apud eundem Typographum Voetius magis urgebat, ut
prodiret ante tempus Synodi Gallo-Belgicae, nuper Hagae habita€i itegpea se in eo impugnatactum
iri putabat’,Epistola ad VoetiumAT VIIIB 6.
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cause triomphant® Messieurs de Bois-le-Duc furent avertis du peu de soumission
qu’il temoignait poul ses suprieurs. Quelques-uns en furent indégn et entre 185
autres M. Brederodid® Protestant,i[m.: Ibid. lettr. 25.] personnage quaéfi qui

35 était de la conferie, et qui fit menacer Voetius de lui faire donner ésvieres.
[Lm.: Item lettr. 26 MS. de Redl] Mais les autres aimant mieux le@priser,
jugerent plusa propos de I'abandonnarses propres inggiudes Il parut meme
gue Voetius avait trop @sungé de la faveur des Ministres des sept Provinces
unies qui se troudrent au Synod&allo-Belgique [I.m.: Art. 24 Synodi Gallo-

40 Belg. ann. 16433 Malgre le 2le gu'ils avaient toua cétruire jusqu’aux moindres
vestiges de I'ancienne Religion, ils se crurent odigl’approuver la conduite de
Messieurs de Bois-le-Duc, et déibher celle de leur cordre Voetius. lln’y eutque
la consicration du ministre qu'ils honoraient dans euxémes, et I'apg@hension
de donner sujet aux Catholiques de les remercier, géfaleur censure.

19 The Walloon Synod was held in The Hague in April 1643 (the resolutions are dated 15 April). Against
the Voetians, who claimed that the Synod decided in their favor, Descartes argued that, while the Synod
disapproved Maresius’ defence of the brotherhood without the Synod’s consent, the Synod implicitly
condemned Voetius as well for publishing slander without the Synod’s appEp&tla ad VoetiumAT
VIIIB 8-10). In a letter to Rivet, Maresius denied he had given the Synod’s proceedings to Descartes
(NAUTA 1935, 508). Van Dijck (N Diack 1973, 360) mentions De Wilhem as a possible source for
Descartes’ knowledge of the proceedings, but their correspondence does not contain any indication to
this effect. A more likely candidate is the Walloon minister and chaplain of the French regiments in
the Dutch army Abraham de Morg.(600-1645), a close friend of Huygens’, who participated in the
Synod (on Descartes, Huygens, and De Mory, see AT | 274, 316, 610, 629; 1V, 78, 299; on De Mory and
Maresius, see AUTA 1935, 169, 179, 437, 495, 514. Further biographical information on De Mory in
STELLING-MICHAUD 1959-1980, IV, 601 and & <S/LEROY 1978-1980, 3, 219-220). On 22 May 1643,
Descartes sent De Mory and De Wilhem a copy of Bpestola ad Voetiunvia Huygens (RTH 1926,
199/AT 111 815). For the Brotherhood-affair and the Walloon Synod, serdR 1989, Il, 71-131; NUTA
1935, 172-183; M\ Duck 1973, 322-381. The acts/resolutions of the Synod are publishedrie
Synodall, 439-444.

20 Johan Wolphaert van Brederode (1599-1655), one of the last in line of the famous Dutch noble family
Van Brederode. After the seizure of 's-Hertogenbosch by Frederik Hendrik in 1629, he became governor
of the city and the Meierij. Through his marriages in 1619, and again in 1638, he became affiliated both
to the House of Nassau and to the House of Orange. In July 1642 he was appointed field-marshal, next to
the Stadholders the highest in command of the Dutch army. On Van Brederode, see NNBW, X, 125-126;
VOET 1656, 155-169; KENHEINNHENIGER 1999.

21 R/D 47.

22 Balillet concludes the paragraph outlining the Synod’s decisions in casu. While Descartes states that
Voetius was at least implicitly condemned (see note 19), Baillet, whose only sourcekpistela ad
Voetium wrongly claims that membership of the brotherhood was approved, and Voetius blamed for his
interference.

23 Livre synodal |, 442—-443; also in AT VIIIB 8, nb.
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COMMENTARY

Date

Text C contains references to several events of a known date: a) the interdiction of
Leeman’s pamphleRetorsio calumniarunby the 's-Hertogenbosch magistracy on 6
November 1642 NS; b) the letters by the same magistrates to the Utrecht States, Vroed-
schap (both 16 November NS), and Voetius (19 November NS). Baillet next relates the
reaction of Van Brederode to Voetius’ refusal to withdraw his response to Maresius.
The date | suggest is December 1642/January 1643.

Text
See my commentary oriD 44.

Context
1. The affair of the Brotherhood of the Holy Virgin

In 1642, several reformed citizens of 's-Hertogenbosch asked the Brotherhood of the
Holy Virgin to be allowed to join them, which, after much debate, was gratfted.
Informed of this fact by the Walloon minister Cornelis Leemans, Voetius organised a
dispute in which he unambiguously condemned the participation in Catholic id&latry.

In their turn, the new members of the Brotherhood asked the help of the Groningen
theologian Samuel Maresius, who had been a Walloon minister at 's-Hertogenbosch
between 1636 and 1641, to write a defence. In August 1642, Maresius sBeférsio
pietatisto Voetius, naively thinking that it would soothe Voetius. In reality, it meant
the start of a long and bitter animosity between the two theologians. As soon as
the word spread that Voetius prepared an elaborate reply to Maresius, the magistrates
of 's-Hertogenbosch requested the Utrecht States, Vroedschap and Voetius himself to
abandon publication, but to no avail. Voetiugpecimen assertionuappeared early

in March 1643, just in time for Descartes to discuss the whole affair in detail in his
Epistola ad Voetiumi® One of Descartes’ informants on the affairds 47c suggests,

was Regius.

2. Schoock’s Admiranda methodus novae philosophiae cartesianae

Published in the Spring of 1643, Schoockdmiranda methodus novae philosophiae
cartesianaeis one of the first elaborate attempts to refute Cartesianism. It attacks
Descartes’ metaphysics, as laid down in BiscoursandMeditationesand Cartesian
physics, as taught by Regius at Utrecht University. Fundamental criticism is com-
bined with blunt slander, reason enough for Descartes for never meeting Schoock on
philosophical ground.

24 For the Brotherhood affair, seeURER 1989, II, 71-130; MuTA 1935, 172-183, 241-244;AM D1iCcK
1973, 322-335. Further details on persons and publications mentioned below, are found in my notes to
RID 47C.

25 De idololatria indirecta et participataVOETIUS 164 2.

26 Descartes’ motivation to incorporate a lengthy analysis of the affair iRpistola ad Voetiuns discussed
in VERBEEK 19921, 25 and in my introduction to ESCARTES1996, 18-19.
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R/D 46 [Winter 1642—-1643]

At first, Descartes believed that the book was the work of his Utrecht opponent,
Gisbertus Voetius, as it was being printed in Utrecht, at the press where the theologian
usually had his works printed. It was indeed Voetius’ idea, but he implored his former
student Schoock — since 1641 professor of philosophy at Groningen University — for
help, when the latter was in Utrecht visiting his relatives in the summer of 184sztius
c.s. did everything to ensure a thorough but chiefly a quick response: the helpful student
Vanden Waterlaet supplied excerpts from a student’s notebook of Regius’ physics, and
Johan Godschalk van Schurman, the brother of Anna Maria van Schurman, provided a
partial translation of DescarteBiscours as Schoock had no knowledge of the French
language. Before returning to Groningen, the first part was finished, and left in Voetius’
hands. In order to exert pressure on Schoock, Voetius had the first part printed at
the end of October. Apparently with reluctance, Schoock wrote the second part, and
the book finally appeared in March 1643. Barely two years later, in April 1645,
Schoock renounced the authorship of the work before an official committee of inquiry
at Groningen University, instituted on behalf of Descartes. He pointed to Voetius and
his accomplices as the persons responsible for the offensive charaé&tdmifanda
methodus According to Schoock, his intention had been to discuss philosophy only,
whereas the Voetian faction, seeing the manuscript through the press, had changed and
added to the original work so that he did not recognise it when it was finally published.
Schoock’s confession confirmed Descartes’ belief that Voetius was the true author of
Admiranda methodysut the gain of his small victory over Schoock was limited (cf. the
commentary om/D 55)28

27 Schoock had aided Voetius in his polemics on a number of occasions beforesdf9B8, 185-189.
28 The history of Schoock'ddmiranda methodus extensively dealt with in DKER 1989, |l, 175-186, IlI,
229-245Querelle 52—-61; VERBEEK 19921, 20-23, 30-33; BS199%.
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47
Regius to Descartes [Endegeest]

[before May 1643]

Vie, 1, 179 (no. 26).
AT, lll, 573 (no. 281-IIl).

(In continuation ofR/D 498)

M. Regius se trouvait envelopans la fortune de M. Descartes; mais quoique
le gros de I'orage péit detourreé de saéte par la grande diversion québ?tre

au P. Dinet avait faite sur M. Descartes, il paraissaammoins plus plaindre
gue lui, parce gu'ietait justiciable du tribunal que Voetius a&geait par ses amis
et ses intrigues. |jm.: Lettr. MS. de Regius 28. Voetius avait remaro@i que la
plupart des @rités que M. Descartes avaihittes de lui au P. Dinet ne pouvaient
lui avoir éte revelees que par M. Regiifdl ne se trompait point; mais était par
une nouvelle injustice qu'il @tendait le poursuivre denavant comme un fitae,

ne l'ayant regaré jusqueh que comme un novateur, un brouillon et un ennemi de
I'Aristote desécoles. [.m.. Tom. 3 des lettr. pag. 390, 39]1LII ne sollicitait rien
moins que son abdication, et I'on parlaéja tout commuément de la perte de sa
chaire, comme de I'histoire d’un fait aré# De sorte qu’'on ne le considait plus
gue comme la victime de I'Universitet lepremier martyrde la secte caesienne.

Letter 26 in the Clerselier collection is mentionediitp 46¢ (I. 36) as well.

This is probably a misprint, as the letter referred to is a letter to Mersenne of 27 May 1638 (AT Il 135—
153/CM VII 225-242), which even predates Descartes’ acquaintance with Regius. Adam and Tannery
silently correct Baillet's reference to 590 and 591, being, as they conjecture, a letter to Pollot of March
1642 (AT 11l 550-551), in which Descartes mentions the rumour that Regius has been sacked. | accept
Adam and Tannery’s emendation, and the addressee proposed is very plausible as well. However, the date,
March 1642, is mistaken. | thank Theo Verbeek for pointing out to me that the date of the letter is probably
September 1643. Descartes writes that the Utrecht Magistrate has not yet condemned his book (AT Il

The rumour of Regius’ discharge circulated in September 1643, cf. Descartes’ letter to Pollot mentioned
in the previous note; Descartes to Huygens, 20 September 1648, 126, 210-211/AT IV 750-751.
Huygens contradicts the rumour in his reply to Descartes of 5 OctologH(R926, 215/AT IV 755).

5
10
[I.m. Pag. 6 du 3 vo?]

1

2 See my commentary.

3

551, I. 6), which can only refer to hBpistola ad Voetium

4

5

‘le ne parle point de ce qui s’est pagsendant ces ages & au regard de Monsieur Regius, qu’on pensoit
enseigner mes opinions touchant la Philosophie, et quiGaesshazard d’en estre le premier Martyr’,
Lettre apologtique AT VIIIB 208.
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R/D 47 [before May 1643]

COMMENTARY

Date and context

Baillet does not give the date of the letter, but in any case it was written after the
publication of theEpistola ad Patrem Dinetas Regius relates he is accused of being
Descartes’ informer (cf. Il. 5-6). Because thpistola ad Voetiunis not mentioned
alongside theEpistola ad Patrem Dinetl conjecture that Regius’ letter was written
before May 1643. When Descartes preparedBEpestola ad VoetiumRegius acted
once again as Descartes’ informer @b 46 andr/D 48), and at a certain point Regius
may have requested Descartes to conceal his source.

Descartes indeed attempts to safeguard his friend in the following passage in the
Epistola ad Voetium

Sed sane mihi valde fuit mirum, quod cum nuper hoc ipsum et alia non-
nulla, quae melius scire debet quam caeteri, ab illo quaesivissem, nihil
aliud responderit, quam se non posse mecum agere de istis rebus. Cu-
jus responsi ab alio amico rationem quaerens, audivi Regio antea dictum
esse, aliquer®@ magistratu ei culpae imputare, quod ego nonnulla de te in
epist. ad P. Dinet scripsissem, quae vix ab alio videbar discere potuisse.
Quod verum esse®..

Given Balillet's testimony on letterD 46 andr/D 48 Regius’ timid reply is without
a doubt an invention. And it actually failed to prevent new accusations: in September
1643 the professor of medicine was interrogated by a committee of inquiry on being the
source of Descartes’ allegations against Voetius irEpistola ad Patrem Dinednd the
Epistola ad Voetiunt

Text
See my commentary oriD 44.

6 AT VIIIB 29-30.

7 Resolutén 183, 184-185. The interrogation by the committee — instituted by the Vroedschap to
investigate Descartes’ claims in thgpistola ad Patrem Dineand theEpistola ad Voetiuma— may have
triggered the rumour that Regius was about to be dismissed.
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48
Regius to Descartes [Endegeest]

[between early December 1642 and May 1643]

Vie, II, 155 [A], 188-189 [B] (no. 36).
AT, 1ll, 557 [A].

[A] =r/D 418, 11. 10-22

IIn"y eut que huit Professeurs qui eurent gace jugement[l.m.: Lettr. 36 MS. de
Reg.a Desc.] Savoir G. Voetius, Ch. Dematius, M. Schotanus, A. Mathaeus,
G. Stratenus, J. Liraeus, Arn. Senguerdius, et Dan. Berckringer, qui preneorc
contre la éponse de M. Regius Voetius et contre la philosophie nouvelle. Les
autres furent honteux de suivre la passion de Voetius, magtaient les plus
faibles2 Il n’y eut que M. Emilius qui forma oppositioa ce jugement, et M. Cy-
prien, .m.. Cyprianus Regneri, qui ne connaissait point M. Descartesé&thin’
point ami particulier de Regius.] Professeur en droit, qui protesta demuitiyant

gue I'on n'alléguait aucune raison recevable pour rendre ce jugement valide. |l
voulut meme qu'il fit fait mention de son opposition dans I'acte du jugement, et
gu’on le nomnat pour nétre point confondu mal propos avec les auteurs d'une
action si peu raisonnable sous le noéngral des Professeurs de I'Univeéstt
[I.m.: Narrat. histor.]

(B]

Peu de jours agss de sa publicatidiion vit paraitre a Amsterdam chez Elsevier la
reponse de M. Descartes sous le titrEgistola Ren. Descartes ad celeberrimum
virum D. Gisbertum Voetium, in @uexaminantur duo libri nuper pro Voetio
Ultrajecti simul editi; unus de confraternitate Marian alter de Philosopfa
Cartesiara [i.m.. En Latin et en Flamand.][...]° La seconde et la septne
[parties] sont une egee d’information particuéire que I'on fait de la conduite de

a b wN

The formal judgement by the Senate of RegiResponsipissued in March 1642 (see my commentary on
R/D 37,Contex].

Cf.R/D41B,n. 9.

Cf.R/D 418, n. 10.

Admiranda methoduScHooCK 1643), published in March 1643 (cf. my commentaryRdn 46).

On 22 May 1643 Descartes sent Huygens several copies &fptistola ad VoetiunfRoTH 1926, 199/AT

111 815). The Dutch translation (BBCARTES1643) appeared in the summer of 1643. COBL99%, 57,

n. 11.

Baillet supplies an indication of the contents, taken fromArgumentunto theEpistola ad VoetiunAT
VIIIB 11-12).
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R/D 48 [between early December 1642 and May 1643]

Voetius{ et la qua-| trieme est un jugement de ses livres et de sa doctiimy 189
il faut excepter ceux qu'il avaicrits contre IEinse Romaine, et quelques autres
gue M. Regius n'avait pu trouver chez les Libraires d’Utrécfitm.. Lettr. 36

10 MS. de Regius.]

COMMENTARY

Date

Baillet does not give the date of the letter. Butas itis connected to Descartes’ preparation
for his Epistola ad Voetiumthe letter was probably written between early December
1642, when Descartes got hold of the first quires of Schood&ttiteiranda methody¥

and May 1643, when thEpistola ad Voetiunappeared?!

Text

Adam and Tannery only give text A, and they probably decided not to list the letter
separately, because text A does not provide a clear indication of the date of the letter,
and, moreover, it is conveniently imbedded between two refereneés 41 discussing

the Senate’s judgement of tikesponsio However, the additional text B provides the
necessary context to grant the letter its own place.

7 ‘In secund [parte], remunero dominum Voetium narratione quorundam ejus factorum, ex quibus ipsius
virtutes primum nosse coepi. [..] In sepfirguid meritus sit dominus Voetius, et quale specimen charitatis
Christianae ac probitatis libro isto exhibuerit, considefsgumentumAT VIIIB 11-12.

8 ‘In quartd, meam de usu librorum et doc@ivoetii sententiam exponcdArgumentumAT VIIIB 11.

9 \oetius’ works discussed in tHepistola ad VoetiurareDe praejudiciis(VOETIUS 1634; cf. AT VIIIB 36);
Thersites heautontimorumen@&oeETIUS 1635; cf. AT VIIIB 62-63, 95, 149-150, 166—-16De atheismo
(VoETIUS 1639; cf. AT VIIIB 53-55, 166-167, 176, 182Fatechisatie(VOETIUS 1641; cf. AT VIIIB
171); De idololatria indirecta et participata, pars terti@/OETIUS 1642; cf. AT VIIIB 69ff); Specimen
assertionun{VOETIUS 16428). The works ‘against the Roman Church’ are probably Voetius’ writings in
his polemic in the first half of the 1630s with the Leuven professor of theology and since 1636 bishop
of leper, Cornelius Jansenius (1585-1638). Voetius’ polemic with Jansenius is indirectly referred to in
the Epistola ad VoetiunfAT VIIIB 179-180). For this polemic on the question whether or not the Dutch
ministers (among whom Voetius) had a legitimate mission in the captured town of 's-Hertogenbosch, see
DUKER 1989, |, 337-348; bMBRIGTS 1989; QRCIBAL 1989, 193-205.

10 Cf. Descartes to Mersenne, 7 December 1644, AT Il 598/CM XI 364.

11 See text B, n. 5.
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49
Regius to Descartes [Endegeest]

[late July or August 1643]

Vie, II, 177 [A]; 178179 [B]; 204-205 [C] (nos. 23 and 24).
AT, 1ll, 571-572 [A]; 572-573 [B]; (no. 281-IV); AT, VIIIB, 337, note ¢ [C].

[A] (In continuation ofR/D 468)

Mais s’étant dout¢ de la dissimulation du personnage sur certaines expressions
de son livré qui ne lui [Voetius] convenaient pas, et qui marquaient que I'auteur
[i.m.: Lettr. 23 MS. de Reg.] enseignait la philosophie dans le coin le plus
recule des Pays-Bas, et honorait Voetius soritreacomme s'il &t éte son gre?

il [Descartes] voulut bien le traiter dans la continuation deéggpnse comme un
auteur égui®, sans cessereanmoins de parlex lui, parce que l'incivilié du

style, la grossire€ des injures, lagpétition continuelle des dmes calomnies, et

les autres caragetes de I'esprit de Voetius qu’il reconnaissait dans ce livma.[

Tom. 3 des lettr. pag. §.ne lui permettaient point de parlard’autres.

[B] (In continuation of/D 44D)

[l.Lm. ltem. lettr. 23 MS. du rame.] Il [Voetius] consulta quelques avocats de
ses amis sur I'affront public qu’il en recevait, et prit des mesures pour I'appeler
en justice et lui intenter dans les formes un @®en eparation d’honneur envers
une personne de son rang, un premier Professeuréatotiie, un premier Min-
istre de IEvangile des plusaformés, occupant la place que le€jats y avaient
pos&cee avant la Bformation. De sorte gétrivant et agissant toatla fois contre
M. Descartes, il avait intentiode le battre, et de lui faire encore payer 'amende
[I.Lm.: Tom. 3 des lettr. pag. 7, 8, eft.

Dés le mois de Juin de I'an 1642, la conspiration avait coméemdre les
deux Voetius pre et fils et Schoockius, que M. Regius isigne dans ses lettres

Schoock’sAdmiranda methodus

Adam and Tannery consider the emphasized werdsignait ... preas a direct quotation from Regius’
letter, but this is by no means certain. As Baillet states, the phrase consists of two expressions found in
Schoock’sAdmiranda methodudRegius may have pointed them out to Descartes, but perhaps Baillet took
the phrase from thEpistola ad Voetiumwhere it is found on the exact place Baillet referred to a few lines
earlier (se/D 468, |. 30): ‘Verum tamen quia, in pag. 33, Author aitiseextremo Belgii angulo docere

ac pag. 57 nominat te suuRtaeceptorem instar parentis aeternum colend(#i VIIIB 55-56).

Lettre apologtique AT VIIIB 211-212.

‘En effet, il se piqua de telle sorte, que i'appris un peu apres, qu'il consultoit pour me faire un procez
d’injures, et qu'il composoit cependant contre moy div&ests: en sorte qu'il avoit dessein de me battre,

et de m'appeller en justice en mesme temps, afin que le battu payast I'amagttie’ apologtique AT

VIIIB 210-211.
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R/D 49 [late July or August 1643]

gue du nom de moine régat, [.m.. Voyez ci-dessug] pour écrire conjointement
contre M. DescartegMais elle ne produisit sa conclusion @ua foire du mois de
Juillet suivant,.m.. Tom. 3 des lettr. pag. 40, et 3Ppendant laquelle Schoockius,
étant venwa Utrecht voir ses amis selon sa coutumetat lais&€ engager I'issue

15 d’'un grand et magnifique repas que lui avait d@ihoetius, de prendre la plume en
faveur de son ancien fitee contre |Egitre au P. Dinet. Schoockius nenhoignait
pas d'abord toute I'ardeur qu’on souhaitait d'un discipi&zpour I'honneur du
maitre; mais le redoublement des instances que lui fit Voetius, qui se fit joindre
aussi par Dematius et d'autres de ses amis gu'il avaspriiner avec lui, acheva

20 de le €soudrea faire ce qu'il voulait. [.m.. Tom. 3 des lettr. pag. 32, 33, 34,
358 Il fut donc régle que Schoockius emporteraitGroningue les @moires
qui lui seraient fournis d’Utrecht, et que, quand il les aurait mis en ordre, il
enverrait incessamment ce qu'il en aurait degssurétre imprineé a Utrecht sous
sa direction. [m.: Item. lettr. 23 MS. de Reg.] C’est ce qui fit languir en partie

25 limpression de 'ouvrage jusqu’en 16431.m. Lettr. 221023, 24, etc. de Regius
MS.] Mais Voetius, pour soutenir I'e$pérance de s&scoliers, et du petit peuple 179
a qui il publiait ses chagrins et ses desseins contre M. Descartes, avait soin de
répéter ses vieilles calomnies, et d’en forger de nouvelles dans sa classe et dans
ses autres entretiens, sans oublier de les faire entrer de nouveau dans &sslerni

30 théses thologiques de la Bme ange auxquelles il @sidall

[C]

[...] le libelle in primam Philosophiam Cartesianam Notae, auctore Theophilo
Cosmopolitaimprimé inxvi° durant I'eéte de cette arée [1643] sans nom d'im-
primeur, sur une copie qu’on feignait av@t© imprimée d’aborda La Haye'?
L'imposture et la calomnie yégnaient depuis le titre juscu’la conclusion du

5 Reference t®/D 464, Il. 1-5.

Baillet is mistaken. The ‘renegade monk’ is Lambertus vanden Waterlaeb//C42, n. 3.

7 Inthe passages of thettre apolo@tiquereferred to, Descartes quotes frBmnae fidei sacrufMARESIUS
1646) of Samuel Maresius, in which the Groningen professor of theology attempts to demonstrate Voetius’
intellectual authorship ohdmiranda methoduly publishing numerous documents (AT VIIIB 249-250,
260-261). See the notice damiranda methodus my commentary oR/D 46.

8 See the previous note.

9 See the notice oAdmiranda methodugs my commentary omR/D 46.

10 R/D 44.

11 The disputation in question is probal#ppendix ad disputationes De creatione, primdafended on 11/21
July 1643, which is the last disputation but two of the academic year 1642-1643. It is explicitly directed
against Cartesianism (reprinted irokTius 1648-1669, |, 808-831, see especially 815-816). Voetius
warns academic youth, in particular the theological students, against this dangerous philosophy, and it is
probably no coincidence that the respondent of the disputation is Cornelis Bruinvisch, a former student
and respondent of Regius (sef® 18, n. 6).

12 See my commentary.

o
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5 libelle. L'extravagance du style et la grosse des injures dont igtait rempli
ressemblait si ford celles que M. Regius attribuaitVoetius dans sa classe et ses
conversations, qu'on peut raisonnablemer@spmer que de tout ce qui pouvait
apparteniia Voetius, il n'y avait que son nom de cactians tout ce libelle, et que
son esprit s’y produisait par tout..in.; Lettr. MSS. 23, 24, de RegidsDescartes.]

10 Voetius n’en usait presque plus autrement dang&des diffamatoires qu'il avait
soin de faire épan-| dre contre M. Descartes, souvent sous un nom emgrent 205
quelquefois sous un nhom postiche.

COMMENTARY

Date

Baillet does not give the date of the letters numbered 23 and 24 in the Clerselier
collection, but texts B and C each have an indication for the date of the letters. Text B

(Il. 29-30) probably refers to a disputation by Voetius defended on 11/21 July 1643. In

text C Baillet discusses the pamphlet by Theophilus Cosmopolita, his only source being
Regius’ letters nos. 23 and 24. The pamphlet’s time of publication is not unambiguously
clear (see below), but Baillet seems to be right in claiming it appeared in the summer
of 1643. | date the letters after 21 July but before September 1643, when the Utrecht
Vroedschap turned against Descartes (see below).

Text
See my commentary ariD 44.

Context
1. The condemnation of Descartes’ Epistola ad Patrem Dinet and Epistola ad Voetium

After receiving two copies of DescartelSpistola ad Voetiumthe Utrecht Vroedschap
instituted a formal committee of inquify.Its aim was to investigate Descartes’ accu-
sations against the Utrecht theologian and minister, in particular those of misconduct,
atheism, and the authorship Afimiranda methodugOn the first two points, the com-
mittee asked testimonies from the Senate and the church council, who naturally gave
evidence of Voetius’ outstanding reputation and orthodoxy. As regards the alleged
authorship ofAdmiranda methodysd/oetius produced a written statement by Schoock
claiming to be the sole author of the wd¥kThis was enough evidence for the Vroed-
schap to condemn Descartdspistola ad Patrem Dineand Epistola ad Voetiunas
defamatory pamphlets on 13/23 September 1648s these were criminal charges,

13 Resolutén, 182—-183.
14 In 1645, however, Schoock retracted the testimony (cf. my commentaz{potb).
15 Resolutén 185. The text of the condemnation is found in AT IV 20-23.
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R/D 49 [late July or August 1643]

Descartes was ordered to appear in court. Alarmed, Descartes turned to the Stadholder
who personally prevented Descartes from being put on trial.

In 1642, Descartes wrote to Huygens that, in order to get the peace he longed for, he
must wage war against Voetius for a whifeDescartes attacked Voetius with a plethora
of ad hominemarguments, more or less expecting the Utrecht Vroedschap to expel
Voetius. He had, however, underestimated his opponent and misjudged the political
climate in Utrecht and the policy of the Vroedschap. Consequently, the Frenchman’s
little war resulted in a virulent dispute, and when the Magistrate was forced to intervene,
it became a lasting source of frustration for Descartes. He addressed the Vroedschap
several times, in 1643 (AT IV 9-12) and in 1645, but to no effect (see my commentary
onR/D 55).

2. Mercurius and Theophilus Cosmopolita

In the anonymous preface to DescartBigtae in programma quoddaifi648), the
pamphlet of “Theophilus Cosmopolita” is attributed to the same author of another
pamphlet against Descartes, tRentalogosby a certain “Mercurius Cosmopolitad”.
The Pentalogos published in 1640, is a colloquium between five interlocutors, who
discuss Descarte®iscoursand theEssais one of the participants being the author
of the Discours himself1® The choice of the names of the interlocutors betrays the
sympathies of the writer for Hermetic philosophy. According to Descartes, who was
very annoyed by the work, the author of the work was ‘a Bohemian chemist, living
in The Hague®® The work was indeed printed in The Hague at the press of Franck
Spruyt20

Whereas Descartes speaks on various occasions abdegrteogoshe is com-
pletely silent on the pamphlet published under the name of Theophillise only
reference is found in Regius’ correspondence with Descartes, as reported by Baillet
(R/D 49¢). According to Baillet, the pamphlet was printed in sixteenmo after a copy
published in The Hague, and the real author would be Voetius. Now, the apparently
only surviving copy of the work is in quarto and counts 23 pages, the title page in-
cluded. The complete title reatls primam philosophiam Cartesianam Notae Auctore
Theophilo Cosmopolitaneither the place and the year of publication, nor the publisher
are mentioned? However, the first line of the pamphlet gives an indication of the date:

16 Descartes to Huygens, 26 April 164207 1926, 167/AT Ill 784.

17 ‘... Tenebrio quidam ac Lucifuga, qui nunc Theophilum, nunc Mercurium, Cosmopolitam se vocat, in
gemino libello, ante aliquot annos edito’, AT VIIIB 337. The author of the preface is probably Heereboord
(cf. VERBEEK 1992, 58).

18 ‘Pentalogos inter Hermetis Filium; Appollony Nepotem; Naturalistam gloriosum [Descartes]; Naturam;
et Mercurium Naturae Filium’, MRCURIUSCOSMOPOLITA 1640, title page.

19 ‘... c’est un Chymiste Bémien, demeurarit la Haye’, Descartes to Mersenne, 3 December 1640, AT 1lI
249/CM X 297-298.

20 An interesting detail is that Spruyt took over the press from Johan StampioeasMANN 1937, 365;
GRuUYS/DE WOLF 1980, 85.

21 Descartes to De Wilhem, 5 October 1640, AT 1ll 201; Descartes to Mersenne, 28 January 1641, AT Il
296/CM X 439; 7 December 1642, AT Il 598/CM XI 364-365; 4 January 1643, AT Il 608/CM XII 2; 23
March 1643, AT Il 643/CM Xl 107-108Epistola ad VoetiumAT VIIIB 189.

22 Bibliotheque nationale de France, R 3545.
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[late July or August 1643] R/D 49

the author received a copy of Descartelgditationesn May 164323

We would have to leave it at that, if Voetius and his son Paulus Voet had not
listed the pamphlet in question among anti-Cartesian works. Voetius refers to it as
‘an anonymous work in quarto, apparently by a physician, published in The Hague in
1643’24 His son moreover mentions the publisher: ‘an anonymous writing published in
guarto by Arnold Meurs2? Baillet's information on the place of the original publication
seems to be correct. The reference by father and son Voetius makes it unlikely that
Voetius is the true author, especially since Voetius refers to the author as ‘apparently a
physician’. Moreover, the pamphlet shows the same Paracelsist and Hermetic influences
as thePentalogoswhich supports the claim in the preface of Descarfiestaethat both
pamphlets have the same author. As regards the reprint reported by Baillet, although
no copy of it ever surfaced, it is possible that the pamphlet of Theophilus Cosmopolita
was reprinted in Utrecht, with or without Voetius’ knowledge.

There may have been another reason for Regius to suspect Voetius’ involvement.
In 1640, the printer Spruyt published a pamphlet by no one other than the elusive
Theophilus Cosmopolita, under the titke libellum de absoluto reprobationis decreto

notae®® It is a strong defence of the Calvinistic doctrine of reprobation and pre-

destinatior?” Although the pamphlet appears to have remained completely unnoticed,
if Regius knew about it, its dogmatic Reformed character will have reminded him of
Voetius’ works, thus easily linking Voetius with the pseudonym Theophilus Cosmopolita
when a reprint of the anti-Cartesian work appeared in Utrecht. In any case, it is most
unlikely that the author of the 1640 pamphlet is the same person as the 1642 biSchure.

23 ‘Die 20 Maij Anni currentis 1643 oblatus est nobis sub specioso titulo Philosophiae primae libellus’,
THEOPHILUS COSMOPOLITA1643, 3.

24 ‘... Anonymus, professione, uti videtur, Medicus tractatu in 40 Hagae—comitis anno 1&£3'10$1644,

687.

25 ‘... ab anonymo Hagecomitis apud Arnoldum Meurs in 405V 1646, [124]. On Arnoldus Meurs or
Aert Meuris, see KSSMANN 1937, 267-269; 8uys/De WoLF 1980, 63.

26 THEOPHILUS COSMOPOLITA1640.

27 For the discussion in which the pamphlet participates, seer®s 1928-2001, XI, 323, 540. | found no
reference to the pamphlet neither in contemporary nor in modern literature.

28 Theophilus Cosmopolita revived in the second half of the 17th century. In 1686 and 1687, during his
peregrination along the Dutch universities, the Cartesian Miklos (Nicolaua)i £662—1724) had two
remarkable encounters with a mysterious person who called himself Mercurius Theophilus Cosmopolita.
During his conversations with the wanderer, who claimed to speak seven languages, the Hungarian student
critisised his belief in the transmigration of souls and an all animated universe. In his account of these
meetings (RATI 1688, 139-143) Aati remarks that the person in question had taken his pseudonyms
from the preface to Descarteotae in programma quoddan®n Apati, see TROCZI-TROSTLER1934,
106-114; DRDAI 1964, 160; DTH 1979, 423, 426-428,437.
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50
Regius to Descartes [Egmond]

[9/] 19 February 1644

Vie, 11, 207-208 [A], 215 [B] (no. 27); [C}.
AT, IV, 97 [B and C] (no. 340).

[A]

Le langage de M. Regius, quigtendait que ce gros livreld'stancestait| rempli 208

d’aigreurs et d'insultestait fort oppoéa celui de M. Heereboor#[l.m.: Lettr. 27

MS. de Reg. du 19 &vrier 1644.] Mais pour les concilier, il suffit de remarquer

gue l'un parlait de M. Gassendi M. Gassendi, dans l'intention de captiver sa
5  bienveillancea I'insu de M. Descartes; et que I'autre parlait de M. Gassandi

M. Descartes pour I'excitex la vengeance contre un adversaire dontéeite lui

paraissait fora craindre pour le sués de leur philosophie.

(B]
M. Regius, qui, quoiqueapak d'interét depuis quelque temps d’avec M. Descartes
par un consentement mutuelpj.: Lettr. 27 MS. de Reg.] pour ne pas se nuire I'un
a l'autre dans I'affaire d’Utrecht, Btait pas moins attaéta lui qu’'auparavant, ne
sentait pas moins vivement ogibignement de son cher @2 que s'il eutéte

5 question de la&paration de soame d’avec son corps. M. Descartes qui avait des
raisons particuéres pour le @tacher pea peu, [m.: V.ibid. lalettr. du 19 Evrier

1 The basis of text C is a manuscript note in a copy of DescaRescipes de philosophiéParis: P.
Des-Hayes, 1647), 382—383, kept in the Biblexe de I'Institut de France (Paris). According to Adam
and Tannery, on whom | rely, the note is in the hand of one of the annotatird.of

2 On p. 207, Baillet relates the publication of Gassenbisquisitio metaphysic6GASSENDI 1644), a re-
sponse to Descartes’ indignant reply to Gassendi’s objections (AT VII 256-391). Baillet subsequently
reports Heereboord’s letter to Gassendi, in which the Leiden professor of philosophy expresses his admi-
ration for the work (25 February 1644, cfAGSENDI 1658, VI, 465). On the dispute between Descartes
and Gassendi, seesCeR 1995 and [ENNON 1995. Adriaan Heereboord (1613-1661) studied from 1631
till 1637 at the Statencollege in Leiden. In 1640, he was appointed associate professor of logic at Lei-
den University, receiving the degree wiagister philosophiaérom Golius in February 1641. In 1644
Heereboord became full professor, his subjects being, from 1645 onwards, logic and ethics. In 1643 and
1644, he held disputations both pro and contra Descartes and Regius{eERK 1992, 37; THIJSSEN
SCHOUTE 1954, 107-108), but Descartes records his pro-Cartesianism in a letter to Pollot of 8 January
1644, adding that in his most recent disputations ‘[Heereboord] s’y declare plus ouvertement pour moy,
et me cite avec beaucoyplus) d’eloges, que n'a iamais fait Mr de Roy’ (AT IV 77). Heereboord's
staunch defence of the New Philosophy met with serious opposition from the professors of theology Jacob
Trigland (1583-1654) and Jacobus Revius (1586-1658), and the professor of philosophy Adam Stuart
(1591-1654), which battle resulted in the so-called Leiden Crisis in 1647. On Heereboord and the Leiden
Crisis, see BON 1954, 116-119; MIISSENSCHOUTE 1954, 95-107, 114-125;URSTOW 1973, passim
MCGAHAGAN 1976, 217—-260; BDIIN 1983; VERBEEK 19921, 34-51, 61-70, 78-82.

3 Descartes prepared himself for a stay in France, which lasted from June till November 1644 (cf. my
commentary on the date afb 51).
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[9/] 19 February 1644 R/D 50

1644.] avait pris ses mesures d'assez loin pour é&parera cetévenement, et
semblait I'y avoir assez bien dispopar lettres et de vive voix.

(C]

Apres le feu de la poudre, qui est I'un de ceux qui durent le moins, considerons

si, tout au contraire, il peut y avoir quelque feu qui dure fort long temps, sans

avoir besoin de nouvelle matiere pour s’entretenir: comme on raconte de certaines

lampes qu’on a trowes ardentes en des tombeaux, lors qu’on les a ouverts apres
5 guils avoient est fermez plusieurs sieclesl.m.. V. la lettre de M. le Roy a

M. Desc. datke du 9 fevrier 1644 cy aprez dans les fragmens.] le ne veux point

estre garent de la vegitde telle histoires [.4]

COMMENTARY

Date

The date 19 February 1644 is given by Baillet in texts A and B without indication of
the calendar used. However, a copy of the French translation ¢friheipia (1647)
annotated in the same hands as hé, has a note which claims that a letter in the
Clerselier collection is dated 9 February 1644 (texf @)it concerns the same letter,
its exact date is 9/19 February 1644.

Text

My presentation oR/D 50 differs from AT in two respects. First, | add text A, which

is not found in AT. Second, the complete relevant passage frorRriheipia is given

(text C) and not just the phrase to which the manuscript note corresponds to (‘comme
... siecles”).

4 AT IXB 262-263. In the Latin edition (1644) the passage reads: ‘Post illum ignem, qui omnium éninim
durabilis est, consideremus an dari possit aliquis alius; gonta sine ullo alimento diutissitnperseveret:
ut narratur de lucernis quibusdam, quae aliquando in hypogaeis, ubi mortuorum corpora servabantur, post
multos annos inventae sunt accensae’ (AT VIIIA 266). Note the additional disclaimer in the French edition.
The reference to Regius’ letter seems to indicate that Descartes and Regius discussed the topic in their
correspondence. The anecdote is rooted in the common 17th century belief that the Romans provided their
dead with eternally burning lamps, some of which were said to have been found still burning after 1000
years (on which subject seedeTus 1653; cf. BRUNSTING 1973, 11-12).

5 Cf.ATIV97.
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51
Regius to Descartes [Leidgn

4 June 1644

Vie, II, 215-216 (no. 30).
AT, IV, 124 (no. 350-1).

(In continuation ofR/D 50c)

Néanmoins toute la philosophie ne fut poirtapable de lui [Regius] inspirer la 216
constance @cessaire pour supporter cetbparation, dont il nous &drit la peine,

en des termes d’autant plus touchahgsy'il semblait moins se fiea la promesse

gu’il lui avait faite de revenir en Hollande. Ags lui avoir pésené [i.m.; Lettr. 30

MS. de Reg. du 4 Juin.] les voeux de sa femme, de sa fille, de M. le Baron de
Haestrecht, de M. le Conseiller Van Leeutvde M. Parmentiet,et de M. Van
Damé célebre nédecin d’Utrecht, dans sa lettre d’adieu, il lui protesta que sans
les engagements qui le liaient avec sa femme, ses enfants et sa profession, il le
suivrait partout, et s’attacheraitsa personne de la mare qu'il esgrait I'etrea

son coeur pour toute sa vie. Enfin, il le conjura de vouloir adoucir les rigueurs de
la nécessi qui le retenait, en continuant, quelque part qut, de I'assister de

ses conseils et de ses instructions.

a b wN

According to Baillet, Descartes left Egmond aan de Hoef on May 1 and went to Leieni( 211—

212/AT IV 108). Itis not entirely clear whether he subsequently moved to The Hague, where his presence
is attested by Sorbie, or only visited the city for a couple of days (cf. Sereito Gassendi, 10 May 1644,
GASSENDI 1658, VI, 469/AT IV 109/CM XIIl 113). Descartes embarked for France in mid-June (see my
commentary).

Cf. R/D 50B.

See theBiographical Lexicon

Cf.D/R 31, n. 19.

Anthony Charles Parmentiec.{603—-1666) studied philosophy in Leiden (matr. 1623), and went abroad
to study in Geneva and Siena (1628). He was Lord of Heeswijk and Achthoven, member of the States
of Utrecht, and Dean of the Chapter of Oudmunster in Utrecht. In June 1631, occupying the position of
Raadpensionarign Nijmegen, he married Elisabeth Vivien in Cologne. He returned to Utrecht before
1640, because two of his children were baptised there in 1640 and 16&2.1N85- MICHAUD 1959-1980,

V, 89; DTB, Utrecht Archives.

Probably Peter van Dant.0594-1663), who was appointed, together with Regius, town physician of
Utrecht on 25 September 1637 OSEMRIJER1917, 9). In 1610 he matriculated at Leiden University,

and in 1613 he studied at the famous Faculty of Medicine in Padua asAlleli$tud. Acad. Lugd.-Bat.

98; POELHEKKE 1961, 314). In 1617 he became an aldernsamépehin his hometown, Amersfoort, but

being a Remonstrant, his appointment was not prolonged in 1619. He took up lodgings in Utrecht, where
he accommodated the Remonstrant theologian Conrad Vorstius for some time. Around 1622 he left for
Friedrichsstadt a/d Eider, where the Remonstrants had founded a community, but he returned to Utrecht
before 1629 (NNBW, |, 681). A year after the death of his first wife, Christina Peut, who probably fell a
victim to the plague in 1636, he remarried Henrica Ploos van Amstel. He was canoarameestepf

St Paul's abbey in Utrecht (DTB, GAU).
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4 June 1644 R/D 51

COMMENTARY

Date

The date is given by Baillet. We have no clear indication of the calendar used, but if
Descartes embarked for France in mid-June 1644 — Baillet reports that he arrived in
Paris towards the end of Junéié — I, 217), it needs to be the Gregorian calendar, as

a letter written on 4/14 June would have run the risk of arriving too/late.

Text

In AT, R/D 51 andr/D 52 are taken together for no apparent reason (AT no. 350). The
separation of the letters poses no particular problem, and | therefore list each letter as a
single item.

7 Balillet gives two indications for Descartes’ departure: 1. ‘M. Descartes n'arriv@aris que vers la fin
du mois de Juin’ ie, 1l, 217); 2. ‘Cette mort [of Banniusgtait survenue environ six semaines espr
son cépart de Hollande'\(ig, Il, 248). The Catholic priest and musical theorist Joan Albert Bannius or
Ban (1597-1644) died on 27 July (NNBW, VIII, 44—46). Baillet's source for Bannius’ death is probably
Huygens’ letter to Mersenne, dated 16 August 1644 (CM XIlII 196), which letter Baillet knewigfll,
248). Bannius’ correspondence with Mersenne and Huygens is found in CM, vols. VII-XII,@aeHNS
1911-1917, vols. 1I-IIl.
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52
Regius to Descartes [Palis
[late July or August 1644]

Vie, 11, 216 [A], 228 [B] (no. 31).
AT, IV, 124 [A] (no. 350-I1), 149 [B, partly]..

[A] (In continuation of/D 51)

La belle saison s’avancait, sans que I'imprimeur et le graveur des figures pussent
finir. [I.Lm. Pag. 106 du 3 vol. des lettiinitio.?] M. Descartes, pour ne point
laisser perdre les commoéi du voyage qui se @sentaient, se vit obleggde partir
les mains vides, aps sétre assur [i.m.. Lipstorp. pag. 84] de I'affection et
de l'industrie de M. Schooten, Professeur des iaahtiques Leyde, qui Stait
charge des figures, et avoir laisda liste de ses amis de Hollande, pour qui il
ordonnait les prsents de son livre[l.m.: Lettr. 31 MS. de Rega Desc.] Avant
gue de s'embarquer enélande, il vit en passant le sieur Jean de Beverwick
[i.m. né en 1594], ditBeverovicius Gentiihomme de Dordrecht, Conseiller et
Médecin ordinaire de cette ville, qui faisait imprimer actuellenzeRotterdam,
pour la quat@meédition, le Recueiliim.. De Termino fatali] de ses questions
épistolaires, enrichi d’'un grand nombre déges nouvelles, dont la principdaait
celle qui contenait le sentiment de M. Descartes sur la circulation dufsang.

Regius probably addressed his letter to Descartes’ host in Paris, Claude Picot, in the Rue des Ecouffes

‘Il y a deux mois que les Principes de ma Philosophie eusdeatrd achegs d’'imprimeur, si le libraire
m’elit tenu parole; mais il até retar@ par les figures, qu'il n'a pu faire tailler $ittqu’il pensait. J'esgre
pourtant de vous les envoyer biéfytsi le vent ne m’emporte d’ici, avant qu’ils soient ackgy Descartes

In the passage referred to, Daniel Lipstorp (1631-1684) praises the work of Frans van Schooten Jr (1615—
1660), who drew the figures for Descart&sincipia (printed by L. Elsevier) and the simultaneous Latin
edition ofDioptriqueandMéteores and, by literally illustrating the philosophy of Descartes, did much for

the dissemination of CartesianismgsTORP1653, 84). Van Schooten also edited the Latin edition of the

The Principia appeared on 10 July 1644 (AT VIIIA 350). Van Surck took care of its distribution among
Descartes’ friends in July and August, cf. Elizabeth to Descartes, 1 August 1644, AT IV 131-133; Huygens
to Mersenne, 16 August 1644, AT IV 133/CM XlII 195; Van Surck to Huygens, 30 August 1644, AT IV

5
10
1
(cf. Descartes to Picot, 2 May 1644, AT IV 108).
2
to P. [Grandamy ?], [2 May 1644], CLE Ill, 106/AT IV 122-123.
3
Géonttrie (Leiden: J. Maire, 1649). NNBW, VII, 1110-1114.
4
134/HUYGENS1911-1917, IV 54.
5 On Johan van Beverwijck, see tBeéographical Lexicon
6

See my commentary aiD 11, n. 11. Baillet is the only one to report Descartes’ visit to Van Beverwijck;
there is no independent evidence of that the two ever met. Itis possible that Baillet found the information
in Regius’ letter.

176



[late July or August 1644] R/D 52

[B]
Mais on peut direa la gloire de la @rite a laquelle M. Descartes a toujours
ett dispogé de tout sacrifier, que de toutes les choses qu'il a expdigul.m.:
Num. 205. part. 4. Princif}.il n’y en a point qui ne paraissent au moins moralement
certaines par rappod l'usage de la vie, quoi qu'elles soient incertaines par
5  rapporta la puissance absolue de Diel.n.: Lettr. MS. 31 de Reg.] Ceux qui
consicereront I'adresse avec laquelle il [Descartes] rapgelia fort petit nombre
de principes clairs et intelligibles une multitude presque infinie de chosss tr
caclees, quand &me ils croiraient qu'il n’aurait pd@sces principes que par hasard
et sans raison, ne laisseront pas de recirenqu’il n’est presque pas possible que
10 tant de choses pussent se trouver si naturellement suivies et si heureuseesent li
si les principes d’a elles sont @duitesttaient faux.

COMMENTARY

Date

Baillet does not mention the date of letter no. 31 in the Clerselier collection, but as it
concerns a letter of thanks upon receiving a copy of DescadPté@®ipia, we can place

it in late July or August 1644. Therincipia left the printing office on 10 July (cf. AT

VI 1), and was distributed among Descartes’ friends in the Netherlands by Van Surck
in July and August 1644,

Text

Although Adam and Tannery takdD 51 andr/D 52 together, | list them as separate
items (see my commentary @D 51). As for text B, Adam and Tannery only printed the
selection’s second sentence, thereby omitting the reference fritha@pia. Because
the second sentence is nothing but a paraphrase of the passagBiimtiga referred

to in the first sentence, | incorporate the complete paragraphViemo point this out.

7 Text B is nothing but a free rendering of the first and the last sentence of the text mentioned; it is not clear
what the reference te/D 52 in text B amounts to. Possibly, Regius cited the article’s conclusion with
approval. Principia, IV, art. 205: ‘Sed tamen, ne quéchveritati fraus fiat, considerandum est quaedam
esse quae habentur certa moraliter, hoc est, quantum sufficit ad usum vitae, quamvis si ad absolutam Dei
potentiam referantur, sint incerta. [...] Sed qui advertent quam multa de magnete, de igne, de totius
Mundi fabrica, ex paucis quibusdam principiis hic deducta sint, quamvis ista principia tantum casu et sine
ratione a me assumpta esse putarent, forte tamen agnoscent, vix potuisse contingere, ut tam multa simul
cohaererent, si falsa essent’, AT VIIIA 327-328.

8 Cf.n. 4.
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Regius to Descartes, via Van Hogelande
[Leiden]
[8/] 18 November 1644

Vie, II, 248-249.
AT, IV, 148-149 (no. 361-1).

[Lm.: Tom. 3 des lettr. pag. 111. item 3%4M. Descartes alla droit en Nord-
Hollande se retirea Egmond de Binnefgdans la ésolution de se renfermer plus 249
profoncement que jamais au fonds de son ancienne solitude, et de s’appliquer, loin
des importuniés de ses voisins et des visites de ses adnia,connaissance des
animaux, des plantes, et des #miaux. Cependant ses amis d'Utreétdient en-

core dans de grandes ingtuides pour son passage, depuisaeséuses nouvelles
gu’ils en avaient recues de Caldi®lusieurs se trowarent lexvil de Novembre

chez M. de Haestrecht,uoM. Regius sttait rendua la compagnie d'un Gen-
tilhomme fort qualifé et fort ami de M. Descartes, nor@rAntoine Studler van
Zureck seigneur de Berghen en Kennemerlaadiui M. Descartes avait coutume

de faire ses emprunts pour I'argent dont il avait bedétendant que I'on discourait

des dangers de son voyage, plus ou moins grands par mer ou par terre, ils virent
arriver un autre Gentilhomme noné&tornelis van Hoogheland§i.m.. Ce Gen-
tilhomme faisait des regdes.] qui venait visiter M. de Haestrecht et le soulager de
ses incommodés de la pierre par ses rédes, et par I'heureuse nouvelle du retour
de leur ame Il se montra aussa propogjue le Dieu qui sort de la machinpour
delivrer la compagnie de ses ingtlides. Il leur fit voir une lettre de la main de

M. Descartes, qui changea leurs agmnsions en une joie toute extraordinéire.

[&)]

‘I'estois allé, &t esé, en France pour mes affaires domestiques; mais, les ayant promptemenéésymin

ie suis revenu en ces jsade Hollande, 0 toutesfois aucune raison ne me retient, sinon que i'y puis
vacquer plus commodemeitnes divertissemens d’estude, pource que la coustume discegeorte pas

qu’on s’entrevisite si librement qu’on fait en France’, Descartes to [Dinet], [9 February 1645 ?], CLE IlI,
111/AT IV 159-160. The second reference concerns another eulogy on the tranquillity in North-Holland
(Descartes to Mersenne, 27 May 1638, CLE I, 394/AT Il 151-152/CM VII 241).

Descartes disembarked at Dordrecht on 12 or 13 November 1644 (Descartes, from Dordrecht, to Huygens,
13 November 1644, &H 1926, 233/AT IV 773). In December he went looking for new lodgings in the
Egmond area, finally settling at Egmond-Binnen (cf. Descartes to Huygens, 21 December @644, R
1926, 234/AT IV 774).

According to Baillet, bad weather conditions detained Descartes, who was on his journey back to the
Netherlands, in Calais for a fortnight in early November 1644, (1, 247, referring to a letter of Descartes

to Picot from Calais of 8 November 1644, cf. AT IV 147). On Thursday-evening 10 November Descartes
was still in Calais (cf. ©HEN 1920, 585; AT IV 725-726; BTYVAN GEMERT/RIETBERGEN1975, 30, 131;

to Huygens, 13 November 16440RH 1926, 233/AT IV 773).

For Van Haestrecht and Van Surck, seeB@graphical Lexicon

For Cornelis van Hogelande, see Biegraphical Lexicon

The letter in question is lost.
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[8/] 18 November 1644 R/D 53

M. Regius en porta auséitla nouvellea tous leurs amis de la villeet il écrivit

20 des le lendemainijm.: Lett. MS. de Reg. du 18 Novembre 1644.] une lettre de
commune gjouissance en leur nomM. Descartes. Ellétait remplie de voeux,
pour demander au ciel gqu'il ne les expbplus au danger de perdre le bien qu’ils
venaient de recouvrer; et que celui qu'ils appelalartimiere éclatante de leur
paisne ceséat plus de legclairer. La lettre fut adreésa M. de Hooghlandt [.. §.

COMMENTARY

Date

On 17 November 1644 Regius and Van Surck visited Van Haestrecht, where they
discussed the perils Descartes would face during his voyage from France to the Nether-
lands? Like a deus ex machina/an Hogelande arrived informing them of Descartes’
safe return to Holland. Descartes disembarked at Dordrecht on 12 or 13 November, and
the date of the meeting is therefore probably 17 November NS. According to Baillet,
Regius sent the letter via Van Hogelande the day after the latter came to Utrecht, and
the letter consequently dates from 18 November (NS).

Baillet does not supply the number of the letter in the Clerselier collection, but De
Vrijer's conclusion that it was not part of the collection is unfounded YRIJER1917,
147). Balillet gives the date of several other letters without mentioning their number
in the collection (cfR/D 3, R/D 4, andr/D 11). According to Adam and Tanner/D
53 must be either number 31 or 32 (AT IV 149), which is incorrect, because no. 32
dates from 1645R/D 55), and the purpose of no. 3&/p 52) — a letter of thanks upon
receiving a copy of th@rincipia— is out of line with the contents of the present letter.

Text

Deleted from the selection in AT: ‘M. Descart&son arriee en Hollande, qui fut le XV

du mois de Novembre, apprit de M. Bloemaert la mort de leur intime ami le sieur Jean
Albert Bannius, Fitre de Harlem'Vie, 11, 248). There is no reference to Regius’ letter,
and, moreover, Baillet is mistaken both as to the date Descartes arrived in Holland, and
as to the moment he learned about the death of Bannius{&f, n. 7).

7 Cf.r/D51,Il.5-7.
8 Cf.R/D 548.
9 Descartes travelled to France in June 1644 (see my commentary on the déaié bf.
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54
Regius to Van Hogelande [Leiden]

[8/] 18 November 1644

Vie, I, 38 [A], 249 [B] (no. 37).
AT, IV, 149 [B] (no. 36111).

[A]
[I.Lm. Let. 37 MS. de Rega Hoogland.] M. Regius [...] vengea sonitne d’une

mankre qui fit apparemment ouvrir les yeaxPlempius, puisqu’il changea son
sentiment sur la circulation du sang pour embrasser celui de M. Destartes.

[B] (In continuation oR/D 53)

La lettre? fut adreséea M. de Hooghlandt avec une belleponsea celle |.m.:

Lett. MS. 37 de Rega Hooghelande du 18 Novembre 1644.] que ce Gentilhomme
avait écrite en particuliea M. Regius, qu'il ne croyait pas devoir trouver chez
M. de Haestrecht.

COMMENTARY

Date

Baillet gives the date of the letter, 18 November 1644, without indication of the calendar
used, but it probably is New Style (see my commentarg/@ns3).

Text
Text A is not found in AT.

1 InR/D 54, Regius apparently pointed out that, due to his attack on Plemp, the Leuven professor of medicine
published his correspondence with Descartes in full in the second editiGurafamenta medicinae
(PLEMPIUS 1644), and, moreover, accepted the Harveian theory on blood circulatiod{¢f18; b/R 13,

Il. 42—-45; REGIUS 164, [S)/AT 11l 732).
2 R/D53.
3 Probably a short note to inform Regius of Descartes’ return to the Netherlands.
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55
Regius to Descartes [Egmond]

[13/] 23 June 1645

EXI, 11l (MS 4471), 1 [A]; Vie, II, 210-211 [B] (no. 32).
AT, IV, 235 (no. 385).

(A]

[...] M. le Roy I'a recue a Utrecht le 22 Juin 1645/yez la 32e lettre des Ms
de Regius a Pescartes dage du 23 juin 1645, won lit ces parolesHesterno
mane fasciculum tuarum chartarum accej., et dans une note marginale,
M. Clerselier a mis ces paroleBasciculus ille est eius defensio contra Voetium;
et il a grande raison d’en juger ainsi, car la suite de &ma lettre de Regiua
Descartes le manifeste clairemént.

(B]
M. de Sorbére ne eussissait point mal brouiller de plus en plus M. Descartes
avec M. Gassendi. |l avait grand soin de mandegelui-ci tous les miracles

que son livre oprait dans les Provinces Unies contre la secte disiariisme.
[I.Lm. Pag. 470. tom. 6. op. GassefjdL n’oublia point sur tout la conversion du
prédicateur de la Reine de Beime Electrice Palatine, noné@te sieur Samsaodon-
sson* qui était carésien oute avant la lecture de Risquisitionde M. Gassendi*.
[Lm.: * Cest dommage que Samson Jonss@h relaps, et qu'il retourna au

The first item in Clerselier’s third volume of Descartes’ correspondence isetiee apologtique The

note on a separate leaflethixl erroneously claims that Regius received tiettre apologtiquein June

1645 (see n. 2).

Emphasis added. It is generally thought thatfteeiculusin question is Descarteettre apologtique

which is impossible, because that text was written in 1647 (SeCERTES1996, 36—41; BS 199%8).

The fasciculusis without a doubt connected with Descartes’ letter to the Utrecht magistrates of 16 June
1645, which the Vroedschap received on 13/23 Jies6luten 219). Regius either received a copy of

the relevant pieces in Descartes’ missive to the Vroedschap, for which see my commentary, or Descartes
sent Regius the original items with the request to hand them over to the magistrates.

‘... Samsono illi lonssono Serenissimae Reginae Bohemiae concionatori, qui cum ante lectam Disquisi-
tionem tuam esset Cartesianis dogmatis addictissimus, nunc saepius coram me pronunciavit, @nervatas
te omnird demonstrationes Cartesij’, Soébé to Gassendi, 10 May 1644A&ENDI 1658, VI, 470.

Samson Johnson (or Sampson/Samuel Jonsson, 1603-1661), since 1638 chaplain to Elizabeth Stuart
(1596-1662), Electress Palatine and Queen of Bohemia. Suspected Socinian, he was dismisssed in 1644.
From 1646 till 1653 Johnson was a minister serving the Breda garrisson churRbN@&ER 1982, 145,
151-152, 154, 269, 272-273, 335pBBES 1994, |, 129-130). The assertion of Descartes and Baillet

(AT IV 497; Vie, 11, 290) that he was professor at the lllustrious School in Breda is incorressés!

1962, 44). In 1646 Johnson assisted Regius in obtaining permission to ddeicatgmenta physicés

the Stadholder, see Regius to Huygens, 1 September 1646, and Huygens to Johnson, 27 September 1646,
HUYGENS1911-1917, IV, 346, 354 (cf. BVRIJER1917, 160, 163). On Regius’ English contacts, see my
Introduction xviii, n. 16.
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R/D 55 [13/] 23 June 1645

10

15

20

25

25

carésianisme ds I'anrée suivante. V. le tomi. des lettr. de Desc. pag. 75.

V. aussi la lettr. MS. 32 de Regius touchant Jonsson.] De sorte que selon lui les
Méditations de M. Descartésaient cowdesa fonds, et qu'il serait oblig d’'en

faire de nouvelles, s'il continuait dans la péesigtablir une secte. [..[]Borniu$ 211
se nelant de faire imprimer le plus qu'il pouvait des ouvrages de M. Gassendi
en Hollande, rétait pas moins ardeatlui faire savoir le mal gu’il entendait dire

de M. Descartes dans ces Provinces; et qu’il lui manda un jour que I'on ne disait
plus ni bien ni mal de ses &tlitations en Hollande, et que sEutation en avait

fait dispardtre les paegyristes. [.m.. Pag. 480 et 489. tom. 6. op. Gd}$Si

nous en croyons cet auteur, rierétdit plus @crié dans ce pays que cet ouvrage
de M. Descartes, depuis qu'on y avait vu celui de M. Gassendi. Les disciples*
[i.m. *Regii Epist. Ms. ad Carte4.de M. Descartes egtaient alarras; j.m.:

Pag. 480. op. Gass. ibid.] et sur les instances qu'ils lui faisaient de vouloir pour
I'amour de la philosophie&futer incessamment cétrit, [i.m.. Item.] il s’était
contené de leur dire froidement que M. Gassendi n'avait pas pris se&épensie

son gros livre ne r@ritait aucune&ponse; qu'il pourrait @anmoins en toucher un
mot en leur consigration dans Bdition que I'on faisait de ses Principes, et que
sur le peu qu’il en dirait un enfant de cing ans serait capablésteudre les plus
grosses difficuts de M. Gassendi.

résoudre] soudrgie

5

8

‘l'ay beacoup d’'obligatiora vostre Altesse, de ce qu'il luy alpime mander son sentiment du livre de
Monsieur le Chevalier d’Igby, lequel ie ne seray point capable de lire, iascgi'qu’on l'ait traduit en

Latin; ce que Monsieur lm)son, qui estoit hier icy, m'a dit que quelques-uns veulent faire. Il m'a dit aussi

que ie pouvois adresser mes lettres pour vostre Altesse par les Messagers ordinaires, ce que ie@¢’eusse 0s
faire sans luy [...]', Descartes to Elizabeth, [early June 1645], CLE | 75/AT IV 221. The work referred to

is Two treatises in the one of which the nature of bodies, in the other the nature of man’s soul is looked into
in way of discovery of the immortality of reasonable souRsris: G. Blaizot, 1644, by Kenelm Digby
(1603-1665). Johnson offered to translate two chapters, in which Digby polemicizes with Descartes (see
Elizabeth to Descartes, 24 may 1644, AT IV 210). GiJBSENSCHOUTE 1954, 188-195; for Digby, see
HoBBES1994, II, 828-832 and DBPh, |, 258-261.

Henricus Bornius¢.1617-1675) studied in his hometown Utrecht, in Leiden (1635-1636, 1644; graduation

in philosophy in 1646) and in Geneva from 1639 till 16&e6olutén 156—157Album Stud. Acad. Lugd.-

Bat,, 270, 281, 347; MLHUYSEN 1913-1924, II, 302; ELLING-MICHAUD 1959-1980, II, 276). He was

an admirer of Gassendi, whom he appears to have met personally before starting a correspondence with
him (see @SSENDI1658, VI). In 1646, he was appointed professor of philosophy at the lllustrious School

of Breda, which chair he exchanged for a professorsiipa ordinemin ethics at Leiden University in

1653. He professed himself to be an eclectic and rejected Cartesian philosophy. NNBW, lll, 147-149;
SASSEN1962, 16-32, 69-91.

Bornius to Gassendi, 20 September 1644, and 16/26 June 1845011658, VI, 480, 489; the relevant
passages from these letters are also found in AT IV 146; AT IV 238. The latter letter informs us that Regius
had recently visited Descartes: ‘De responsione ad tudisgisitio metaphysidane verbum quidem
amplius loquitur. Dominus Regius, Vir Summus in Physicis, ante dies aliquot ipsum salutatum ivit, qui
petiit ab illo ut vellet scriptum tuum refutare: se certum esse, quod si demonstrare posset rationes tuas
nullius esse momenti, magnam famae illius partem additum iri. Verum dixit sibi ad illud non satis iam
esse otij, seque aliis, ijsque praestantioribus, curis occupatum esse’. Presumably, Regius visited Descartes
during the Whitsun holiday, which lasted from 22 May till 28 May OS.

The reference is probably to the same letter in the Clerselier collection as above, viz. no. 32.
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[13/] 23 June 1645 R/D 55

COMMENTARY

Date

While Baillet and the second hand in tBel give 23 June as the date of the letter, the
ExI's first hand dates it 13 June, which suggests that the exact date is 13/28Thme.
records of the Utrecht municipality confirm this date, as they register Descartes’ letter
to the Vroedschap on 13/23 June, which letter is closely connected fagbieulus
Regius received a day earlier (text A, Il. 2-18).

Text

Adam and Tannery mention Baillet’s references to no. 32 of the Clerselier collection
(cf. AT IV 149-150, 235), but refrain from giving the actual textVie (text B).

Context
Descartes and the Utrecht Vroedschap 1645-1648

In June 1645, Descartes sent the Utrecht magistrates several documents to prove they had
wrongly condemned his open letters to Dinet and Voetldhese documents consisted

of a testimony by Schoock stating that Voetius was the main author dtdh@randa
methodusand there were copies of five letters from Voetius to Mersenne, in which
Voetius had asked the learned Minim to refute Descartes’s philos8pte file was
accompanied by a personal letter of Descartes, in which he justifies himself and expounds
the reasons why the Vroedschap should restore his reputation and give him satisfaction
for the insults he suffered from the cit§However, by the time the Vroedschap received
Descartes’ documents, they already knew about the Groningen judgement and to prevent
new unrest they forbade any publication pro or contra DescHtfElse Vroedschap
ordered its secretary to translate Descartes’ letter to allow the affair to peter out. Indeed,
the secretary never reported bdeék.

9 See my Introductionxli.

10 ‘Gelesen een Latijnsche missive van Des Cartes aen Burgemeesteren ende Vroetschap deser Stadt, gedateert
t'Egmond derxvien deserstilo novq die den Secretaris is gelast te translater@esolutén, 219.

11 See my commentary ariD 49, Context 1

12 On 17 February 1645, Descartes wrote a letter of complaint to the Senate of Groningen University,
demanding satisfaction for the insults of Schooclgmiranda methoduAT IV 177-179). On 10/20
April 1645, Schoock confessed to the Senate that not he but Voetius had been the real author of the book.
The Groningen judgement together with Schoock’s testimony can be foundtia £926, 299—-306/AT
IV 792-799.

13 ‘Il y a quelque tems que i'envoyay la copie de ces papiers de Groniagdessieurs du Vroetschap
d’Utrecht, et aussy celle de cinq lettres que Voetius a escrites au Pere Mercenne, dans lesquelles il a medit
de moy, avant que i'eusse iamais rien escrit contreduyyoy i'adioustay une lettre que ie leur adressois,
pour me iustifier, et leur faire entendre les raisons pour lesquelles ils me sembloient estreidigez
quelque reparation des affronts que i'ay receus de leur ville ... Descartes to Huygens, 4 August 1645,
AT IV 261/RoTH 1926, 241. For the correspondence of Voetius and Mersenne, see CM IX, 69-73; X,
163-166; XI, 372-377; ck/D 5, n. 13

14 ‘De Vroetschap interdiceert ende verbiedt wel scherpelick de Boeckdruckers ende Boeckvercopers binnen
dese Stadt ende de vrijheyt van dien te drucken oft te doen drucken, mitsgaders te vercopen oft doen
vercopen eenige boecxkens oft geschriftemof contraDes Cartes’, 2/12 June 1648esolutén 218.

15 Cf. n. 10 above.
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R/D 55 [13/] 23 June 1645

In a final attempt to obtain justice, Descartes wrote lthére apolo@tiqueand
submitted it to the Utrecht Vroedschap in February 1648, together with a Dutch trans-
lation 16 The Vroedschap, however, took note of ihettre apolo@tiqueand did not
replyl?

16 AT VIIIB 201-317; DESCARTES1996.
17 For the quarrels between Descartes, Schoock and Voetius in 1645-1648, and the historetfr¢he
apologetique see \ERBEEK 19927, 29—-33; ESCARTES1996, 3-41; BS199%; BOs199%.
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56
Regius to Descartes [Egmond]

6 July 1645 [NS?]

Vie, II, 268-269 (no. 33).
AT, IV, 241242 (no. 388).

M. Regius [.m.; Lettr. 33 MS. de Reg. du 6 Juillet 1645.] qui ava#ja pris son

parti, et qui sétait fortifié contre toutes sortes de remontrances, ne laissa point de
remercier M. Descartes de ses avis; mais au lieu de les suivre comme auparavant, il
se mit en devoir d’excuser son ouvrage, et d’en faire vérdhomie et les beaag

a son métre, comme si ces choses eussmitapg a ses eflexions! Il lui fit valoir

surtout sa rathode d’analyse, et sa belle miaiere de @finir et de diviser. Il lui 269
promit seulement de remdiera quelques obscués, quoiqu’elles pussent serair
assujettir davantage un lecteurade rendre plus attentif aux difficéls. Et pour

éviter les inconénients dont M. Descartes 'avait averti, il lui envoya ce &led
d’avertissement au lecteur, padire mis au bout de sagface:

« Pour cetromper ceux qui s'imagineraient que les choses qui sont
contenues dans cet ouvrage seraient les sentiments purs de M. Descartes,
je suis bien aise d’avertir le public qu’il y a effectivement plusieurs en-
droits au je fais profession de suivre les opinions de cet excellenthomme;
mais qu’il y en a aussi d’autresige suis d’'une opinion contraire, et
d’autres encore sur lesquels il n'a paségu propos de s’expliquer
jusqu’ici. C’est ce qu’il sera aésde remarqued tous ceux qui pren-
dront la peine de lire lescrits de ce grand homme, et de les confronter
avec les miens?

Pour ... no new paragraph in Vie

1

2

Regius’ ‘ouvrage’ (I. 4) is an early version of Hisindamenta physic€REGIUS1646). In the present letter
Regius reacts to Descartes’ first impression of the work. However, the letter in which Descartes wrote
down his initial remarks is not found among the letters published by Clerselier. It should be kept in mind
that Baillet erroneously assumes that in the present letter Regius remigsld (see my commentary on

D/R 17).

When Fundamenta physicefinally appeared in September 1646, Regius did not include the text he
proposes in the present letter in his preface. Nevertheless, in his dedication to the Stadholder Frederik
Hendrik (dated 10 August 1646 OS) he acknowledged his debt to the ‘incomparable philosopéer Ren
Descartes”: ‘Si vay vestigiis Viri Nobilissimi, et veg¢ Incomparabilis Philosophi, Renati des Cartes,
insistens, vel propria sectans, velaaliia procedensa vulgaribus quorundam opinionibus, eam solam

ob causam, qud principiis, quae occulta €t se non intellecta fatentur, ac proinde nil nisi cimmerias
tenebras, loco quaesitae lucis, exhibere possunt, tanquam ruinosis tibicinibus innifantu, lfbertate
Philosophica, quae jubet, Nullius addictus jurare in verba magistfiHorace,Epistulag 1, 1, 14],Quid

verum atque decens curem, et rogem, et omnis in hofHsinace Epistulae 1, 1, 11], nonnihil recessero;
antiquissimae et charissimae veritatis amor, aliosque juvandi studium, mihi justam, apud aequos rerum
aestimatores, excusationem, ut spero, invenientG(Bs 1646, (a)verse-(a)3rectg). For the history of
Fundamenta physicesee \ERBEEK 1994.
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R/D 56 6 July 1645 [NS?]

20 Pour &icher de g@venir le ésaveu public dont il croyait que M. Descartes le
menacait, il lui fit offre d’ajouter encore, dans s&faice, tout ce qu'il jugeraa
propos, parce qu’il apphendait ce @saveu comme unéfutation de son ouvrage,
capable de Btouffer, ou de le écrier dans sa naissance. Mais il ne parla point de
retoucher au fond de son ouvrage.

COMMENTARY

Date

The date of the letter, 6 July 1645, is found in Baillet and inExé The calendar used
cannot be determined with certainty, but as both hands iExhgive the same date, it
probably concerns the Gregorian calentlar.

20 Pour ... no new paragraph in Vie

3 See my Introduction, § 2.3.1.
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Descartes [Egmond] to Regius

[July 1645]

CLE, I, 430-431 (no. 97).
AT, IV, 248-250 (no. 391).
AM, VI, 262-266; RL, 130—134; CSMK, 254-255; B, 243-245,

Vir Clarissime,

Cum superiores litteras ad te migpaucas tantum libri tui paginas per-
volveram, et in iis satis causae putabam me invenisse, ad iudicandum
modum scribendi, quo usus es, nullibi, nisi forte in Thesibus, posse pro-
bari, in quibus scilicet moris est, opiniones suas modo quam n&axim
paradoxo proponere, ut tanto magis alij alliciantur ad eas oppugnandas.
Sed quantum ad me, nihil mihi magis vitandum puto, quam ne opiniones
meae paradoxae videantur, atque ipsas nunquam in disputationibus ag-
itari velim, sed tam certas evidentesque esse confido, utilljgibus
rece intelligantur, omnem disputandi occasionem sint sublaturae.fa-
teor quidem eas per definitiones et divisioreegeneralibus ad particu-
laria procedendo, regtradi posse, atqui nego probationes debere tunc
obmitti; scio tamen illas vobis adultioribus, et in &néoctrira satis ver-
satis, non esse necessarias. Sed considera, quaeso, quam pauci sint illi
adultiores, cum ex multis Philosophantium millibus vix unus reperiatur
qui eas intelligat; et sanqui probationes intelligunt, assertiones etiam
non ignorant, ideque scripto tuo non indigent. Alij autem legentes as-
sertiones sine probationibus, variasque definitionespta@nadoxas, in
quibus globulorum aethereorum, aliarumque similium rerum, nullibi
te explicatarum, mentionem facis, eas irridebunt et contemnent, sicque
tuum scriptum nocere saepius poterit, prodesse nunquam.

Haec| sunt quae, lectis prioribus scripti tui paginis, iudicavi. Sec:1
cum ad caput de HomiAgerveni, atque ibi vidi quae de Mente hu-

22 Haec ...no new paragraph itCLE

1

The previous letter meant here may have been the covering note to a copy of Descartes’ letter to the Utrecht
magistrates, which Descartes sent to Regius in late June 164&/(s8®&). In any case, Descartes’ only
remark on Regius’ work in the previous letter seems to have been that, after glancing through the first
pages, he disliked Regius’ way of presentation, something which he repeats more elaborately in the present
letter. For Descartes’ similar criticism in an earlier stage 887, which letter Baillet, as well as Adam

and Tannery, erroneously, consider to be the previous letter mentioned (cf. my commeniéryl @h

The last of the twelve chapters fundamenta physices
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D/R 57 [July 1645]

mana et de Deo habésion modo in priore sententia fui confirmatus,

25 sed insuper planobstupui et indolui, tum quod talia credere videaris,
tum quod non possis abstinere quin ipsa scribas et doceas, quamvis
nullam tibi laudem, sed summa pericula et vituperium creare possint.
Ignosce, quaeso, quod lilgetibi tanquam fratri sensum meum aperiam.

Si scripta ista in malevolorum manus incidant (ut faditcident cum

30 ab aliquot discipulis tuis habeantur), ex illis probare poterunt, et vel
me iudice convincere, quod ®to paria facias ett.Quod ne in me
etiam redundet, cogar deinceps ubique profiteri, me circa res Meta-
physicas quam maxies te dissentire, atque etiam scripto aliquo typisq
edito id publi@ testari, si liber tuus prodeat in lucérratias quidem

35 habeo quod illum mihi ostenderis, priusquam vulgares; sed non gratum
fecisti, quod ea quae in eo continentur, privatim, me inscio, docueris.
Nuncque omnia subscribo illorum sententiae, qui voluerunt, ut te intra
Medicinae terminos contineréQuid enim tanti opus est, ut ea quae ad
Metaphysicam vel Theologiam spectant scriptis tuis immisceas, cum ea

40 non possis attingere, quin statim in alterutram partem aberres? Prius,
mentem, ut substantiaencorpore distinctam, considerando, scripseras
hominem esse&ns per accidensnunc autem ecordt considerando
mentem et corpus in eodem homine arahiri, vis illam tantum esse
modum corpori$§ Qui error muld peior est priore. Rogo iterum ut

45 ignoscas, et scias me tam libexd te scripturum non fuisse, nisi geri
amarem et essem ex asse tuus HBBESCARTES

Librum tuum simul cum hac Epistalremisissem, sed veritus sum
ne, sifore in alienas manus incideret, severitas censurae meae tibi posset
nocere, servabo itaque, donec rescivero te hanc Epistolam recepisse.

COMMENTARY

Date
Written in reply tor/D 56 and answered /D 58, the date of the letter lies between 6
and 23 July 1645 [NS].

32 redunde€x|, AT] redundat CLE

3 Cf.D/R45, Il. 34-58.

4 This probably means making claims without decent proof.

5 Descartes publicly denounced Regikshdamenta physices the preface to the French translation of his
Principia (Paris 1647; AT IXB 19-20).

6 Cf.D/R41,n.3.

7 Cf.D/IR29.

8 Cf.D/R45. Cf. VERBEEK 1994, 549-550.
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58
Regius to Descartes [Egmond]

23 July 1645 [NS?]

Vie, Il, 269-271 (no. 34).
AT, IV, 254-256 (no. 393).

[I.m.: Schisme de Regius. Lettr. 34 MS. de Regius.]

«Je ne vois pas que j'aie grand sujet d’&dmnder pour mon opj- 270
nion qui regarde '’homme, dont vous voudriez pourtant me faire un
crime. Car je ne vous en ai dit autre chose, sinon qu’il est clair par
' Ecriture sainte que #me raisonnable est une substance immortelle;
mais qu’on ne peut le prouver par aucune raison naturelle, et que rien
n‘'empéche qu’elle ne soit aussi bien mmode du corpgi.m.. Erreur
que M. Desc. censurait.] qu’une substance qui en seraltement
distingtee! C’est en quoi je crois avoir affermi I'autoéitde I'Ecriture
en ce qui @pendait de moi; au lieu que ceux quéfandent se servir des
raisons naturelles, en cette occasion, semblertferdie cette autoét
divine; et n'aleguant que de faibles raisons trahissent la caus@uael’
et des saintescritures, par leur indisétion ou par leur maliceCe n’est
pas que je ne pusse, pour 'amour de vous, retrancher de ce sentiment
Ce que Vous jugeriez propos; mais, au reste, vous vous feriez jidre-
plus de tort qua moi, si vous alliez publier pacrit ou de vive voix,
gue vous avez touchant laétaphysique des sentimeréigres des
miens. Car I'exemple d’'un homme comme moi, qui ne passe point pour
un ignorant dans votre philosophie, ne serviraaoeonfirmer plusieurs
personnes qui ontaja des sentiments fort défents desdtres sur ces
matieres; et ils ne pourront me refuser la quatthomme d’honneur,
voyant que mes engagements @asavec vous ne m’erdphent pas de
m’éloigner de vos sentiments, lorsqu’ils ne sont pas raisonnables.
\Vous ne serez pas surpris de ma conduite, lorsque vous saurez que
beaucoup de gens d’esprit et d’honneur m’ont souv&mbigre qu'ils
avaient trop bonne opinion de I'excellence de votre esprit, pour croire
gue vous n’eussiez pas, dans le fonds @k, des sentiments contraires

1 Cf.n/R57,Il. 22-28.
2 Here Regius repeats Voetius’ principal accusation of Descartes, namely that he is a concealed advocate of

atheism; cf. Il. 23—-27 below.
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R/D 58 23 July 1645 [NS?]

30

35

40

45

50

a ceux qui paraissent en public sous votre nam.:[Insulte qu'il faut
confronter avec le jugement qu'il avait autrefois degdilat. de M.
Desc?] Et pour ne vous en rien dissimuler, plusieurs se persuadent
ici que vous avez beaucougdédite votre philosophie, en publiant
votre netaphysique. Vous ne promettiez rien que de clair, de certain
et d’évident; maisa en juger par ces commencements, ist@ndent
gu’il n’y a rien que d’obscur et d’incertain, et les disputes que vous
avez eues avec les habiles geénboccasion de ces commencements,
ne servent q@él multiplier les doutes et legebres. |l est inutile de
leur alleguer que vosraisonnements se trouvent enfin tels que vous les
avez promis. Car ils vougpliquent qu’il n'y a point d’enthousiaste,
point d'impie, point de bouffon qui nelp dire la néme chose de ses
extravagances et de ses folfdsncore une fois, je consentirai que I'on
retranche de moagcrit ce qui peut vous yaplaire, si vous le jugea
propos: mais, apes tout, je ne vois rien qui puisse me faire honte, ou
gue je doive me repentir d'avogcrit. Ainsi rien ne m’obligex refuser
I'impression d’'un ouvrage, deddition duquel on peut eéper quelque
utilité. Pourvous, Monsieua,qui j'ai déja des obligations infinies, vous
me permettrez de vous remercier de la kae vous avez eue de lire
mon livre, ou pour mieux parler, votre livre, puisqu’il egritablement
sorti de vous; et de la sigdté avec laquelle vous m’en avez dit votre
sentiment. Vous a@erez aussi la libegtavec laquelle je viens de vous
expliquer les miens, puisque cette lilertest que le fruit de 'amié
dont vous m’honorez.

3 Cf.r/D12c.
4 Here Regius repeats Schoock’s criticism that Cartesianism is a straight way to (religious) enthusiasm

5

(ScHoock 1643RQuerelle 312—-314; cf. \ERBEEK 19921, 21-22, 52; see alsosyD 1995, 109-143).
Regius indeed omitted several viewsHondamenta physicds comply with Descartes’ wishes. But in
response to Descartes’ public denouncement of the worb/gf7, n. 5), Regius and his student Petrus
van Wassenaer published a broadshesplicatio mentis humang@647), in which the Utrecht professor
incorporated those parts of the text which he had suppressEdridamenta physicesThe theses in
question, Il, Il and XIII, are cited im/rR 45, notes 11 and 12.
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23 July 1645 [NS?] R/D 58

COMMENTARY

Date
The letter is in reply t@/R 57. Its date, 23 July 1645, is found fie® and in theExI.
The calendar used cannot be determined with certainty, but as both handE&xh gihe

the same date, it is probably New Style.

6 ‘Cette dernére lettre p/r 57] fit enfin lever le masqu& M. Regius; et&solu de sacrifier ’honneur de son
maditre au sien, il renonOca tout de barsa discipline par une lettre assez cavaliecrite du 23 de Juillet
1645, dans laquelle il voulut s&&dharger une bonne fois en ces termes’ (foll@/s58), Vie, 11, 269.

7 See my Introduction, § 2.3.1.
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Descartes [Egmond] to Regius

[late July or early August 1645]

CLE, |, 432-433 (no. 98).
AT, IV, 256-258 (no. 394).
AM, VI, 271-274; RL, 138-140; B, 248-250.

Vir Clarissime,

Maxima mihiiniuriafitabillis, qui me aliqua de re aliter scripsisse quam
sensisse suspicantur, ipsosque si qui sint scirem, non possem non habere
pro inimicis. Tacere quidem in tempore, ac non omnia quae sentimus
ultro proferre, prudentis est; aliquid autedmsentenfi sia alienum,
nemine urgente, scribere, lectoribusque persuadere conari, abiecti et
improbi hominis esse puto. Asserentibus non magni opus Philosophi
esse, refellere rationes quae pro Animae Essentia Substantiali ajtatae
sunt, illasque interim nullo modo refellentibus, nec refellere valentibus,
non possum non reponere tua haec verhailibet Enthusiastes, et
cacodoxus, et nugacissimus nugator idem de ineptissimis suis nugis
pertinacissing asserere potestCaeteum non vereor ne cuiusquain

me dissentientis authoritas mihi noceat, mat illi videar assentiri;

nec volo ut, mé caug, ullo modo abstineas quibuslibet scribendis et
vulgandis; modo ne etiam aegferas, si palam profitear naéete quam
maxime dissentire. Sed ne desim amici officio, cum mihi librum tuum
eo fine reliqueris, ut quid de eo sentiregime intelligeres, non possum
non apem tibi significare, me omnin existimare tibi non expedire,

ut quicquam de Philosophiin lucem edas, nec quidem de eius parte
Physi@&. Prind, quia cum tibia tuo Magistratu prohibitum sit, ne
novam Philosophiam vel privatim vel pubdicdocere$, satis causae
dabis inimicis, si quid tale evulges, ut ob id ipsum de gréessione 433
tua te deturbent, ac etiam alias irrogent poenas; valent enim adhuc illi,
et vigent, et fortasscum tempore maiores vires sument quam verearis.
Deinde, quia non video te quicquam laudis habere posse ex iis in quibus
mecum sentis, quia ibi nihil de tuo addis, praeter ordinem et brevitatem,
guae duo, ni fallor, ab omnibus b&sentientibus culpabuntur; neminem

1 Cf.rR/D58, Il. 37-39.
2 Cf.D/R41,n. 3.
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[late July or early August 1645] D/R 59

enim adhuc vidi, qui meum ordinem improbaret, quique nonysatie
nimiae brevitatis quam prolixitatis accusaret. Reliqua in quiébuse [25g
30 dissentis, meo quidem iudicio, reprehensione et dedecore, non autem
laude ulk digna sunt, atque ideiterum dico, expressis verbis, me
tibi, quantim possum, dissuadere istius libri editionem. Saltem expecta
tantisper, et ex Horatij consiliodecimum premas in annghfiorsan enim
cum tempore ipsemet videbis, quam yoartibi expediat eum edere.
35 Atque interim esse non desinam ex asse tuus ReM#EBSARTES

COMMENTARY

Date

The letter is in reply ta/D 58 ([13/] 23 July) and consequently dates from late July or
early August 1645.

3 Horace Ars poeticavs. 388:nonumque prematur in annunn 1633, Descartes justified his decision to
withhold publication ol.e Mondequoting the same maxim (Descartes to Mersenne, [28 November 1633],
AT | 272/CM 111 559).
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