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Spinoza

Introduction

LIFE

Brief

* Spain—the Jew on exile
« Netherland
« Study to be a rabbi?

Cherem

» Study Hebrew scriptures and commentaries

« Lsamn Latin and study more secular academic
works

* July 27, 1656.
Concluding with “no one should communicate
with him, nat even in writing, nor accord him any

Why?

* Why being punished with such extreme
prejudice?

= What “evil opinions and acts” or what
“abominable heresies” have been done or
been practiced/taught by Spinaza?

favour nor stay with him under the same roof nor THE GEOMETRIC METHOD
[come] within four cubsits in his vicinity; nor shall
he read any treatise composed or written by him.”

Why this method? Why this method? Different from Descartes

* Spincza experimented actually with different
formats to form his philosophical ideas—a
variety of well-worn styles:
direct exposition {by many}
dialogue (by Plato)
autobiographical meditation {by Descartes)

« In a letter, he said that he can see no better
way to demonstrate his ideas more clearly and
briefly.

* Descartes was after the maximum certainty of
his philosopty, so was Spincza.

= Spii beli that phil hy could reach a
degree of precision and indubitability that
pproxi 3 of not lled that achieved
by mathematics.

* Descartes was not very fond of using the
Fd ic order in th |
domains.

* He notes that he was convinced that it is the
Meditations—with their analytic, not synthetic
or demonstrative, method—which will yieid
by far the greater benefit.

* Spi had app tly a ger faith in the
geometric fashion.




GEOMETRICAL EXPOSITION AND
PHILOSOPHICAL THEORISATION

Doing and presenting philosophy

= Although Spinoza presents his philosophy in
geometric method, it does not suggest that he
does philosophy in the same fashion.

» For Spinaza, as for a good number of other
philasophers in the period, the search for
knowledge must be the search for absolutely

certain truths by a systematic and proven
method.

Methods of discovering and
ways of presenting

« Spinoza did not go about discovering his
principles about God, the human being, and
everything eise by starting with a few definitions,
axioms, and propositions and then seeing what
he could deduce from them a priori.

= Although he chose the geometric format to
present his thought, that does not suggest that
one is to do philosophy just as one does
mathematics.

The connection between what and
how Spinoza is saying in his works
+ Isthere any y ction b form
and contentin Ethics?
+ Some claims that there is no meaningful
lationship b form and and his
choice should be explained on other ground.
* On the other hand, one could argue that there is
aclose, even y relationship b
Spinoza’s subject matter and the format in which
he presents it

necessitarianism
* For Spi there is no ingency in
Nature—causal determinism.
« Everything is necessitated by causes to be
such as itis.

* The causal determinism governing all things in
Nature derives from above—from Nature’s
eternal and infinite principles {that is, from
God).

Why so?

* If Spinoza wants to exhibit the strictly
mathematical necessity that governs reality
and show that all things flow from God, he
must employ a ically for ] series
of demonstrations that reveal the logically
necessary connections that unite propasitions
about those things with propasitions about
God.

The better interpretation

* The second reading is more interesting and
potentially fruitful —that is, the geometric
format is not an extrinsic and dispensable
formulation but an essential one.

= Spinaza explicitly tells us that the goal of
philosophical method is to make the order
and connection of ideas in the mind mirror
the order and connection of things in reality.

The geometric format and the
emendative therapy

* The geometric format of the Ethics is, by the
force of its reasoning, suppased to lead the
reader to the correct re-arrangement of her
ideas so that they, in their new, geometrically
rigorous connections, match up with the order
of reality itseif.

ELEMENTS OF THE GEOMETRIC
PRESENTATION




The role they play A good definition
* The definitions are the bedrock of Spinaza’s = A definition must spell out its content in a
system. p i using ible terms—
* The definitions are the initial point of be clear and conceivable.
departure for Spinaza’s overall argument. « Definitions have to be ret ly basic and
Definitions « A definition describes the essence of a thing. simple.
it allows one to deduce the properties that * Understanding a definition must not require
necessarily belong to its object. fing to any sub il in the
system.
Think about definitions Stipulative or real? How real?

* Definitions of words—stipulative definitions:
When Euclid says “a point is that which has no
part,” it can be read that he’s saying how he
shall understand the word.

* Definitions of things—real definitions:

In this sense, they are really bearers of truth.

« “Will anyone in his right mind tell me that {
have drawn a bad conclusion because | have
perhaps used a false definition? Or will
anyone require me to prove my definition? To
do sa would be to tell me that | have not
conceived what | have conceived, or to require
me to prove that | have canceived what | have
conceived. Surely this is trifling.”

* He sees the Ethics as laying out the truth.

= How does Spinaza know that these definitions
are true and thus are real?

« One passibility is that the definitions are proven
by their consequences.

* The more one sees how much follows from a
given set of definitions, which in Spinoza’s
argument function as causes, and especially how
much of reality they can explain, the greater is
one’s knowledge of those starting points.

Why real?

* Spinaza seems not be troubled by the
epistemological worry of how to justify his
definitions.

* Does it mean that Spinaza thinks that the
definitions are self-evidently true?

Some characteristics

* Axioms are general principles about things—
the fund; | and ab

express common ontological and
epistemological truths.

“From universal axioms alone the intellect
cannat descend to singulars, since axioms
extend to infinity, and do not determine the
intellect to the lation of one singut
thing rather than another”




Kinds of axioms

» Fundamental, abstract as they may, only some
axioms are a priori. Some are plainly matters
of fact.

* They are either governed by logic alone,
derived immediately from experience, offering
insight into some basic metaphysical
categories, specifying the requirement of
knowledge, or stating basic laws of nature.

Three characteristics

* Axioms are not ily as basic as

For instance, “we perceive that a certain body is
affected in many ways”.

{1) Axioms, unlike definitions which may ar may
not be true, must be true,

“{A definition] differs from an axiom...in that it
need only be conceived, without further
condition, and need not, like an axiom be
conceived as true.”

Three characteristics

* {2) Axioms are self-evident—that is, they do
not require independent proof.

* “The truth of a true definition, like the truth of
any true idea, is something it wears it on its
sleeve”

“He, who has a true idea, simultaneously
knows that he has a true idea, and cannot
doubt of the truth of the thing perceived *

Three characteristics

* {3) Axioms are self-evident, but definitions can
acquire support from the consequences
derived from them.

This is a thearetical difference between
definitions and axioms according to some

Is the distinction between
definitions and axioms arbitrary?
* For instance: the eighth definition of Part One
“By ‘eternity’ | mean existence itself, in so far

as it is conceived necessarily follow solely
from the definition of that which is eternal.”

* Why not an axiom? Propasitions
interpreters. “If the existence of a thing can be conceived pos
to follow ity from its definition, then
that thing is eternal.” {Nadler, p. 50)
What propaositions stand for? Propositions with certainty A priori system?
* They are the meat of Spinaza’s system--259 in * All of Spincza’s p iti are d « Nadler ind “Afthough the ic format

number—consisting of ontology,
i logy, psychology, political philosophy,
and ethics.

* Nadier claims that, although Spinaza may
have thought that the definitions and axioms
are self-evident to the ive and rational
mind, he most certainly did not believe this to
be true of the propositions as well.

by a demonstration to establish their truth,
not just with a high degree of prabability but
with absolute and objective certainty.

« Spinoza does not pretend to offer merely a
valid argument for an internally consistent set
of claims. Rather, he believes that the Ethics

p a sound for what is the
philosophical truth.

serves well to capture the rigorously deductive
nature of Spinoza’s reasoning, it shouid not be

far an a priori Many of the
elements...have an empirical origin, either in the
senses or in the imagination; and it certainly
should nat be thought that Spinoza believed that
he couid logically deduce the actual state of the
world at a given time from his first principles
alone.”




The intellectual revolution

* In Spinaza’s works we see the mast important
h, istics of the Enligh and of
modernity itself in clear relief. The powers
that be were not wrong in thinking that these
writings represented a threat to them, for in
many ways Spinaza represented the future,

Other thinkers in the Ethics

* The geometric format chscures the extent to
which Spinaza is addressing issues that had
been raised by previous philosophers.

* We can see the signs of the ancient Stoics in
his ethical doctrines and traces of Hobbes in
his political theory, and, of course, those of

MAIN THEMES OF THE ETHICS and the future was not friendly to their the one who influenced him the mast, namely,
conservative interests. Descartes.
Spinoza vs. Cartesian The different account of God

* Descartes’ ideas influenced Spinoza's Ethics
profoundly, but this infl does not show
up as widespread agreement with Descartas
on some af the most central issues in

philosophy.
* The main themnes of the Ethics can be seen as
to and correctives for what

took to be fundamental errors in the new
Cartesian philosophy.

God

* God plays a absolutely central role in Spinaza’s
philasophical system, which is common to the
medieval philasophy and of Descartes’ new
system.

* The unusual part is that he develops and
defends a whally novel account of what Gad
is.

* He argues that God must encompass
everything that exists.

The delineation

= The first 15 propasitions of the first part of the
Ethics employ ab physical terms
widely used by philasophers in the
seventeenth century to present a rational
argument that this God must exist and that
only this God can possibly exist.
The most famous Appendix of this part
explains why the nature of God has been sa
widely misunderstood through the ages.

Impersonality

« If God is identical with all of nature, then God
clearly does not have any of the personal,
human-like characteristics attributed to God in
the Judaeo-Christian tradition.

He made it clear that in order to gain an
adequate understanding of God and of human
being’s place in the world the reader will have
to recognise the falsity of the traditional

anthr phic p / ion of God.

Universal causal determinism




If God is Nature...

* If all things are parts of God, then a corollary
of this idea is that all things in nature fit
together in an orderly and structured whale.

* According to Spinoza, this is a causal arder—
things and events are caused by ather things
and events in accordance with the laws of
nature (which might also be calied the
structuring principles of the divine Being).

Two objections to
causal determinism

* Causal determinism seemed to pose a threat
to certain religious and moral doctrines.

* First, religious doctrines:
if every event in nature is caused by a prior
event, in accordance with the laws of nature,
there seem to be no place for the mirades
attested to in the Bible.

* It is not surprising that Spincza rejected
miracies of the supernatural kind.

Two objections to
causal determinism

* Second, the objection comes from those who
concerned about the ethical implications.

» if every thing and every occurrence in nature
is the necessary result of prior causes, then
human actions must also be causally
determined.

This seems to rule out human free will, and
that wouid seem to undermine our notions of
moral responsibility.

Descartes’ dualism

« Descartes had found this implication so
biing that he ulti Iy rejected
determinism and held a dualist view regarding
mind and world.

Freedom

* For Spinoza the same causal laws govern all
natural events, including human beings and their
actions that are parts of nature.

He accepts the implication of his causal
determinism that there is no free will. But he

:::; acr: :'npl‘::s::fg:a::ﬁr:ea:d‘“::;;:: ns argues i.n the latter part of the Ethics ﬂ!at thereis Mind and body
and actions results from this will are products 3 mare important and more valuabie kind of
of compietely free and unconditioned choice. freedom that can be achieved by human beings
- by means of understanding ourselves as parts of
nature.
Descartes’ dualism again Spinoza’s rejection
= Descartes was interested in and supportive of * According to Spinoza, the mental and the
the new natural sciences of mechanics, optics physical are not two different kinds of things,
and astronomy, so he wanted to grant that but rather two different ways of
there is universal causation in the world. But understanding and describing one single
human man on the other hand is a totally thing. ABird’s Eye View

different thing.
* Material substance vs. mental substance

* inthe inder of Part two Spi makes
use of his theory of the identity of mind and
body in explaining how we can acquire
knowledge of ourselves and the worid.




‘ethics’

* The book Ethics is of course concerning ethics,
but the word is used more in its ancient sense.

* When Aristotle, the Stoics, or the Epicureans
pondered about the subject, they were
seeking to discaver what is the best kind of life
for a human being, and how we can live that
kind of life.

The approach

* Spinaza emphasises the importance of
knowledge, which is understandable, and
more specifically self-knowledge, for achieving
the good life.

« But as human beings a part and product of
nature, in order to understand ourselves we
must und d the basic principles of nature.

The structure

* The Ethics consist of five parts.

« Part ane deals with God or Nature and how
the world of finite things follows from the
infinite and eternal God.

* Part two introduces the human mind,
explicating how we come to know, and how
we so often go astray in our thinking.

The structure

datmilmd

* Part three is d d to developing a
theory of emations.
 Part four explains what kind of emotional life

The geometrical method

* In Part one, Spinaza spends the first tan
prapasitions in elabarating on the nation of
substance, and then in Propasition 11 he
brings God back in by claiming that Gad is

The geometrical method

* Like Euclid's Elements, each proposition of the
Ethics receives the deductive certainty from
the initial premises—either the definitions,

is cond to a life of gth and N . o
happiness, identical to the substance. Idn':xmms, o:r previously proved pfolposltmns.
* Part five teaches us how reason and * Why praceed in this way? n the case of geometry, we v Iy?
N - . " , at the ultimate starting points from which ail
can help to * For notational reason, hereafter 1-D-n" means ise foll the definiti d axi that
destructive passions, and even provide a kind a certain definition, 1-A-n’ a certain axiom, else 5 OWs— 3 nn-s and axioms
of blessedness and salvotion. and “I-P-n’ a certain proposition in Part one. require no further justification.
The geometrical method The concept of substance The concept of substance
* If Spil ’s phil hical of reality is * Spi ’s definition of sub (1-D-4) * In order to think of a sharp knife, one must
to have the same kind of rational intelligibility includes two kinds of claims which correspond think of a knife, but not the other way round.
latively to the two underlined pt in the « Conceptual dependence:

as geometry, there must be a starting point for
the system—something that requires no
further cause in order to exist and requires no
further explanation in order to be understood.

« This is the starting point required for reality to
be rationally inteiligible.

last slice—an ontological claim and a
conceptual claim.

* Ontological dependence:
That a thing B is in a thing A is to say that B is
ontologically dependent on A.

This kind of relationship can be called a
conceptual dependence.

Sharpness is conceptuaily dependent on
knifes {and knifes on matter).




The startling conclusion

God and Nature are one and the same thing.
Rather than speaking of ‘God and Nature’, we
shouid say ‘God or Nature’.

‘God’ and ‘Nature’ are two co-referential

The startling conclusion

» What does Spinoza mean?

« is God the whole of Nature?
Is God only certain universal aspects of
Nature?
Is God somehow hidden within Nature but

Propasitions I-XV words. nonetheless distinct from it?

« His partisans are in favour of the most pious
theism of Western philosophy—Ged is to be
found everywhere.

The startling conclusion substance

* But the critics of his contempararies, the
ecclesiastic oppanents, opted for the reading
that he is offering a devious atheism,

d d him for blasphemy—God is
reduced to nothing more than Nature.

« Nevertheless, Spinoza’s goal in the first fifteen
propositions of Part one is to establish that
God is the unique, infinite, necessarily existing
{self-caused) substance of the universe.

SUBSTANCE, ATTRIBUTE, AND MODE

- 1-D-3:

By ‘substance’ | mean that which is in itself and is
conceived through itself: in other words, that of
which a conception can be formed independently
of any other conceptions.

* Ari i the ulti subject of
predication which is itself not predicated of
anything, or to which praperties beiong but
which is itself not a property of something else.

substance

« Cartesian concept: the subject and sustainer
of properties that is nat itself the property of
something eise.

* Strictly speaking, for Descartes, anly God is a
substance.

He is nevertheless willing to grant that finite,
created things (such as souls) are substances
in an equivocal or secondary sense.

attribute
- 1-D-4:
By ‘attribute’ | mean that which the intsilect
p ives as ituting the of
substance.

« The attribute of a substance, as its essence, is
the determinabie nature of which all of the
particular properties of the thing are
determinate manifestation.

attribute

. I-P-2:
Two substances, whose attributes are
different, have nothing in common.

» Two questions are raised by the definition of
attribute:
{1) Is there a genuine distinction between
substance and attribute?
{2) Is an attribute a perspective of the
intellect?




substance or attribute?

* {1) Is the substance some natureless thing or
substratum undertying the attribute, or is it
simply the attribute itself?

« For Descartes, his considered pasition is that
while there is a conceptual distinction

substance or attribute?

+ Spinaza also identifies a substance with its

attribute.

* |-P-4—the proof:

£

besides the

1s,

understanding, by which

given

several things may

substance or attribute?

« {2} Is an attribute a perspective of the inteliect?
* {-D-4:
By ‘attribute’ | mean that which the intellect
perceives as constituting the essence of
substance.

and ib there is not be distinguished one from the other, except « s an attribute 2 real thing (objectivist) or
a real distinction between them. the substance, or, in other words...their rather simply a way of perceiving things
. ibute’: The intellect p as attributes and modifications.” {subjectivist).
the of sub (1-D-4)
mode mode Causal necessitarianism
« I-D-5: . -P-1: . -A-3:

By ‘mode’ | mean the modifications (affections)
of substance, ar that which exists in, and is

Substance is by nature prior to its

modifications.

from a given definite cause an effect
necessarily follows; and, on the other hand, if

d through thing ather than -Whafs;_:in?zahasinm_indinﬂlis.ar.eb:.:ﬂume no definite cause be g d, itis i il
itself. and the ) priority af that an effect can follow.
) substance over its modes, since modes are )
* The modes of a thing are concrete q dent upan the sut to which they « The first part of it is cousal necessitarianism:
if ions of the I of nature belong for their being and their being the relationship between a cause and its effect
constituting that thing. understood. is a necessary one.
Causal rationalism causality
. A * The notion of causation nowadays is different
The ledge of an effect d ds on and from Spinaza’s in the sense that we think of

invoives the knowledge of a cause.

» Causal rationalism:
To know something is to understand how it came
about and why it is as it is and not otherwise.
That is, to know something is to know its
aetiological history, to have a sufficient
explanation of it in causal terms.

the cause as occurring before the effect.

* The nature of a triangle is such that its angles
always add up to 180 degrees. Spincza would
say that the nature of a triangle couses it to be
true that the angles equal 180 degrees. No

time relationship involves here.




The overview of the argument of
I-P-1 to I-P-15

* {1) Spinaza will establish that there cannot be
two or more substances having the same
nature or attribute (I-P-1~5).
(2) He will then prove that there necessarily is
a substance with infinite (all possible}
attributes, namely, God {I-P-6~11).
(3) In conclusion, it follows that the existence
of that infinite substance preciudes the
existence of any other substance {I-P-12~15).

The key premise

e |-P-5:
There cannot be two or more substances of
the same nature.

* For any nature, a, there can only be one
substance possess g—that is, no two
substances belong to the kind a.

How to distinguish and
individuate things?

* This is what the proof of |-P-5 relies on.

 if there are two distinct substances, then we
need ways to distinguish one from the other.
Therefore, if all ways are denied, then there
cannot be more than one substance of each kind.

+ Two ways of distinguishing: by their underlying
nature (their attributes) or by their properties
{modes ar affections) that express those
attributes.

Leibniz’s criticism on the first way

« Spinaza assumes that if two substances have
an attribute in common, then they cannot be
distinguished from each other by their
attributes.

= Leibniz thinks that this reasoning is valid only
if one is also assuming that a substance
cannot have more than one attribute.

Leibniz’s criticism on the first way

* Leibniz is certainly correct on this criticism.
And it is Descartes who commits to this view.

= Although Spinaza can hold this principle, it
would be problematic when he soon claim in
|-P-9 that substance can have many—
infinite—attributes.

The second way
* Sub can be distinguished by their
idental ch istics—the modes or

affections expressing their attributes.

The second way

« “_if by the difference of their modifications—
as substance is naturally prior to its
modifications (I-P-1)-—it follows from that
setting the modifications aside, and
considering substance in itself, that is truly, (I-
0-3 & 5), there cannot be conceived one
substance different from ancther—that is (by
|-P-4}, there cannot be granted several

b but one sub only”

SUBSTANCES ARE NECESSARILY
EXISTING, ETERNAL, AND INFINITE

I-P-6
* “One sub cannot be produced by
another substance.”

* Two things can be causally related only when
they have something in common. {cf. -P-3)

* According to Spinaza’s causal rationalism (cf.
slice 27), if one thing is the effect of another,
then the former must be able to be
understood through the latter.
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I-P-6

* Butl-P-5 blishes that no two sub
have the same attribute.

* A second argument of this propaosition is in
the coroltary to I-P-6:
“For if substance be produced by an external
cause [—that is, produced by another
substance], the knowledge of it would depend
on the knowledge of the cause (I-A-4), and (by
1-D-3), it would itself not be substance.”

The ontological argument

. |-p-7:
Existence belongs to the nature of substances.
« The proof:
Substance cannot be produced by anything
external (coroliary to i-P-6), it must, therefare,
be its own cause—that is, its essence
ly involve exi or exi:
belongs to its nature.

The problems of
the ontological argument
* Two readings of “Sub ily exists”
* First, if this is predication—that is, if ‘exist’ is a
predicate—then this begs the question by
P ing the exi of sub
* Second, if this is a definition—~that is, if
Substance exists, then it exists necessarily—
then this does not guarantee that substance
does exist.

* wdPyx, P.Px) (= 14

The problems of
the ontological argument

= There is a special case of something more
general, namely: the thing satisfying such and
such condition, satisfies that very condition.

« This calls the charocterisotion principle (CP}—
a thing has thase properties by which it is
characterised.

* If we paraphrase ‘(P x, Px..Px)" as i, then
what CP says is that “P,u, Pyi...P " is true.

Infinite and absolutely infinite

* -D-2:
A thing is called “finite after its kind' when it
can be limited by another thing of the same
nature....

« I-D-6:
By ‘God’ | mean a being absolutely infinite—
that is, a substance consisting in infinite
attributes, of which each express eternal and
infinite essenitality.

The infinitude of substance

- |-p-8:

Every substance is necessarily infinite.

* In the proof, Spinoza first argues that a
substance cannat be finite, for this means that
it can be limited by something with the same
nature. But according to I-P-5, ho two
substances have the same nature, therefare it
cannot be limited and thus is infinite.

Infinite attributes

« For Spi an infinite sub will have
infinite attributes or natures, that is, all
possible attributes or natures.

Each attribute is infinite in its own kind, since
there is no other attribute like it to limit it.
<ub itself, h is absoluteh
infinite, and thus possesses an {absolute)
infinity of attributes, each of which is infinite
in its own kind.

Infinite substance and infinite
attributes

+ Although each of these attributes or natures is
or exists in itself and is conceivable by itself
and independently of any other attribute or
nature, it is not the case that each attribute is
a distinet substance.

« If substance is (absolutely) infinite, then it has
infinite natures or attributes.

Substance as complex whole can
be divided?

« Substance is not an aggregate or complex
whole of which the attributes are parts into

which it can be divided.
o 1-p-12:
No attrit of sub can be ived

fram which it would follow that substance can
be divided.

. |-P-13:
Substance absolutely infinite is indivisible.

11



Indivisible totality of attributes

« The attributes are elements making up the
absolutely infinite substance, but none can be
removed or separated from the totality that is
the substance itself, not even in principle.
Each attribute is in itseif and is conceived
through itself. But for Spinaza this implies that
each attribute necessarily exists, and from this

The problem of identifying
substance with God

* Indi ing |-P-5, we ion Leibniz’s
criticism on Spinaza, that no two substances
have the same attribute only if every
substance has just one single attribute.

« The division of an absolute infinite sub
could be understood as divided into
substances each of which is infinite in its own

EXCEPT GOD, NO SUBSTANCE CAN

it follows that no attribute couid exist without kind—that is, each with its own single BE OR BE CONCEIVED
the others. attribute—and this is not ruled out by |-P-8.
The appearance of ‘God’ The first proof out of three The second proof
« From the first ten propositions of the Ethics, * The first proof takes the ontological proof for « ltargues to the claim that God necessarily
nothing theologically boid even gives any hint. the exi: of sub and sforms it exists and similarly relies on what has already
Al of them are concerning basic metaphysical into a proof for God's existence simply by been blished about sub along with
categaries. bstituting ‘God” for ‘sub ', a the principle of sufficient reason—that is, for

= |-P-11:
God, or substance, consisting of infinite
attributes, of which each expresses eternal
and infinite essentiality, necessarily exists.

substitution permitted by the definition of
God as an infinite substance.

everything there must be a cause or reason

why it either exists or does not exist, and this

cause or reason must lie either in the nature
of the thing or outside it.

The third proof

* This is different from the first two in the sense
that it is o posteriori—taking as one of its
premises the claim that we actually exist.

* (1) To be abie to exist is to have power; to be
able not to exist is to iack power.

« (2) If something exists, then it necassarily
exists, either because it is necessary in itself or
b its &xi is i d by some
external cause.

The third proof

* (3}if finite beings presently (necessarily) exist but
an absolutely infinite being does not, then finite
beings would be more powerful than an
absolutely infinite being.

{4) But it is absurd to think that finite beings are
more powerfut than an absolutely infinite being.

So either nathing p thy exists or an

infinite being also presently exists. Since it is clear
that the first disjunct is false, an absoiutely
infinite being—God—necessarily exists.

God as...

= Everything is in place for Spinaza to establish
that God is the only substance in Nature,

* God is just the one, necessarily existing,
eternal, infinite substance of Nature {I-P-14),
and that everything else is in this substance,
which he calls God or Nature (I-P-15).

12



1-P-14

* Besides God no
conceived.

« This directly follows from I-P-5 {no substances
have the same attribute} and I-P-11 {there is a
substance with infinite attributes}.

* |-P-5 (1), I-P-7—necessary existence is an
attribute (2), I-P-8 (3), I-P-11 (4), |-P-13 (S} and
Leibniz’s criticismn to I-P-5 {6) = {-P-14?

" 4

canbe g or

P-15

« Whatsoever is, is in God, and without God
nothing can be, or be conceived.

+ (1) Modes or affections, by definition, must
exist in and be conceived through the
substance which they modify.

¢ (2} There is and can be nothing that is neither
a substance nor a mode.

I-P-15

* (3} But because God is the only substance,
whatever else exists besides God must be a
mode, and therefore must exist in God.

GOD AS FIRST CAUSE OF ALL

I-P-15

» Whatsoever is, is in God, and without God
nathing can be, or be conceived.

* Ontological d o and

* Things {or modes) are entirely d d
upon God; things are nothing but certain finite
ways the divine substance is configured.

 For instance, a stone and the attribute of
Extension.

Modes and attributes again

* It makes more sense if we remember that
extension, as an attribute, is a way that we
perceive the sssence of God.

* God is power—power that expresses itself in
an active way as the world around us.

* For Spinoza, there are uniform law-like
regularities (the laws of extended nature} in
accordance with which the power of God is
expressed through the attribute of extension.

The necessity of the divine nature

« |-P-16:
From the necessity of the divine nature must
follow an infinite number of things in infinite
ways—that is all things which can fall within
the sphere of infinite intellect.

= Spinaza does not say that from God's nature
these things will or do follow, but from the
necessity of God they must follow.

God acts...

. 1-P-17:
God acts salely by the laws of his own nature,
and is not constrained by anyone.

* In Spinaza’s terminology, to say that God acts
is just to say that things follow from the
structured power which is the divine nature.

God is a free cause?

* God is the only truly free cause.

« D-7:
That thing is called ‘free,’ which exists solely
by the necassity of its own nature, and of
which the action is determined by itself alone.
On the other hand, that thing is necessary, or
rather constrained, which is determined by
something external to itself to a fixed and
definite method of existence or action.

ur
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Freedom?

* The Note to |-P-17:
“Others think that God is a free cause,
because he can, as they think, bring it about,
that those things which we have said follow
from his nature—that is, which are in his
power, should not come to pass, or should not
be produced by him...”

Freedom?

* “But this is the same as if they said, that God
could bring it about, that it should follow from
the nature of a triangie that its three interior
angies shouid not be equal to two right
angies; or that from a given cause no effect
should follow, which is absurd *

* By assigning a will to God, theologians argue
about which is more basic—his intellect or his
will. Spinaza thinks this is a pseudo question.

God as the immanent cause

* |-p-18:

God is the indwefling and not the transient
cause of all things.

« To say that God is the immanent cause is to
say that things are produced in God by God,
and that they remain in God as the divine
power that produced them remains in them.

THE INFINITE MODE

the immediate infinite mode

. -P-21:
All things which follow from the absolute
nature of any attribute of God must always
exist and be infinite, or in other words, are
eternal and infinite through the said attribute.

* The distinction between immediately and
mediately following from the absolute nature
of God's attributes.

the immediate infinite mode

* -p-22:
Whatsoever follows from any attribute of God,
in so far as it is modified by a madification,
which exists necessarily and as infinite,
thraugh the said attribute, must also exist
necessarily and as infinite.

the immediate infinite mode

= |-P-23:
Every mode, which exists both necessarily and
as infinite, must necessarily follow either from
the absolute nature of some attribute of God,
or from an attribute modified by a
madification which exists necessarily, and as
infinite.

Thought

* (1) Under the attribute of thought, the
immediate infinite mode is absolutely infinite
inteliect.

¢ (2) For Spinoza, the intellect consists of ideas
{of thinkings of things).

* Therefore, the absoiutely infinite intallect
consists of the infinite ideas of everything that
there is.

Extension

« According to Spinaza, the immediate infinite
made of extension is motion and rest.

= Perhaps it is that the pawer that is extension
is immediately expressed as an infinity of
things in motion and at rest.

* We can think of it as a way in which motion

and rest occur always and everywhere
throughout extended nature.

14



Curley’s interpretation

« Curley suggests us to think of the infinite
mode along the lines of the laws of nature.

* Sowhen Spinoza speaks of ‘mation and rest’
as the immediate infinite and eternal mode
under the attribute of extension, the term
“‘motion and rest’ is a stand-in for the most

No existence of any mode in
virtue of its own essence

. 1-p-24:
The essence of things produced by God does
not involve existence.

* Even the infinite and etermal modes that we
have been discussing, which do indeed exist
eternally, do so not in virtue of their own

general faws of physics. MODES AS DEPENDENT ON GOD essence of power, but in virtue of the power
of God from which they follow with timeless
necessity.
God as the efficient cause God as the efficient cause God as the effident cause
. |-P-25; . |I-p-26: o |-P-27:

God is the efficient cause not only of the

existence of things, but also of their essence.
* Corollary:

individual things are nothing but

madifications of the attributes of God, or

mades by which the attributes of God are

expressed in a fixed and definite manner.

A thing which is conditioned to actina
particular manner, has necessarily been thus
conditianed by God; and that which has not
been conditioned by God cannot condition
itself to act.

« That is, whatever characteristics, and alsa
whatever causal power a thing might have,
follow from God.

A thing, which has been conditioned by God
to act in a particular way, cannot render itself
unconditioned.

« Itis clear that a mode cannot, as it were, resist
the power of God by failing or refusing to do
that which it is causally detarmined to do.

FINITE AND DETERMINATE MODES

Finite modes

* |-P-28:
Every individual thing, or everything which is
finite and has 2 conditioned existence, cannot
exist or be conditioned to act, unless it be
conditioned for existence and action by a
cause other than itseif, which also finite, and
has a conditioned existence; ...

Finite modes

= ... and ltkewise this cause cannot in its turn
exist, or be conditioned to act, unless it be
conditioned for existence and action by
another cause, which also is finite, , and has a
conditioned existence and so on to infinity.

« According to I-P-21 and |-P-22, these finite
things must be determined to exist and to act
by another finite thing.

15



Curley’s another interpretation

* Two types of modes:
How are them related to each other, and how
does each play a role in the praduction of
reality as we know it?

« The infinite and eternal modes are

omnipresent nomological regulatities of the
workings of nature—law-like ways in which
/N always and everywhere acts.

The example

* Indi ing a i ider a billiard
ball, say, number 8 in motion across the table.

* This moving number-8-ball is a finite mode of
extension, and by virtue of its mation itis
capable of setting other balls in motion as
weil. This ball must have been set in motion
by, say, the cue ball.

* The-cue-ball collided the number-8-ball.

Two causal series

= The two causal series’ at work in Spinaza's
theory—the verticat and the horizontal orders
of causations.

* The vertical order begins with the attribute:
From the structured power that is the
attribute, say, extension, follow certain law-
like ways in which the power of God/Nature is
always and everywhere expressed.

Two causal series

* The horizontal arder of the interactions of the
endless series of finite things is in turn
conditioned and governed by these
regularities,

Universal causal determinism

. I-p-23;

g in the uni is i but all
things are conditioned to exist and operate in
a particular manner by the necessity of the
divine nature.

* Perhaps the iteration of his point results from

DETERMINISM AND GOD his fear of that some will continue to think in
terms of God choosing to exercise his power
by an act of divine will.

natura naturans and
An analogy No divine will
natura naturata
« in the Note of I-P-29: = Think of God’s activity along the lines of a . |-P-31:
1. nature viewed as active (naturag naturons): dance. The intellect in function, whether finit= or

Which is in itseif and conceived through itself.
2. nature viewed as passive {natura naturata):
Which follows from the necessity of the
nature of God, or of any of the attributes of
God...in so far as they are considered as things
which are in God, and which without God
cannot exist or be conceived.

* Dancing = a structured activity
w a dance
The thing (a dance) is both the result of the
activity (dancing} and identical with the
activity {dancing}.

infinite, as will, desire, love, &c., should be
referred to passive nature and not to active
nature.

* Specific thoughts and voliti {whether in
God or in us) are modes of the attribute of
thinking and must be ascribed to the
produced side of things (naturo naturotaj.
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No divine will

« According to Spinoza, the will consists of
individual volitions, and each of these
volitions is a finite mode, determined to be
what it is by other finite modes and by the

Uncompromisingly deterministic
position
o |-P-33:
Things could not have been brought into being

by God in any manner or in any order different
from that which has in fact obtained.

laws of the attribute of thought. - Since all things follow from the nature of God,
o I-P-32: if it were possible for things to have been
Will cannot be a free cause, but only a produced in another way, it would have to be COULD GOD HAVE DOWN
necessary cause. passible for God to have had a different OTHERWISE?
nature.
The biblical account of creation Descartes Leibniz

* An that is rej d by Spi asan
anthropomorphic figment of an ancient
writer’s imagination.

* He held that God created everything by an act
of his radically free and ined will.
« According to this view God could have made it

* He develops a view according to which God
chase among a number of passible worlds the
best one to create.

« More thaughtful and phil hically the case that even the laws of logic or * This is because of God's divine perfection.
sophisticated thinkers had held that God could mathematics were different if he had so = Spinaza rejects this view, for it assumes that
have produced a different world. chasen. there is a dard of good ind d

* Spinaza sees this as literally unthinkable. of and prior to God, to which God looks in
deciding what to do.
The mistake The cure Slice 57

« All of these views are misguided, and that
they uitimately derive from an erroneous
conception af the nature of God and of his
creative activity.

Sa long as we think of God as having human-
lika psychological ch istics—thinking of
God as making choices and decisions—we will
mistakenly imagine that the world might have
been different from the way it is.

* Only when we realise that the divine nature is
what it must be, given that it is substance, and
that the world follows from the divine nature
with the same necessity as it follows from the
nature of a triangle that its angles total 180
degrees, will we rightly understand God.

= |-P-5 (1), I-P-7—necessary existence is an
attribute (2), -P-8 (3), I-P-11 (4}, I-P-13 (5) and
Leibniz’s criticism to I-P-5 (6) = |-P-14?
(6) > (1)
(1)+(3) +(6) > —4)
Ly > > (477)(®)
(1) +(4) > (5)
{4) +(5) > —(6)
o {2) > —(6); (2} —*(4) & {5}; but {211
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The condusion of Part |

* The broad metaphysical picture:

“Everything that belongs to a single,
Partll ity existing, infinite sub a

unique and all ing system i

. of which there is nothing and whose own

On the Nature and the Origin Introduction internal power and principles immanently

of the Mind bring about all things with an absolute or

th jcal ity.” (Nadler, 122)

Spinoza’s ultimate goal The preface The first thirteen propositions

* How is it possible for human happiness to be
in a deterministic universe?

+ Spinoza’s anthropology: the opposition to any
kind of ‘dominion within a deminion’.

* “I now pass on to explaining the resuits, which
must necessarily follow from the essence of
God, or of the eternal and infinite being; not,
indeed, all of them {for we proved in Part |, {I-
P-16), that an infinite number must follow in
an infinite number of ways), but only those
which are able to lead us, as it were by the
hand, to the knowledge of the human mind
and its highest biessedness”

= This is the first section of Part ii:
Dealing in a systematic way with the
relationship between the attribute of
extension and the attribute of thinking.

* The first ten propasitions give an analysis of
the general relation.

* {I-P-11~13 in turn apply the above general
point to the human mind and body.

Uncharacteristic informality

* Inll-P-11, Spinaza addresses the reader with
uncharacteristic informality.

* In the Note of it, “Here, | doubt not, readers
will come to a stand, and will call to mind
many things which will cause them to
hesitate; | therefore beg them to accompany
me siowly, step by step, and not ta pronounce
on my statements, till they have read to the
end”

Parallelism and mind/body problem

* The relationship between the finite modes of
all attributes is parallel—what Spinoza’s so-
calied parallelism.

= Inil-P-10, Spinoza argues that the human
being is nat a substance in its own right.

* The remarkable part is the notion that the
human mind is nothing but the ideg of the
human body.

Parallelism
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CARTESIAN MIND/BODY PROBLEM

Cartesian model

* Descartes’ model is the most well-known
model, halding existent two types of created,
finite substance—extended and mental
substances.

= Except being capable of thinking, the mental
substance is capabie of determining itself to
oct.

The mind/body interaction

« How can a mental substance with no feature
physical wh has any relation to an
extended substance which is with no feature
mental whatsoever?

* Descartes apparently has to set up something
which can move and be moved by both
directions.

The pineal gland

* Descartes hypothesised that in brain there is a
tiny, easily movable organ cailed the pineal
glond.

« Itis so sensitive that it can be moved by

houghts, even though thought is not physical
at all, and similarly the thought can be moved

Spinoza’s additional objection

* Itis clear why Spinoza rejects this dichotomy
between mind and body.

« He has proven that there can be only one
substance—~the infinite and eternal God.

« Human mind in its volitional aspect cannot be
self-determined.

by its being maved by some physical causes. « But then what are the mind and the bady, if PROPOSITIONS 1-XI
they are not substances?
Why h d i R .
oniv ¢ .:,l:,‘z,::m::‘ ension are ideas The uniqueness of Thought
« Except the existence of infinitely many * {I-D-3: * Thinking is always thinking of thing

unknown attributes is one of the most
mysterious aspects of Spinoza’ system, he
actually does have an answer to it.

* But we have to first look at the nature of the
human mind and its power in order to get a
clear und ding of the

By ‘idea,’ | mean the mental conception which
is formed by the mind as a thinking thing.
 Theses ideas in Thought are not necessarily
the familiar psychological contents of our own
mental lives.
* The first and foremost are God's ideas or
God’s singular thoughts of things.

Pintantionality

« Based on this, the modes of Thaught can be
distinguished from other modes of all the rest
attributes.
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Formal and objective existence

* li-P-7 {corollary):
“...whatsoever follows from the infinite nature
of God in the world of extension (formaliter},
follows without exception in the same order
and cannection from the idea of God in the
world of thought {objective).”

* All ather modes exist objectively or are
cantained objectively in ideas.

1-p-1

* Thought is an attribute of God, or God is a
thinking thing.

* Thought is seen as an attribute of God and
singular thoughts or ideas as modes of it—as
specific ways in which the one power of
thinking can be expressed.

-P-2

* Extension is an attribute of God, or God is an
extended thing.

* Spinaza sees extension as an attribute and
sees individual extended things as modes of
it—as specific ways in which the one divine

power acts extendedly in accordance with the

laws of extensions.

1I-P-3

* In Gad there is necessarily the idea not only of
its essence, but also of all things which
necessarily follow from his essencs.

* What is an idea though?

« |dea is of a state of affair—thinking-that-it-is-
the-case.

What a difficult idea!

= 1I-P-3, DEM:
God (by {I-P-1) can think an infinite number of
things in infinite ways, or {what is the same
thing, by I-P-16) can form the idea of his
essence, and of all things which necessarily
follow thereform. Now all that is in the power
of God necessarily is (I-P-35). Therefore, such
an idea as we are cansidering necessarily is,
and in God alone. QED {I-P-15)

What a difficuit idea!

¢ The modes in the other attributes are
mirrored in the modes of Thought (ideas) that
have them as their objects.

* Infinite number of things in infinite ways?
Fhought Extension X Y ..
idea-ofe bodya X{a) Y(a) ..

What a difficult idea!

* For each individual mode m of each attribute,
‘there is an exclusive corr ding individual
mode of Thought, a correlative idea in God’s
infinite intellect, that has m as its object.
Thought Extension X Y ..
idea of bodya body a Xla) Yi(a) ..
idea of X{a)

idea of Y{(d)

... (including an idea of the idea of body a...)

Il-P-5

* The actual being of ideas owns God as its
cause, only is so far as he is considered as a
thinking thing, not in so far as he is unfolded
in any other attributes of God and of
particular things do not own as their efficient
cause their objects (ideata) or the things
perceived, but God himself in so far as he is a
thinking thing.

I-P-6

* The modes of any given attribute are caused
by God, in so far as considered through the
attribute of which they are modes, and not in
so far as he is considered through any other
attribute.
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n-p-6

* Corollary—Hence the actual being of things,
which are not modes of thought, does not
foliow from the divine nature, because that
nature has prior knowledge of the things.
Things represented in ideas follow, and are
derived from their particular attribute, in the
same manner, and with the same necessity as
ideas follow {according to what we have
shown) from the attribute of thought.

1-P-7 (paralielism)

* The order and connection of ideas is the same
as the order and connection of things.

* Running parallel to each ather, matched up at
every point, for every idea there is an exactly
carresponding mode of ion {or other
modes of other attributes) (the idegtum of the
idea).

» But are there two separate series of distinct
things running paraliel with one another?

All the modes of Thought?

« Spinaza sometimes speaks of all the modes of
Thought taken together as the ‘divine intallect’
or ‘the mind of God’.

* Thought Extension X Y ..
ideaof bodya bodya X(@) Y(a) ..
idea of X{a}

idea of Y{a}
.. (including an idea of the idea of body a...)

Only one series of modes

«A hysical ground of paralleli
Ultimately everything is an expression of the
power of one and the same substance, a
stance from which there must follow infinitety
many things in infinitely many modes.

For instance {lI-P-7, Note), a circle existing in
nature, and the idea of a circle existing, which
is also in God, are one and the same thing
displayed through different attrib

play

1I-P-7, Note

* “Thus, whether we conceive nature under the
attribute of extension, or under the attribute
of thought, or under any other attribute, we
shalt find the same order, or one and the same
chain of causes—that is, the same things
follawing in either case”

« 1. ‘conceive’?

2. one and the same chain of causes?

Why only one and the same chain of
cause?

* The denial of trans-attribute causality is
blished by his epi ogy of 3

When one thing is the cause of another, the
latter cannot be conceived without the former
(I-A-4). Now the mode of any attribute is
conceived through the attribute of which it is
a mode and not through any other attribute,
and each attribute is conceived only through
itself and not through any other. {Nadler, p.
132-3)

11-P-8

« The ideas of particular things, ar of modes,
that do not exist, must b comprehended in the
infinite idea of God, in the same way as the
formal essences of particular things or modes
are contained in the attributes of God.

« If there is a perfect parallel between the
infinite series of ideas and extended things,
then why do we still have ideas of, say,
echippus or other distinct things?

I-P-9

= The idea of an individual thing actually
existing is caused by God, not in so far as he is
infinite, but in so far as he is considered as
affected by another idea of a thing actually
existing, of which he is the cause, in so far as
he is affected by a third idea, and so on to
infinity.

f-P-10

« The being of substance does not appertain to
the essence of man—in other words,
b does not i the actual being
{forma) of man.
* Is Spinaza claiming that it is nat determined,
one way or the other, whether or not a
specific individual man exists?
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